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MELROSE 2011 PERFORMANCE RATING
DISTRICT SUMMARY SLIDE

English Language Arts
We are classified asthaving a' Very High performance rating

Math
We are classified' as having a High perfiormance rating




PERFORMANCE RATINGS FOR OUR
ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS: 2011

SCHOOL

ELA

MATIH

HOOVER

H1G

VERY HIGH

HORACE
IMANN

HIG
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HIGH
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HIGH
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WINTHROP

VERY HIGH

VERY HIGH




MAKING ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS:2011
Grades 3-5
Note: We are the only district, out of the 6 listed below, that made
AYP In ther aggregate in both content areas.

Melrose

DEIVEFS

Reading

Saugus

Stoneham

Wakefield

ELA

Aggregate

Subgroups

Math

Aggregate

Subgroups




SUMMARY SLIDE
MAKING ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS:2011

[Hoover

Horace
Mann
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ELA
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SPECIAL ED
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DISTRICT ANALYSIS AND REVIEW TOOL
%, Proficient or' Higher

“Danvers, Saugus, and Stoneham listed below: are similar to our
district in; terms of grade-span, enreliment, andl special populations.
*Reading and Wakefield were chosen due to proximity.

3ELA 3MATH 4ELA 4 MATH 5ELA 5M 5S
Danvers /6 /8 57 47 /5 63 51
Melrose 73 /1 64 56 /8 71 63
Reading /3 74 67 61 82 76 63
Saugus 63 77 47 41 69 60 37
Stoneham | 63 68 §]6) 55 /8 74 )
Wakefield | 67 75 72 62 73 64 52

*In 5 out of 7 areas tested, we placed in the top 3. In Grade 4ELA we
placed 4t and in Grade 3 Math we placed 5th,




MEDIAN STUDENT GROWTH PERCENTILE (SGP)
ELEMENTARY DISTRICT STATISTICS

Note: SGPs between 40-60iindicate typical growith.
SGPsiabove 60! indicate highi grewth.
Gains or decreases of 10 o more are considered significant.

ELA 2009 2010 2011 MATH 2009 2010 2011
GRADE 4 44 46 50 48 47 54

GRADE 5 510) 63 58 56 57, 65




GROWTH DISTRIBUTION
Percent off students scoring an SGP

ol 40 or higher in Math
2009 2010  [2011 |3 vyears

Melrese (61 60 66 +7
4 grade; | 56 55 66 +10
51 grade |65 65 72 +7
SPED 52 46 59 £

Cow 61 47 63 +2
Income




GROWTH DISTRIBUTION
Percent off students scoring an SGP

o 40ror higher'in ELA
2009 2010  [2011 |3 vyears

Melrese: |56 63 65 +0
4 grade | 55 55 59 +4
51 grade | 57 70, 70,
SPED 39 58 61

LOW. 49 59 59
Income




Tracking Cohort Results Over Time

2011's 5t Grade Class

MCAS YEAR ELA MATH

2009 (3) 66% A/P  |70%A/P

2010 (4th) 57% A/P 50%6A /P

2011 (5th) 78% A/P. | 71%A/P

*In both ELA and Math, we see higher percentages of
students in the A/P categories by the time they exit Grade 5.




DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 3: Reading

2008, |2009 | 2010

70%6 679%06 7496

25Y%06 26%0 2196

59%0 7%0 59%06




DISTRICT ANNUALPROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 4: ELA
YEAR 2008, 2009 |2010

Adv./P 58% |64% |57%

Needs 37%06 299/6 359%6
Imp-

Warning | 5% 7% 3%




DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 5: ELA
YEAR 2008, 2009 |2010

Adv./P  |71% |71% |75%

Needs 25%0 23%0 20%0
Imp.

Warning | 4% 6% 490




DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 3: MATH
2008 |2009 |2010

/3% |70% |75%

20% | 19% |[199%

7% 11% | 6%




DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 4: MATH

YEAR 2008 | 2009 |2010

Adv./P | 54% |57% |50%

Needs 399% |35% |419%
Imp.

Warning | 7% 3% 9%




DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 5: MATH
YEAR 2008, | 2009 |2010

Adv./P. |55% |64% | 65%

Needs 32%0 | 27% | 23%
Imp.

Warning | 13% | 9% 13906




DISTRICT ANNUAL PROFICIENCY LEVEL
COMPARISONS OVER TIME

GRADE 5: STE

YEAR 2008 | 2009 |2010

Adv./P | 56% [61% |65%

Needs 35% |(32% |32%
Imp.

Warning | 9% 7% 490




INSIGHTS
FROM OUR ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS




IHoover
Ratings for Perfiormance and Growth

ELA

s High' Perfierming 75%0) Proj/Adv
s Moederate Growth 58th| Percentile
Mati

s Very HighrPerforming  77%) Prof/Adv
= Highi Growth 67th Percentile




IHoover
Percent of Students, at Proficient/Advanced
2006-2011

20)0)6

20)0)7

20)0)¢

2009

2010

64%

/1%

00

75%6

60%

44906

55%

65%

74%%6

17%




Hoover
Cohort of Students (Grades 3,4 and 5)

Grade 3
2008
% Pro/Adv

1%
1%

Grade 4
2009
% Pro/Adv

9%
69%

Grade 5
2010
% Pro/Adv

88%
80%

Grade 3
200)S
% Pro/Adv

Grade 4
2010
% Pro/Adv.

Grade 5
2011
% Pro/Adv

760

S16)7e

81675

81110

711

90%




IHooVEr
Percent of Students Scoring in the
40 Percentile or Higher

20)0) 2010 2011




IHoover' School
Spring off 2015 Goal

MCAS Range:
86% and Nigher

In Proficient/Advanced Categories
in ELA /Math /Science




Horace Mann Highlights and Trends

Grade 3
Percentage of students scoring ini the advanced and! proficient categories on the ELA

test:
= 2006 to 2008 (-5%)

= 2008 to 2011 (+5%)
2nd hif;hest percentage of students injthe advanced and proficient categories!in ELA
f

in: Melrose (74%)

Grade 4
Percentage of students scoring in the; advanced and proficient categoriesion the ELA

test:
= 2006 to 2008 (-2%)

= 2008 to 2011 (+15%)
Highest percentage of students' in the advanced and Eroficient categories in Melrese
on| the ELA test (73%) and!in the top: 18%: in Massachusetts.

Highest Median Student Growth: Percentile in Melrose fior Mathyand the; only’ school

with ar SGP: ever 601 (68)
2hd Highest Median: Student: Growth Percentile in ELA in Melrose (51)

Grade 5
English Language Arts Mediani Student: Growith: Percentile

= 2008 to 2011 (+4.5%)
Percentage of students scoring 2 or above on the ELA open response questions

= 2008-2011 (+11%)




Horace Mann Highlightsi and Trends) Continued

Multi-Grade Speciall Education: Classroom
Median| SGP: for ELA (95)
Median: SGP:for Mathi(92)

Grades 4 and 5 Combined
s Median'SGP for ELLA
2008-2011 (4-3)

= Median SGP for Math
2008-2011 (+6)

The Massachusetts Department of Education: continues, tor identify.
Herace Mannias a high perfiorming school.




IHorace Mann Challenges

Improve overall percentage; off students  achieving
advanced! and proficient in: Math:

Improve overall student perfermance on OPEn: FESPONSE
guestions ini both Math and ELA.

Increase overallf CPI scores,

Promoete/support Inguiry-based Instruction in: Grade S
Science! .

Increase SGP! scores, at the Grade 5 levels




Next Steps for Horace Mann
Mathi acress all grades is ani area that needs the most attention.

We need to supBort student groewth, especially ini fifth grade, by
Impreving our ability te) progress moenitor.

Creation of Content Areal [Leadership: Tieams

Structuredisessions fior looking at student work In; the area of math
preblem solving| guestions




Next Steps for Horace Mann Continued
Tiargeted use of the Symphony: and Number Worlds Math Programs

Full implementation of: the; Daily: 5 system for reading instruction in
grades K=3' by the spring| of 2012,

SMART goals for alll staff and students with specific goals focused on
IMpPrevINg| student: achievement.

Provide; training for new: stafifareund the co-teaching modell of
Instruction.

Capitalize on the successes iniour multi-grade special education
classroom by Utilizing resources and teaching strategies for our
students; withi special needs! inj our general education classroems.

Continued analysis of the MCAS data to determine specific goals for
our students with speciall needs.




Lincoln School Student Achievement
Adeguate Yearly Progress

Lincoln School was one of the 18% of schools in MA to make AYP in 2011 showing CPI
improvements for every subgroup in all subjects. CP/ (Composite Performance Index — 100 pts
for proficient or advanced, 75 pts for high needs improvement, 50 pts for low needs
improvement, 25 points for high warning, 0 pts for low warning)

English Language Arts CPI Change from 2010 AYP Status

Aggregate met AYP improvement
target
SPED : met AYP improvement
target
Low Income . . met AYP improvement
target
Change from 2010 AYP Status

Aggregate met AYP improvement
target

SPED : : met AYP improvement
target

Low Income . . met AYP improvement
target




Lincoln Student Achievement
Percentage off students scoring proficient or Advanced! over
tme

English Language 2008 2009 2010 2011 Over 4

Math 2008 2009 2010 2011 Over 4

Grades3s s S 9% 6l +p%ps
Shorade 2% s [60% 6 |+%pis




Lincoln; Student Achievement

Decreasing students scoring Warning

Subject 2008 00 2010 2011

English Language Ars

Open Response - Percent of students averaging a 2 or above (out of 4)
A Tale of Two Scores — ELA Gap widening, while Math gap was eliminated

Open 2008 2009 2010 2011

Response
Lincoln State Lincoln State Lincoln State Lincoln State

ELA 53 64 53 65 44 61 44 62
Math 45 58 56 62 55 64 66 65




Lincoln Student Growth

Median SGP — Student Growth Percentile (SGP of 40-60 is considered normal or
expected annual growth)

Subject 2008 2009 2010 2011

English Language 57
Arts

Math 41

Growth Distribution — Percent of students scoring 40% SGP or higher (4th and 5t
grade only)

Subject 2008 2009 2010 2011
English Language 62% 57% 74%

Arts

Math 33% 64% 58%




Lincoln English' Language Arts
Summary

Consistent improvement over the past 3 years is directly: linked to) aj switch
t0 guided reading/small group: targeted! instruction.

Inclusion Co-Teaching (now: iniits 4% year at Lincoln)i isia major contributing
factor toithe large increase! in SPED! scores:.

Growth numbers in' ELA have fluctuated.

Impreyved the performance of our mest struggling| students as exhibited by
the consistent reduction; off the number of studentsscoring| in: the warning
Categony.

[Data team is devising aiplan teraddress the widening, gap: off students
scoringl a 2 or'aboeve onr ELA Open Responses. Much focus has been given
10 Improving narkative Writingl and now: We must be sure to teach the
studentsithe diffierent types of writing while providing| explicit instruction on
resbp_onses to text writing| with: a rubxic that is reflective off the State 4 Point
rubric.

Writing Open Responses (responses to text by making inferences) and
Narratives are below the state average yet the multiple choice scores are
above. Writing is the one area that is holding back our ELA scores.




Linceln English' Language Arts
Strengths and Areas for Improvement

Key Strengths
Understanding a text:and guestions about langlage use
Have BEeEen particular strengths

Questions areund fiction and dramatic literature are also
nighrscoring categeries

Areas for Improvement

Consistent(ljy Weak Scores In the areas ofi Peetry and
Genre (Understandingl andiidentifying)

Wiriting Openi Responses and Wiriting Narratives: -
(Altheugh 4™ grade narrative; still lags behind state
dverade, It has been|improving at Lincoln fer three
\/ears.




Lincoeln Math

Summary.

There Is a consistent trend by all grades of increasingl the CPI and
Increasing| the % of student scoxing proficient or higher.

Inclusioni co-teaching| (now! in: its 4% year at'Lincoln) is a major
contributing factor for theilarge increase in SPED! scores.

Consistently improvingl growth nUmDbers are an impressive indicator

of the improvements in classroom instruction that fiocus on small
group Work.

Open Response scores! inMath have now! surpassed the state
averages for the first time. Twe years ago, the staff focused on
instructional  strategies andl moedels for answers, Which has
transferred! into steady improvement.

Additional revisions made to the seguencing| of the math curriculum
that were implemented this year, should help to remedy areas that
have been a consistent struggle.




LLinceln Math
Strengths and Areas for Improvement

Key Strengths
OpEen| reSPONSE ansSWErSs In; every: grade

Geometry: and Measurement questions Were off particular
strength Ini all grades, after severall years of Scores o these
guestions lagging behind. A shiftin sequencing and
Instructionalfocus helped teraccomplishi this.

Statistics and Data Analysis questions; continue to be area of
strength.

Areas for' Improvement

Questions about; patterns, relations and algebrar proved: tor be
difficult for our students. The adjustment to the new. MA 2011
mathrstandards and work with the math coaches willi focus on
Improvingl instruction and curriculum materials for these
areas.




Roosevelt School

9/ of Students Scoring Prof./Adv. in 2011

Roosevelt

Students
Prof./AdV.

State

Students
Prof. /AdVv.

Gr. 3'ELA

66%6

61%

GI. 3'Math

66%

66%6

Gr. 4 ELA

50%

53%

Gr:4 Math

48%

4756

Gr. 5 ELA

34Y%6

67%

Gr. 5 Math

78%0

59%

Gr.5
Science

59%

50%




Roosevelt CPI from 2008-2011

Roosevelt CPI from 2008-2011
2008 2009 2010

Sr. 3 S6. 2 L= D, E3S)
ELA

i=r. 3 hdath ST .9 =S
= S5 5 Ta

. 4 Math 771 31.8

- S ELA =] e =50
. 5 Math 72 T
.5 Science TE Q TTr 7T

Spec. Ed. 47 5 o84




Roosevelt School vs. The State

Roosevelt
2011 CPI1

State
2011 CPI1

Gr. 3'ELA

891

83.9

Gr. 3 Math

66

647

Gr. 4 ELA

61.9

79,4

Gr.4 Math

79

76.4

Gr. 5 ELA

95.4

86

Gr. 5 Math

89.8

/9.8

Gr. 5 Science

86.2

V|iV|V|V|V | V|V

/7




Roosevelt Student Growth Percentile (SGP)

2009
SGP

2010
SGP

2011
SGP

30.5
llow (0-39)

25
low/ (0-39)

45.5

Moderate; (40-
§10))

45

Moderate (40-
10)

35
Low! (0-39)

51

Moderate (40-
10)

23.5
Low! (0-39)

63
iHIgh (61-100)

63
High (61-100)

39.5
Low (0-39)

34
Low (0-39)

)

Moderate (40-
§10)




Roosevelt Growth Distribution
Percent ofi students scoring anr SGP
off 40 or higher inf Math & ELA

22000)S)

2010

2011

Siyears

49

45

62

+13

56

56

64

+26




Roosevelt Next Steps

WIting:
Ongoing comprenensive writing PD: K=5

Use: TiestWiz to determine correlations between

PENnchmark Wrting prompt; assessments and Grade 4
MCAS scores.

Prefessionall development on scoering Writing

Monthly: openi respenses, utilizing ai consistent open
ESPONSE; graphic organizer threughout the grades.

Viatih:
Ongeing matnt coacning
Purchase additional materialsias necessary




Winthrop MCAS
Students Scoring in Advanced/Proficient
Progress; Over Time

2008 2009 2010 2011

% of
students
in 70 % 72 % 83 %
Adv/Prof
(ELA)

% of
students
in 69 % 71 % 76 %
Adv/Prof
(Math)




Winthrop MCAS
Median Student Growith Percentile (SGP)
Progress; Over Time

2008 2009 2010 2011

s @ | om | v oa@
v s s | »  ees

The median SGP for the school is calculated by averaging the median SGP
for students in 4™ and 5" grade.

Median SGP numbers between 40 and 60 are considered “Moderate
Growth.” This was Winthrop’s range from 2008-2010.

Median SGP numbers above 60 are considered “High Growth.”
This is where Winthrop’s Median SGP falls in 2011.




Increasing the %, of students wWho
score a 40 SGP or higher
Progress Over: Time




For 2011 Winthrop is Celebrating ...

More students scoring iniPreficient/Advanced in Grade: 3
ELA and Grade 5 STE (as compared o 2010)

Consistency in: the number of students scoring
Proficient/Advanced in Grade 4 ELA and Math, asiwellias in
Grade; 5 ELA and Math (as compared to: 2010)

Increase; in ELLA' and Math performance; of students in; 5
grade (as compared to their 2010 4¥ grade; Scores)

Close te) 75% of our students have an SGP or 401 or higher:
(indicating moederate to high growth))




fFor 2011 Winthrop Has Challenges ...

Fewer students scoring inr Advanced/Proficient in Grade
3 Matih (asicompared tor 2010 percentages)

a \Weakest strand 1s Geometry, specifically Properties; of
Shapes and Locations/Spatial’ Relationsnips.

Decrease!in ELA and Math' performance off students;in; 4

grade (as compared to) their 2010 3@ grade scores)

s Weakest ELLA area Is the Long Composition: (belew.
state average: in both writing andl cenventions), but
also some struggles with Peetry and Fiction.

s \Weakest Math strand is Measurement.




Winthrop — Moving Forward

Winthrep studentsiscore lower on MCAS, guestions that
reguire a written respoense (Short response, 6pen
esponse, Writing| prompt). Therefore, Improyved writing
INstruction, and providing more opportunities; fior written
fesponses across allf content areas will beceme; a
2011/2012 focus.

Working with' the math coach, we will Use exploration,
discovery, and experimentation te Improve; student: skills
N AUMDBEr sense, nNUMBEr facts, and measurement as
well as tordevelop correct mathematical Vecabulary.




QUESTIONS




