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Getting School Leadership to Use the Data
Effectively Is Not Simple

« Understanding and believing the framework

— Just listing indicators can be confusing (“on-track,
failures, grades, absences, climate”)

— Do district-wide patterns apply to every school?
— Repetition, repetition, repetition
e Developing staff
— Administration
— Counselors
— Teachers
» Appropriate displays;
Appropriate organization of content;
Usable information
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Publishing the Indicator Isn’'t Enough

Percent of freshmen
on-track to graduate

track to HS CPS pilots CPS |mpler_nent3
freshman early warning

20 accountability

"~ CCSRpublishes  CCSR CCSR publishes  CCSR publishes
school-by-school publishes report detailing  “what matters”
reports report using  on-track

on-track indicator
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Freshman Year Framework for Predicting Graduation

Precision
‘ On-Track
Dichotomous

Precise

Absences

Relationships and Relevance
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Time Available

End-of year

End-of
quarter/semester

Immediately
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Getting School Leadership to Use the Data
Effectively Is Not Simple

« Understanding and believing the framework

— Just listing indicators can be confusing (“on-track,
failures, grades, absences, climate”)

— Do district-wide patterns apply to every school?
— Repetition, repetition, repetition
e Developing staff
— Administration
— Counselors
— Teachers
» Appropriate displays;
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Percent of on-track students compared to the percent of students who
graduated on-time
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On-track freshmen are four times more likely
to graduate than off-track freshmen
Graduation Rates for 2002-03 First Time Ninth-Graders
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Getting School Leadership to Use the Data
Effectively Is Not Simple

« Understanding and believing the framework

— Just listing indicators can be confusing (“on-track,
failures, grades, absences, climate”)

— Do district-wide patterns apply to every school?
— Repetition, repetition, repetition
e Developing staff
— Administration
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Failures Are More Strongly Related to Absence than
to Eighth Grade Standardized Test Scores

Average Number of Fs by Absences and Eighth-Grade Test Scores
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Failures Are More Strongly Related to Absence than
to Eighth Grade Standardized Test Scores

Average Number of Fs by Absences and Eighth-Grade Test Scores
Students in the bottom quartile of

achievement who missed less than 1
week/semester averaged fewer Fs than
oy  Highest students in the top quartile with 1-2 weeks of
B absence
£
5
= Third — 5.7 3
=
g
=
E
= 1
2 Second 5.9 7.8 10.1 10.0 101 -
_E:J- i
&
=
£ '-
= [
© Lowest 6.3 7.1 9.7 — 9.7 —
T ] I I 1 | 1 | |
-4 5-8 10-14 15-18 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40+

Absences in Days per Semester s EmEN

This figure anly inclutes students sUll enrolled in schoo! st the end of ther freshman year. Only cells with af least 5 percont of sfudents aré el o m m @
H B 0 |

H E B

TCSHW L



Getting School Leadership to Use the Data
Effectively Is Not Simple

« Understanding and believing the framework

— Just listing indicators can be confusing (“on-track,
failures, grades, absences, climate”)

— Do district-wide patterns apply to every school?
— Repetition, repetition, repetition
» Developing staff
— Administration
— Counselors
— Teachers
» Appropriate displays;
Appropriate organization of content;
Usable information
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Beliefs May Be Resistant to Change

Which of the following best identifies a student’srisk of dropping out?

F_’arent/famlly Grades School Absences Test scores
involvement safety
Which of the
following best
identifies a 39% 10% 2% 49% 1%
student’s risk of
dropping out?

Non-Random Pilot sample (n=872). 2010 survey of elementary and high school
teachers in selected schools.
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Student-Teacher Relationships Matter
Trust, Support and Relevance Influence Absences

FIGURE 19
Relationships of School Climate Measures with Course Absences

Teacher-Student Trust 230

Teacher Personal
Support 1.60

Schoolwide Academic
Press for the Future 1.490

Importance of High
School for the Future

Classroom

Personalism 1.40

Computer
Availability

Safety

Collective Responsibility
Among Teachers

| T T
1.5 2.0 2.9

Difference in Average Number of Semester Absences
Between Schools Low and High in Each Measure
The width of the harizontal axis is approximately 1.5 sfandard devistions (3.20)
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Getting School Leadership to Use the Data
Effectively Is Not Simple

« Understanding and believing the framework

— Just listing indicators can be confusing (“on-track,
failures, grades, absences, climate”)

— Do district-wide patterns apply to every school?
— Repetition, repetition, repetition
e Developing staff
— Administration
— Counselors
— Teachers
* Appropriate displays;
Appropriate organization of content;
Usable information R
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Using Historical Freshman Data

* |f you have been focusing on the freshman year
for several years...
— Evaluate past efforts

* |f you began focusing on the freshman year for
this school year

— Assess how your current programs line up with
historical problems

* |f you are now developing a freshman program
— Use past performance to target students

TCSR.
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On-Track Rate (percent of all trackable students)

On-Track over Time

How has the freshman on-track rate changed over time for Toyota students?
2002 to 2009 Ninth-Graders
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On-Track Over Time by Gender

Did on-track rates differ for males and females?
2002 to 2009 Ninth-Graders at Toyota
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On-Track Over Time by EXPLORE

Did on-track rates differ by ninth-grade EXPLORE scores?
2002 to 2009 Ninth-Graders at Toyota
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On-Track by Gender and EXPLORE

Did on-track rates differ by 9th grade EXPLORE scores for males and females?
2009 Ninth-Graders
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Table 1: Did On-Track Rates Differ by Gender and EXPLORE Scores in 20097

CFPS
Mumber of Mumber of
Students! On-Track Students!? On-Track
Males
No Explore Score 41 11 (27%) 1757 555(32%)
Below 12 45 17 (38%) 2636 1.119(42%)
121013 40 23 (58%) 3148 1.673(53%)
14 to 16 19 12 (63%) 3287 2 265(69%)
17 Plus 2 n/a 2140 1.817(85%)
Females
Mo Explore Score 32 1.3 (41%) 1279 491(38%)
——> Below 12 21 6 (29%) < 1769 943(53%)
1210 13 28 22 (7T9%) 3182 1(]35{54 "]l
14 to 16 26 25 (96%) 4163 3.310(80%)
17 Plus 2 n/a 2664 2427(91%)

1 This number excludes those Toyota students who left CPS, transferred to a charter high school,

or started school in the spring.

Categories with fewer than ten students are not shown.
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Table 2: Did failure rates differ by gender and EXPLORE score at Toyota in 20097

Number Fassed 1-2 3-6 I or more
of Stu- . i i
dents! all Failures Failures Failures
Males
MNo Explore Score 41 17% 10% 20% a4%
below 12 45 27 % 13% 22% 38%
1210 13 39 38% 26% 21% 15%
14 to 16 19 58% 21% 5% 16%
17 plus 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Females
No Explore Score 31 45% 6% 23% 26%
—>  below 12 20 30% 10% 30% 0%  €&——
1210 13 28 B61% 25% 14% 0%
14 to 16 26 92% 8% 0% 0%
17 plus 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a

1 This number excludes those Toyota students who left CPS, transferred to a charter
high school, dropped out in their freshiman year, started school in the spring,

or were missing grade records.

Cateqgories with fewer than ten students are not shown.
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Table 3: Did absence rates differ by gender and EXPLORE score at Toyota in 20097

Number — Less — £i014 151024 251034 0O
of Stu- than 5 davs davs davs more
dents? days y y y days
Males
No Explore Score 41 5% 10% 10% 22% 54%
below 12 45 2% 13% 31% 13% 40%
121013 39 15% 26% 18% 26% 15%
14 to 16 159 11% 37 % 26% 16% 11%
17 plus 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Females
No Explore Score 31 0% 13% 16% 16% 5%
—> Dbelow 12 20 0% 20% 15% 25% 40% <€
121013 28 11% 39% 21% 18% 11%
14 t0 16 26 12% 62% 15% 12% 0%
17 plus 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

1 This number excludes those Toyota students who left CPS, transferred to a charter

high school, dropped out in their freshman year, started school in the spring,

or were missing grade records.

Categories with fewer than ten students are not shown.
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Guiding Questions for Early Warning System

* \WWho are the current girls with low-test scores
at Toyota?

 How are they currently doing?
— Grades

— Attendance
« What is an appropriate intervention?

I c S HTM Texas Consortium on School Research
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Small Group Discussion Questions

« How has the on-track rate changed in this school?
— What groups drove the change?
— Are all groups moving in the same direction?
— What group is positioned for intervention?
« How have grades, failures, and absences changed?
— Are group patterns consistent with on-track patterns?
— What seems to be the problem for identified group?
* What is your plan for action, assuming you are a...
— Administrator
— Teacher
— Counselor
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Small Group Activity
30 Minutes
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