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Our Purpose this Session:

Why we should not look at the state average?

 How has the RNN found looking at data 

differently creates a sense of urgency?

 You will gain access to an interactive tool used 

by the RNN to both identify schools and 

measure progress compared to similar 

schools.

 You will also learn how to compare to the 

highest performing schools and set new targets 

based on similar schools performing better. 





Primary Purpose of NAEP
 The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

 “The purpose of NAEP is to provide state and national trend data on 
student achievement in several subjects. It allows comparisons 
between states and the nation.  The NAEP results are considered the 
‘Nation’s Report Card.’” – Minnesota.gov website 

 EVALUATE student achievement by states and as a 
nation based on statistical sampling.

 EVALUATE academic improvement as a state relative to 
other states and the nation.

 NOT evaluative of school, teacher or student 
achievement or growth.

 NOT PREDICTIVE of college or career success.

 NOT INSTRUCTIONAL reports intended to inform 
curriculum or instruction of a school or a teacher.



2015 NAEP Results by State 

for 4th Grade Reading

MI

29%

MA

50%

FL

39%

35%



Predicting Academic Achievement
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Traditional Accountability

Top Third 

based on 

Achievement

Achievement 

State Average

Bottom Third 

based on 

Achievement



“Nothing we 

should do …”

Low % of poverty 

with F/R Lunch Q

High % of poverty 

with Free/Reduced

“Nothing we 

can do …”





2015 NAEP Results by State 

for 4th Grade Reading

MI

29%

MA

50%

FL

39%

35%

23%



NAEP Scores the past 10 years

All figures below show the trend from 2005 to 2015

 MI F/R scale score increased by 2.8 pts from 201.2 to 204.0 (2015)

 MI non-F/R scale score increased by 0.3 pts from 227.1 to 227.4

 Michigan F/R Lunch increased from 37.1% to 46.1% (2015)

 Michigan scale score dropped from 218.3 to 216.3 (2015)

 Michigan Proficiency dropped from 32% to 29% (2015)

 Michigan students rank 42nd in 4th grade Reading (2015)

 MI F/R Lunch students rank 45th in 4th grade Reading (2015)

 MI non-F/R Lunch student rank 49th in 4th grade Reading (2015)



2005 to 2015 NAEP Scale Scores
Student

Sample

2005 

Reading

Confidence

Interval
2015 

Reading

Difference 

2015-2005

2015 State

Ranking

MI Econ.

Disadv. (ED)
201.2     

(-1.5)

196.5-206.0 204.0 +2.8
Not significant 45th

Nat’l ED 202.7 202.2-203.2 209.2 +6.5 
Significant

MI not 

eligible ED 227.4
(-2.3)

224.9-230.0 227.7 +0.3
Not significant 49th

Nat’l not

eligible ED
229.7 229.2-230.2 236.7 +7.0 

Significant

MI Total

Sample
218.3 
(+1.0)

215.2-221.3 216.3 -2.0
Not significant 42nd

National 

Total Sample
217.3 216.9-217.8 221.4 +4.1

Significant

(-5.2)

(-9.0)

(-5.1)





RNN District then and now…

2015/16 (+2% ISD)

+19.4%
2012/13 (-5% ISD)

+6.2% in 3rd grade reading 

compared to the state %

in 3rd grade ELA 

compared to the state %



http://www.sitimeline.com/reading-now.html
http://www.sitimeline.com/reading-now.html


Updated RNN Data Tool

“From everyone who has been given much, much 

will be required; and to whom they entrusted 

much, of him they will ask all the more.”

- Jesus of Nazareth (Luke 12:48 NASB)

“With great power comes great responsibility”

- Uncle Ben from Spiderman series



Use the Tool to Select a District

Reading/ELA Data available 3-5 and 6-8.

Math Data also available 3-5 and 6-8.



2013/14 Reading and 2015/16 ELA Graphs

Tracking Reading or ELA



2013/14 and 2015/16 Math Graphs (6-8 available as well)

Tracking Mathematics



Comparing Similar Schools



Use the Tool to Find Green Schools



Region 3 then and now…

2015/16

+4.9% - 5.9%
2012/13

+1.3% - 1.6%

R= - 0.81



Statewide Impact?

• Region 3 increased from 1.6 – 5.9%

• Represents 915 more students in 3rd grade who are 
proficient in Region 3.  

• IF statewide the red schools moved up to the line, 
the schools on the line moved up to the green:

• High poverty schools:  From 25% to 52% proficient

• State Average:  From 43% to 70% proficient

• Low poverty schools:  From 65% to 92% proficient

• 27% statewide would mean over 30,000 more students proficient


