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This report presents the 2011 MCAS testing results for the Lincoln School district, administered by the 

Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. Three key dimensions are 

delineated and discussed for both the Lincoln and Hanscom schools, with appendices to provide 

specific data:    

 

I. Performance Levels:  How did students perform relative to the expectation of proficiency in 

English language arts (ELA), mathematics, and science/engineering?  

 

II. Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): How did the district and schools progress towards meeting 

the federal goal of 100% proficiency in ELA and mathematics by 2014?  

 

III. Student Growth: How did students individually grow in performance over the past few years of 

MCAS testing?  

 

A closing section discusses the district’s action steps to promote proficiency and growth for all students. 

 

Part I   Performance Levels 
 

Lincoln School 

 

English language arts – (see detailed scores in Appendix A, pages 1, 2)  

 

 The Lincoln School students demonstrated strong performance in ELA. In grades 3-8, 85% of 

students score at proficient or higher levels.  The Lincoln School performance is well above the state 

level, especially in the percentage of scores at the advanced level.  Consistent with longitudinal data, the 

percentage of scores at proficient and advanced levels increases when comparing scores at grade 3 to 

those at grade 8.  Scores at the advanced level jumped at grade 5 to 33% and stayed steady through 

grade 8.  The percentage of scores at Needs Improvement and Warning levels dropped significantly at 

grade 6 (9%) and stayed low through grade 8.   

 

The cohort growth chart (Appendix A, p. 6,) shows that scores maintain a four year trend of increasing 

levels of proficiency in Lincoln School across grades. Highlights include these points about the 

combined percentage of advanced and proficient scores in the following grades:  
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 Grade 5:   85% compared to 71% in grade 4, 2010, characterized by a 23 point increase in 
percentage of advanced level scores 

 Grade 6:  90% compared to 77% in grade 5, 2010, characterized by a 18 point increase in 
percentage of proficient scores 

 Grade 7:  91% compared to 91% in grade 6, 2010, characterized by decline in percentage of 
advanced scores and a rise in percentage of proficient scores 

 Grade 8:  88% compared to 81% in grade 7, 2010, characterized by 13 point increase in 
percentage of advanced scores 

 

 Results for students in subgroups at the Lincoln School have not been as strong as the overall 

school performance.  Students whose scores are reported in subgroups of income, race and ethnicity, 

disabilities, and English language learner (ELL) typically did not score at advanced levels of 

performance and a significant number fall below proficient levels of achievement.  This pattern of 

difference between overall performance and subgroup performance has been true for several years.  

 

 A set of data about subgroup performance for ELA in all grades at Lincoln School is included in 

Appendix B; it shows the percentage of each group’s scores in each performance level. The chart shows 

clear contrasts between students whose scores are reported in a subgroup and those not classified in 

that group. The data show significant differences in performance between students of color and white 

students; between students with disabilities and those who are non-disabled, students with “high 

needs” and those who are not in that category. Two words of caution:  first, in this chart the percentage 

of students in a subgroup is given for each level but the actual number of students is not.  Yet the 

numbers are so small that one or two student scores can vary the percentage results significantly.  For 

example, the chart shows that the “N Included” – the total number of ELL students in grades 3-8 – is 17.  

The data show that 6% of those 17 students scored in the advanced level:  that percentage represents 1 

student.  59% of ELL students scored in proficient levels (a group of 10 students), and 35% scored in the 

Needs Improvement level (6 students). If just one student’s score were changed at any level, all 

percentages would be significantly altered.  

 

The second caution is that for many of the students whose scores are reported in one subgroup, 

the scores are also reported in another subgroup.  For example, a student whose scores are reported in 

the “Low-Income” subgroup, may also be classified in the “disability” subgroup and therefore, those 

same scores are reported in both places and impact the performance levels. Preliminary analysis of the 

subgroup data shows that the large majority of students whose scores are below proficient in ELA and 

in mathematics are classified as belonging to least one subgroup and more than half have scores 

reported in two or more subgroups.  Further analysis in the coming weeks will determine the precise 

pattern of overlapping subgroups categorization in both subject areas.  The district takes seriously the 

evidence of difficulty in performance by students in these subgroups. Each student who scores below 

the proficient level will be given opportunities and instruction to strengthen his or her understanding 

and skill in English language arts.  

 

 An analysis of ELA performance on different types of questions and in the three strands of 

Language, Reading, and Writing reveal both strengths and areas for growth at the Lincoln School.  

Overall, the performance in questions about language and reading reveals the students in grades 3-8 
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have strength in topics such as “understanding a text,” “genre,” and “vocabulary.” The scores on the 

long composition for grades 4 and 7 show greater strength in conventions than in craft. The older 

students scored higher than the younger students in their composition performance (73% points correct 

at grade 7; 64% points correct at grade 4).  Nonetheless, the goal of improving composition skills will 

remain a priority for students in all grades. As is true in the district and in the state, Lincoln School 

students perform better on multiple choice questions than they do on short answer or open response 

questions.  The percentage of points correct on Open Response increased from the younger grades 

(grade 3: 65%) to the older grades (Grade 8: 75%).  Also, at most grade levels, students scored slightly 

better in Open Response than they did the previous year when they were a year younger.  However, the 

percentage of points correct in these topics still needs to increase; improvement in responding to open 

response questions remains a goal at the school and in the district.  

 

Mathematics – (see detailed scores in Appendix A, pages 3, 4)  

 

 In mathematics at all grade levels, Lincoln School students score consistently higher than 

students across the state in percentage of scores at advanced and proficient levels. Overall, students 

show stronger performance at the earlier grades than the older grades: 81% of 3rd graders scored at 

proficient or higher levels whereas 70% of 8th graders scored at proficient levels or above. On the other 

hand, by 7th and 8th grade, the spread of scores changes:  the percentage of advanced scores exceeds the 

percentage of students scoring at the proficient levels yet there is a slight increase of scores at the 

warning levels compared to earlier grades.  

 

 The cohort growth chart, (Appendix A, page 6) shows that each cohort varied in terms of growth 

over four years, since 2008.  Highlights include the following points about the combined percentage of 

advanced and proficient scores in the following grades for a two year period:  

 

 Grade 5:  83% compared to 60% as 4th graders in 2010, characterized by a 31 point increase in 
percentage of advanced scores (43%) 

 Grade 6:  70% compared to 68% as 5th graders in 2010, characterized by a decline in advanced 
scores and a rise in proficient scores 

 Grade 7:  76% compared to 78% as 6th graders in 2010, characterized by a 4 point decline in 
percentage of advanced scores (still high at 47%) and an increase in warning scores (10%) 

 Grade 8:  70% compared to 72% as 7th graders in 2010, characterized by an 11 point increase in 
percentage of advanced scores (39%) and yet a total of 13% scores at the warning level 

 
 Mathematics scores for students in one or more subgroups trail behind the performance of the 
whole group, as has been true in the district and the state for several years.  A set of data about 
subgroup performance for mathematics in all grades at Lincoln school is included in Appendix B: it 
shows the percentage of scores at each performance level for each group. The two cautions discussed in 
the subgroup results for ELA also apply in mathematics. First, the percentage of students in a subgroup 
is given for each level but the actual number of students is not. Again, it is important to note this 
because one or two student scores can vary the percentage results significantly.  Second, the majority of 
students whose scores are reported in one subgroup are also reported in another subgroup.  As in ELA, 
the performance differences are clear between students whose scores are reported in a subgroup and 
those whose scores are not, thus possibly confusing the results in each group. 
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One subgroup is of particular concern in the mathematics testing:  African-American students in 

grades 3-8. The combined advanced and proficient scores for the 41 students in this group totaled 32% 
compared to the combined scores of 75% for the total population (411 students).  The achievement gap 
described by these scores contributes to the AYP results for Lincoln School, discussed below. The gap is 
also a key driver behind the district’s renewed effort to adopt strategies to narrow achievement gaps.  
Continuing analysis of the item responses of each student whose scores are reported in subgroups will 
provide more specific information to use in addressing needs, particularly of those who have scores in 
the Needs Improvement and Warning levels.  
 
 An analysis of mathematics performance on different types of questions shows some gain since 
2010.  In grades 3-8, the average percentage of possible points correct for questions in all categories 
ranged from 79% to 86%, which is a gain over the 2010 range of 73% to 81% points correct.  As in 
English language arts, students tended to receive more correct points on multiple choice questions than 
they did on open response and short answer questions. Yet, at most grades, the gain since 2010 in 
correct points for these open-ended questions is evident, particularly in the earlier grades.  8th grade 
was the one grade that did not make a gain over the previous year.   Further investigation of the open 
response and short answer questions will be undertaken using the released questions for these items at 
each grade.   
 
 Performance on the strands of mathematics varied somewhat from grade to grade in each 
strand.  For questions pertaining to the strand Number Sense and Operations, the percentage correct 
ranged from 77% (grade 6) to 84% (grade 3).  In Data Analysis, Statistics and Probability, the range is 
greater:  75% (grade 6) to 89% (grade 4).  Percentage correct in the other major strand -- Patterns, 
Relations, and Algebra – ranged from 80% (grade 6) to 87% (grade 8).  An item analysis of questions that 
seemed particularly difficult for students at any given grade level will be undertaken to determine any 
areas of specific weakness that need attention. 

  

Science & Engineering – (See detailed scores in Appendix A, page 5)  

 

 Lincoln School students achieved modest gains in performance in their science scores since 2010, 

which continues a trend of improvement over the past four years.  At grade 5, the percentage of 

students with scores at proficient or higher levels increased from 69% in 2010 to 74% in 2011.  The 

change is characterized by a drop in scores at the “needs improvement level.”  For comparison, the 

combined science scores in advanced and proficient levels at the state are 50%. At grade 8, scores also 

increased from 64% scores at proficient or higher levels in 2010 to 67% in 2011, characterized by a 

decline in scores at the Needs Improvement level but an increase in scores at the Warning level.  The 

combined state scores are at 39% proficient or higher levels at grade 8.  A look at the grade 8 cohort 

shows moderate gains in scores at both advanced and proficient levels since these students were 5th 

graders in 2008.  

 

 An analysis of question type shows the same pattern as found in ELA and mathematics 

performance:  students perform better on questions with multiple choice than on open response 

questions. As has been true in past years, 5th graders tend to score higher on Open Response than 8th 

graders – but that is also true across the state and may have to do with a difference in the demands of 

the questions at each grade.  Lincoln students’ scores for percent correct on Open Response are 14 points 
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above the state scores at both grades.  Even though these results exceed the state performance by a clear 

margin, the district continues to focus on developing proficiency in responding to open-ended questions 

to develop students’ skill in writing about their thinking in science.  

 

 Responses analyzed by the strands of science show a mixed picture.  In all strands, Lincoln 

School 5th grade scores of percentage correct were 75% or above.  The greatest percentage of correct 

responses was in Technology/Engineering:  82%.  The patterns of responses on subtopics in each strand 

give science teachers some areas to investigate but only one is of concern: Earth’s History.  Unusually 

high scores (90% or higher) are evident in correct responses for the subtopics of Rocks, Magnetic 

Energy, and Engineering Design.  At grade 8, responses to questions in each strand ranged from 74 to 78 

percent correct, giving a fairly even performance picture across strands.  Again, subtopic scores give 

science teachers direction in looking more closely at item analysis.  In particular, a low percentage of 

scores occurred in the subtopic about the solar system and a high percentage of correct responses (over 

90%) was evident for seven different subtopics, spread among the three domains of science.   

 

Hanscom Schools 

 

English language arts – (see detailed scores in Appendix A, page 1, 2)  

 

 Students in the Hanscom schools demonstrated a moderate performance in ELA. In grades 4-8, 

71% of students scored at proficient or higher levels.  The Hanscom School students’ performance levels 

are often comparable to the state levels, although the 2011 results for grade 6 showed 80% of students 

scoring at proficient or higher levels compared to the state level at 68%.  Overall, the Hanscom students 

score at higher proficiency levels in the older grades, which also mirror the state results.   

 

 Most striking at Hanscom is the high turnover rate which makes cohort analysis very 

problematic.  The cohort stability over the past two years ranges from 48% to 69%.  For example, when 

trying to compare 2011 MCAS results for 23  6th graders to their results as 5th graders in 2010, only 48% 

(11) of these students attended the Hanscom schools in 2010.  Another example shows the high end of 

the stability range: of the 45  5th graders who took the 2011 MCAS test, 69% (31 students) were part of 

the grade 5 testing in 2010. Due to this high turnover, teachers and administrators at the Hanscom 

schools emphasize examining results on an individual basis rather than trace cohort progress.  

 

 Scores of students in subgroups at the Hanscom schools are difficult to interpret because of the 

very small numbers in each group at a grade level. However, the overall subgroup scores for students in 

grades 4-8 (see chart in Appendix B, p. 3), show little significant difference in performance between 

subgroups defined by race or ethnicity.  Larger gaps in performance are evident between students in the 

disabilities category and their non-disabled counterparts.  

  

An analysis of performance on different types of questions and in the strands of Language, Reading, and 

Writing reveal some strength across the grades in the topics of “vocabulary” and “understanding a 

text;” while areas of weakness vary from grade to grade.   The proficient scores in “Long Composition” 

were similar in grade 4 (62%) to grade 7 (61%). Scores show greater strength in “conventions” than in 

“craft.” As is true in the district, Hanscom students perform better on multiple choice than on open-
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ended questions.  Proficient scores on open response questions range from 45% at grade 5 to 55% at 

grade 8.  The development of strength in answering Open Response and composing longer pieces of 

writing continues to be a priority at Hanscom and in the district.   

 

Mathematics – (see detailed scores in Appendix A, pages 3, 4) 

 

In mathematics at grades 3-6, students in the Hanscom schools scored somewhat higher than 

students across the state in percentage of scores at advanced and proficient levels. However, at grades 7 

and 8, the combined scores drop below 50%, and are under the state scores.  At the high end of the 

range, grade 6 students had combined scores of 74%, which is 16 percentage points above the state level. 

The low end was at grade 7 with combined scores of 38%, 13 percentage points below the state level.  

The school has responded to the low scores in several ways, outlined in the action steps in the closing 

section.  

 

Scores of students in subgroups for grades 4-8 are displayed in Appendix B.  As with the ELA 

results, the groups are small, making the interpretation problematic.  However in mathematics scores, 

the differences subgroups defined by race and ethnicity are nonetheless significant.  33% of black 
students in grades 3-8 (21 students) scored at levels of proficient or higher whereas the combined score 
total for the whole group of 160 students was 51%.  This gap in performance is one of the drivers of the 
school and district effort to use interconnected strategies to narrow achievement gaps. 

 
An analysis of mathematics performance on different types of questions shows that students in 

grades 3-8 tended to receive more correct points on multiple choice questions than they did on open 
response and short answer questions. Students in earlier grades earned a higher percentage of correct 
points for Open Response (a range of 68% to 74%) than did students in grades 7 and 8 who scored at a 
level of 54% and 51% points correct respectively.  The short answer questions were the most difficult 
type for students in younger grades.  Further investigation of the difficulties associated with open 
response and short answer questions is already underway using the released questions for these items 
at each grade.   

 
Performance on the strands of mathematics varied quite a bit from grade to grade in each strand.  

As was seen in the disparity in overall performance level, students at grades 7 and 8 had greater 
difficulty with the three major strands than did students in earlier grades.  In Data Analysis, Statistics, 
and Probability, 60% of responses from 7th graders were correct whereas at grade 4, 86% of responses 
were correct.   In Number Sense and Operations, 57% of responses from 8th graders were correct in contrast 
to 78% correct at grade 6.  For the third major strand -- Patterns, Relations, and Algebra – points correct 
ranged from 65% (grade 7) to 80% (grade 4).  An item analysis of questions that seemed particularly 
difficult for students at any given grade level will be undertaken to determine any areas of specific 
weakness that need attention.  
 
 

Science & Engineering – (See detailed scores in Appendix A, page 5)  

 

 The performance scores in science and engineering at Hanscom show that many students at both 

5th and 8th grades have difficulty achieving a proficient level of response to questions posed.  The scores 

are comparable to state levels of performance.  At grade 5, combined scores of proficient and higher are 
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at 50% (state 50%) and at grade 8, combined scores are 42% (state 39%).  At both grades, scores were 

lower than those achieved by students at the same grades in 2010.   

 

 The high turnover rate at Hanscom is a major factor in the low science scores.  Questions for the 

tests at grade 5 are based on state science standards in grades K-5.  Success depends on students having 

participated in the district’s science instruction for all of those years.  In fact, a small percentage of 

students who take the grade 5 test attended Hanscom schools for even three years.  Similarly, the grade 

8 test questions are taken from the state science standards in grades 6-8 and students must have 

thoroughly studied all topics in those three grades to be successful.  The challenge of students who are 

unprepared for the state science tests continues to be of great concern to the school and the district.  

 

 Nonetheless, a close look at question type and performance on strands and subtopics is 

important to discern patterns of performance that may reveal both strengths and areas for focused 

instruction.  In both grades, students responded to multiple choice questions with greater accuracy than 

they were able to achieve in open response questions.  At grade 5, more students were able to respond 

correctly to questions regarding the topics they studied during the 2010-11 school year. Higher scores 

are evident in Engineering Design, Magnetic Energy, Adaptations, and the Water Cycle.  Not 

surprisingly, a similar pattern occurs at grade 8. An analysis of the released questions for 2011 showed 

some areas of strong performance on questions that correlated to grade 8 instruction:  interpretation of 

graphs (100% correct – this is one of our district common assessments), understanding seasons, 

classification, and photosynthesis.  Questions on many other topics did not reveal strong understanding 

and, in some cases, signal instructional areas that need more attention in grade 8.  
 

Part II  Adequate Yearly Progress 
 

Starting in 2003, the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education has 

adhered to the federal requirement of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) by making determinations of 

progress for each school and district, called Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).  The determination 

indicates how much progress districts and schools are making toward having all students reach 

proficiency in English Language Arts (ELA) and mathematics by the year 2014.  A full explanation of 

AYP is to be found in Appendix D, which includes answers to the questions:   

 

 What is AYP? 

 What are Subgroups? 

 What is “Accountability Status?” 

 What are the Levels of Accountability and Assistance?  

 What are the State Commendation Designations?  

 

The way that AYP is calculated and the strictures surrounding the regulations have recently 

come into question nationally and at the state level.  When the 2011 MCAS results were made public in 

mid September, 2011, it became clear that 82% percent of schools and 90% of districts did not make 

AYP.  In fact, since 2003, the percentage of schools that have not “made AYP” has steadily increased, 

even though the test results show that an increasing number of students have gained in proficiency in 

ELA and mathematics.  In late September, President Obama issued an executive directive allowing 
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states to apply for a waiver.  This directive gives states the option of proposing an alternative system for 

assessing and monitoring student progress.  Within days, Massachusetts Commissioner of Education, 

Mitchell Chester, applied for a waiver.  Because our state has some of the most rigorous standards in the 

country, officials at the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education are confident that the state 

can utilize a better system of assessing district and school progress without using the current AYP 

formula.   

 

Even though the use of AYP in Massachusetts may be discontinued, it is still in effect this year.  

Schools and districts are expected to follow the regulations and respond to the designated 

“accountability status.”  The AYP reports for the Lincoln district and each school are available in 

Appendix C.   The following charts and explanatory points summarize the accountability status for our 

district and our schools.   

 

Lincoln District: Adequate Yearly Progress History  
NCLB Accountability Status 

   2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

ELA 

Aggregate Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  
Corrective Action - 

Subgroups  All 

Subgroups 
Yes  No  Yes  No  No  No  Yes  No  

MATH 

Aggregate Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  

No Status All 

Subgroups 
Yes  No  Yes  No  No  No  Yes  Yes  

 

 The district met a high standard of AYP in ELA for all students but has not made AYP for 

subgroups over several years, which places it in “Corrective Action.”  A description of the 

requirements for corrective action is in Appendix D. 

 The district has met a high standard for AYP in mathematics for all students and subgroups for the 

past two years. “No Status” means no improvement measures are required by the state. 

 

Lincoln School: Adequate Yearly Progress History  
NCLB Accountability Status 

   2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

ELA 

Aggregate Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  
Corrective Action - 

Subgroups  All 

Subgroups 
Yes  Yes  Yes  No  No  No  No  Yes  

MATH 

Aggregate Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  
Restructuring Year 1 - 

Subgroups  All 

Subgroups 
Yes  Yes  Yes  No  No  No  No  No  

 

 Lincoln School met a high standard of AYP in ELA for all students and subgroups. However, 

subgroups need to make AYP for two consecutive years for the school to return to “no status.”  

Therefore, the school is in “Corrective Action.”  A description of the requirements for corrective 

action is in Appendix D. 
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 Lincoln School has met a high standard for AYP in mathematics for all students since 2003. 

However, performance of subgroups has not met AYP for several years, which places the school in 

“Restructuring Year 1”, which is described in Appendix D.  

 Lincoln School also received a commendation from the state for “Narrowing Proficiency Gaps.”  It 

is one of only 69 schools in the state that “substantially narrowed proficiency gaps for low income, 

limited English proficient, formerly limited English proficient, and special education students over 

a two‐year period.”1  

 

Hanscom Primary School:  Adequate Yearly Progress History  
NCLB Accountability Status 

   2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

ELA 
Aggregate Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  No  Yes  No  

No Status 
All Subgroups -  -  -  No  -  -  -  -  

MATH 
Aggregate -  -  -  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  

No Status 
All Subgroups -  -  -  Yes  -  -  -  -  

 

 Hanscom Primary School did not meet AYP in ELA for all students this year.  Because the school 

met AYP last year, it continues in “No Status.”  The number of students in subgroups is not large 

enough to report, according to the AYP formula.   

 Hanscom Primary School did met AYP in mathematics for all students.  It continues in the 

designation of “No Status,” and therefore has no improvement requirements.  

 

Hanscom Middle School:  Adequate Yearly Progress History  
NCLB Accountability Status 

   2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

ELA 
Aggregate Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  No  

Improvement Year 2  
All Subgroups Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  

MATH 
Aggregate Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  No  Yes  No  

Improvement Year 2  
All Subgroups Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  

 

 Hanscom Middle School did not meet AYP in ELA for all students but did meet AYP for 

subgroups.  Because Hanscom Middle School did not met AYP in 2009, this second year of not 

making AYP places the school in “Improvement Year 2.” Requirements for this designation are 

described in Appendix D.  
 Hanscom Middle School did not meet AYP in mathematics for all students for more than two 

years, which places it in “Improvement Year 2.”  The school did meet AYP for subgroups. 

 

As per the requirements of AYP status designations, the district sent a letter to all parents on 

September 30, 2011 (See Appendix E).   The Lincoln Administrative Council is working as a team to 

respond to each school’s AYP accountability designation and to follow the requirements of each 

situation.   

                                                      
1 See School Leaders’ Guide to the 2011 Accountability Reports, Massachusetts DESE, p. 8. 
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Part III    Student Growth 
 

 In 2010, the DESE began using a new metric for assessing student growth in ELA and 

mathematics achievement.  It is called the Student Growth Percentile (SGP) and it reflects a student’s 

progress over at least two years of MCAS testing relative to that of students across the state who are 

considered “academic peers.” The rate of growth is expressed as a percentile score, which is calculated 

using the performance scores of other students who have a similar test score history.  The growth 

percentile, which is separate from the MCAS achievement score, adds to an understanding of student 

performance. While the achievement score indicates how a student performed relative to grade level 

standards in a given year, “the SGP provides a measure of how a student changed from one year to the 

next.”2  In several of its presentations, DESE argues that adding a growth percentile to the information 

on MCAS testing of a student’s achievement on standards redefines performance:  

 

Performance = Achievement + Growth 

 

The DESE cites several possible advantages to having the SGP as a data point along with the 

MCAS achievement results:3  

 A student can achieve at a low level but still improve relative to his academic peers 

 Another student could achieve well but not improve much from year to year 

 Evidence of improvement is available even among those with low achievement  

 High achieving students and schools have something to strive for beyond proficiency  

The use of SGP in the past year has begun to show that these points might well be important to take into 

consideration as each district assesses the progress of its students.  

 

 In the Lincoln Public Schools, students in grades 4-8 who have taken the MCAS tests for at least 

two years have information about SGP in the MCAS results report sent home to families.  The parent 

information chart includes achievement level and scores along with student growth percentiles for ELA 

and mathematics.  For example, a 6th grader earned a scaled achievement score in ELA of 250 which 

places her at the Proficient level of achievement.  Her SGP score is 48 – a percentile that places her in the 

middle of her academic peers and indicates that she grew as much or more than 48% of her peers.  The 

DESE offers three points of guidance in using SGP scores:  

 Typical student growth percentiles are between about 40 and 60 on most tests.  

 Students or groups outside this range have higher or lower than typical growth.  

 Differences of fewer than 10 SGP points are likely not educationally meaningful. 

In the case of the example, her MCAS performance in ELA is a combination of moderate growth and 

proficient achievement. More examples and interpretation of student SGP scores will be presented at 

the School Committee meeting on October 20, 2011.     

 

 Using the SGP scores for groups of students makes it possible to gain perspective about the 

growth of one group compared to another or to show individual scores within a group context.   

                                                      
2 MCAS Student Growth Model Interpretive Guide. DESE, March, 2011, p. 2. 
3 Growth Model Power Point Presentation.  DESE, March 2011, slide 4. 
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Appendix F displays “scatter plot” graphs of 2011 MCAS results for 4th - 8th graders at each school in 

ELA and mathematics. The scatter plot graphs are developed by the Education Data Warehouse, an 

assessment branch of the DESE.  In these graphs, colored dots represent individual performance plotted 

on two axes that relate achievement to growth.  The Y axis indicates the scaled score on the MCAS test; 

a scaled score of 240 begins the “proficient” level of achievement.  The X axis indicates the growth 

percentile; scores in the range of 40 to 60 are considered typical growth.  Only those students who have 

taken MCAS tests for at least two years have scores included on the graphs. Further explanation of these 

graphs and discussion of the implications will be presented at the School Committee presentation on 

October 20, 2011.  As a district, we are just beginning to explore how an understanding of the data about 

growth and achievement on MCAS tests can assist us in interpreting individual and group progress.  

 

Action Steps  

 

 Each year, the release of MCAS results contributes to a district and school perspective on the 

amount of progress and level of achievement our students are attaining.  We bring together state results 

with local assessment data in order to gain a more complex picture of student performance.  Most 

importantly, we use our interpretation to influence planning and instruction in the current year.  Action 

steps are underway in the district and at each school: they are not only based on the MCAS results this 

year, but they have been influenced by patterns of student performance in the past, discerned through 

examination of past MCAS results and local assessments.  

 

 First and foremost, the district has developed a focused and comprehensive plan to narrow 

achievement gaps and raise proficiency for all students. Presented at School Committee on October 6, 

2011, this plan makes a commitment to five interconnected strategies designed to intensify our approach 

to promoting growth and raising achievement, particularly for those students who are members of 

subgroups.   

 

 A key feature of our district plan is a systematic approach to “Goal-focused interventions” which 

involve individualized, short-term instruction focused on a specific goal for a student.  The student goal 

is developed based on available assessment data, parents are informed and involved, and progress is 

monitored throughout the intervention.  These interventions are provided to students with a range of 

needs. One group of students who receive these interventions is identified by MCAS results: those 

students whose MCAS scores are in levels described as “Needs Improvement” or “Warning.”  Goal-

focused interventions for students have already begun in all schools and will be discussed in greater 

detail at a School Committee meeting later in the fall.   

 

 Throughout this report, several action steps are referenced that address areas of concern 

signaled by the testing.  Some steps are district-wide and others are specific to a school.  Throughout the 

district, the writing initiative begun last year will continue this year with special attention to open-

response questions in all subject areas and the development of “craft” in longer pieces of writing.  An 

item analysis is being undertaken of low achievement on any ELA and mathematics open response or 

short answer questions that have been released. This analysis will help us see more clearly the kind of 

difficulties our students encountered and plan instruction to remedy those issues. In science, a renewed 
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focus on writing about science thinking is underway and item analysis has been completed to 

understand areas of difficulty for our students.  

 

Each school has planned action steps that are specifically aimed at their students’ needs and are 

responsive to the school’s AYP accountability designation.  School Improvement Plans on both 

campuses have been revised, as required by their AYP status, to include goals that address issues of 

performance raised by the MCAS results.   

 

At Lincoln School, administrators and teachers have reviewed the MCAS data and compared it to 

local subject area assessments to gain perspective on current student achievement and needs.  While the 

mathematics and ELA achievement is high for the whole group, the main concern is the progress of 

students who are members of subgroups.  Goal-focused intervention plans have been written for each 

student in need of targeted instruction. Communication among the student’s teachers and with the 

parents has underscored the importance of a concerted effort to address the specific areas of need.  

Lincoln School principals and faculty members have begun a conversation about the implications of the 

AYP accountability status.  

 

Hanscom Middle School has already taken several steps to meet the needs of their students in 

mathematics. The principal has initiated a school-wide mathematics goal. The schedule has been 

adjusted to increase mathematics instruction by 60 minutes per week for students in grades 6-8. 

Diagnostic tests in mathematics have been administered to pinpoint areas of strength and weakness. In 

Academic Extension periods for grades 6-8, Goal-focused interventions are underway for every student 

whose MCAS scores fell in the needs improvement and warning levels.  Finally, teachers have 

organized mathematics support during lunch/recess for students struggling to complete mathematics 

homework.  In ELA, Hanscom teachers have discussed and made plans to continue the writing 

initiative in every subject with special focus on development of craft and improvement of skill in open 

response.   

 

 In this district, teachers and administrators are united in our dedication to the growth and 

achievement of all students.  The strong gains evident in individual and group MCAS results are cause 

for confidence in our program and appreciation of our students’ hard work.  The areas of difficulty are 

signals for the kind of thoughtful planning and focused instruction described in our action steps.  We 

anticipate greater growth and higher achievement during this school year.   
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