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e There is more variation at the HS than MS or ES level. e Some professional practice ratings and
e Do high learner growth scores align with student professional growth ratings are slightly
performance at this school? | lower than ratings in other categories.
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e Do high learner growth scores e In most cases, there is consistency
align with student performance in across measures, with 1 or 2
this school? exceptions.

Do the various measures
demonstrate consistency?
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