REPORT TO THE HOUSE AND SENATE COMMITTEES ON EDUCATION
OF THE LOUISIANA LEGISLATURE

RESPONSE TO SENATE RESOLUTION 190

OF THE 2015 REGULAR SESSION

FROM THE LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION



OVERVIEW OF THE RESOLUTION

Senate Resolution 190 of the 2015 Legislative Session requested that the Department study the reliability and validity of
the current school and district accountability system and the performance scores resulting therefrom, in consultation
with educational stakeholders that would include

e consideration of the criteria reviewed at the elementary, middle, and high school levels in determining school
and district performance score;
e comparison of the method and manner that other states are using to conduct school and district performance
scores and the public education accountability system;
e recommendations as to the appropriate elements and factors to be considered in determining school and
district performance scores; and
e whether the elements and factors utilized should be the same for schools that have differing core missions (e.g.,
alternative schools).
This report offers a summary of Louisiana’s current accountability system as well as an overview of the yearlong review
process currently underway to work with stakeholders to study and recommend specific adjustments and

enhancements to implement in the 2017-2018 school year.

STUDY OF LOUISIANA’S ACCOUTNABILITY SYSTEM & FINDINGS

BACKGROUND

As required by state and federal laws, Louisiana’s accountability is designed to measure, incentivize, and publicly report
specific indicators in order to ensure that all students are on a path to college and a career.

Federal Requirements

The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) is the current federal law that regulates K—12 education across the country. The
stated purpose of ESSA is "to provide all children significant opportunity to receive a fair, equitable, and high-quality
education and to close educational achievement gaps.”

ESSA requires the creation of statewide accountability systems that include the following:

e lLong-term goals and annual indicators of proficiency and growth toward those goals
e Annual meaningful differentiation of schools, including identification of schools in need of improvement

State Requirements
Louisiana law (R.S. 17:10.1) established that the school and district accountability system will

e require and support student achievement in each public school;

e provide assurance to the citizens that the quality of education in each public school is monitored and maintained
at levels essential for each student to receive a minimum foundation of education;

e provide clear standards and expectations for schools and school systems so that assessment of their
effectiveness will be understood; and


http://www.legis.la.gov/Legis/Law.aspx?d=79732

e provide information that will assist schools and school systems in order that energies and resources may be
focused on student academic achievement.

BESE Bulletin 111 sets forth the specific regulations guiding implementation of state and federal accountability
requirements, including the following:

e Indicators used in school and district performance scores;
e  Weighting of indicators;

e Rules for student inclusion; and

e Method of calculation.

In line with these requirements and driven by the belief that Louisiana students are just as capable as their peers across
the country, Louisiana worked to steadily increase expectations for students within its accountability system over two
decades. The accountability system played a key role in defining those goals, measuring student performance, and
reporting progress in achieving higher expectations.

After implementing statewide LEAP assessments in 1998 and 1999, Louisiana reported elementary and middle school
results for the first time in 2000 using a star rating system. In 2002, high school results were reported publicly for the
first time. In 2011, Louisiana transitioned to reporting using letter grades, rather than stars.

With a strong academic measurement system in place, academic achievement is at an all-time high for students of all
ages and areas of the state (see Table I). Yet, Louisiana’s current system does not expect students to achieve at levels
that are competitive with their peers in other states. For example, although a score of “mastery” (or a level four out of
five) denotes readiness to complete at least a year of college on time, a score of “basic” (or level three out of five) has
been accepted as a mark of full proficiency.

Though Louisiana’s student performance at “basic” proficiency has steadily increased (more than 15 points) over the last
10 years, Louisiana must now focus on increasing the rates of “mastery” student performance, ensuring that all students
are on a path toward college or a career and that the accountability system expectations match the potential of students
across the state.
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Table I: Comparison of Assessment Performance Levels



WHAT DOES LOUISIANA’S ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM MEASURE?

The Louisiana school and district accountability system measures, incentivizes, and reports performance specific to
student enrollment (e.g., K-8, high school) as noted below. In other words, the formula for measuring an elementary
school is different from the measure for middle schools, high schools, and combination schools. The formula for each is
outlined below.

K-8 Accountability: For schools with grades K-7, the accountability system measures student assessment performance
and progress points, and for schools with grade 8, it also includes a dropout/credit accumulation index. Up to 10
progress points may be awarded to K-8 schools that make academic gains with struggling students.

Elementary Schools Middle Schools

High School Accountability: For schools with grades 9—-12, the accountability system measures student assessment
performance on end of course assessments, the ACT, progress points, cohort graduation rate, and the strength of
students’ diplomas. Up to 10 progress points may be awarded to high schools that make academic gains with struggling
students.
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District and Combination School Accountability: District and combination school performance scores are based on the
measure of both elementary and high school performance, as outlined above.

ACCOUNTABILTY SYSTEM RESULTS

From early childhood through postsecondary schooling, student achievement is improving statewide, particularly on
those measures within the state’s school and district accountability system.



K—8 Results: Increased expectations and accountability in grades 3-8 resulted in an increase in student achievement
across the state since 1999, specifically in the number of students scoring at the “mastery” level.
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Table Il: Grades 3—8 Assessment Performance Comparison

High School Results: With a high school accountability system focused on access and achievement, Louisiana students
achieved the following:

e The number of students earning a college-going score of 18 or above on ACT increased by nearly 1,000 students
since 2014 and has grown by 6,312 since 2012. Louisiana’s average composite score gain of 0.2 points topped all
states testing 100 percent of students. Louisiana’s average ACT score ranks third among six such southern states,
ahead of Alabama, Mississippi, and North Carolina.

e Since 2012, Louisiana high school students have earned nearly 3,600 more qualifying scores of 3+ on Advanced
Placement (AP) exams, an increase of 87 percent. In the last year alone, students scored nearly 1,300 more
qualifying scores than in 2014, increasing 20 percent from 6,410 in 2014 to 7,703 in 2015.

e Louisiana’s high school graduation rate, measuring the percentage of high school students that graduate on time,
is at an all time high of 74.6 percent, which is 3.2 percent greater than in 2011.

e More students entered postsecondary education in 2014 than any other year, with 22,972 recent public high
school graduates enrolled in college, an increase of 6 percent from 2013, and 16 percent since 2011.

Building on the Accomplishments to Raise Expectations

Louisiana students are just as capable as any students in the country. This belief has been the driving force to increase
expectations for students steadily over the past two decades. In the coming years, Louisiana will continue to raise
expectations so as to ensure that, by 2025, “A” schools average mastery of the content—a signal of true readiness.

The table below notes the current average performance of “A” schools and the current state average on the same
metrics. Louisiana’s Accountability Commission, which is comprised of educators, parents, business and industry, and
other stakeholders, will be charged with recommending new expectations for an “A” graded school over the course of
the next year as Louisiana continues to raise the bar to the 2025 goal.

Current
2014-2015 Results Current State | “A” School Averages
“A” School Averages Averages by 2025
3-8 Assessments: Mastery+ 50% 27%

Accountability
3-8 Assessments: Basic+ 86% 65% Commission will




DCAI: Students with 6+ credits 92.5% 83% recommend

EOC: Good+ 79% 62%
ACT: Students scoring 18 or above 79.8% 62%
ACT: Students scoring 23 or above 41.4% 24%
Graduation Rate: Average 88.1% 74.6%
AP: Students scoring 3 or above 12.6% 5.3%

Dual Enrollment: Average percentage of students
earning dual enrollment credits 39.3% 28%

Table 11l: 2014-2015 Comparison of “A” Schools versus State Average

VALIDITY AND COMPARABILITY OF LOUISIANA’S ACCOUNTABILTY SYSTEM
COMMON PRINCIPLES

According to the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) Next-Generation State Accountability Taskforce,
consisting of accountability directors from across the country, a quality accountability system should include the nine
principles as defined in the Principles and Processes for State Leadership on Next-Generation Accountability Systems
(see Appendix I). This guide, written by states, for states, provides a roadmap on how to build an accountability system
centered on preparing all students for success in college and career.

Principle 1: Alignment of performance goals to college- and career-ready standards

State accountability systems must set expectations for each student to graduate from high school and be successful in
college and career. Additionally, the system must include and value continuous improvement for all schools and
students to meet and exceed those expectations.

In a report produced by the Center for American Progress in cooperation with CCSSO in October of 2014, Next
Generation Accountability Systems: An Overview of Current State Policies and Practices (see Appendix Il), Louisiana’s
graduation index is noted as an exemplar in aligning performance goals to college and career standards. The index varies
the points awarded to schools based on the rigor of the work completed by students. A high school diploma completed
in four years earns the school 100 points; an equivalency diploma (GED/HISET) earns the school 25 points; and a fifth-
year high school graduate earns the school 75 points. A school will earn 150 points if a student scores high marks on a
college-level assessment such as an AP exam.

Louisiana will continue to build on this alignment as it raises the core expectation from one of basic understanding to
true mastery by 2025.

Principle 2: Annual determinations for each school and district

The system must make annual accountability determinations for all publicly funded schools and districts. The
determinations must set a high bar for achievement and improvement for all students; make valid, reliable, and
meaningful distinctions regarding the performance levels of schools and districts; and address both the current
performance of the school or district and the extent to which that performance is improving.



Per federal and state law, Louisiana makes annual determinations for every school and district. These determinations
address performance from the most recent school year, as well as growth of students who struggled in prior years. As
Louisiana continues to improve its accountability system, consideration should be given to measuring the progress of all
students, not just non-proficient students, to better represent changes in performance from year to year.

Principle 3: Focus on student outcomes

Primary accountability determinations used in accountability systems must focus on student outcomes, including both
performance levels and growth toward college and career readiness.

Louisiana’s system focuses on student outcomes and performance levels including, but not limited to, assessments in
reading, math, and other content areas, graduation rates, and career preparedness as measured by industry
certifications. Additionally, the system measures growth toward the progress point indicator for struggling students.

Principal 4: Continued commitment to all students

Systems must support disaggregation of student data for accountability determinations and reporting (such as by race,
ethnicity, poverty, disability, and limited English proficiency) to help identify and address significant achievement gaps
and ensure that the needs of particular subgroups are not masked by aggregate student achievement. This includes
particular attention to schools with the lowest performing subgroups and/or the greatest gaps in performance.

Throughout the school year, the Department releases a series of assessment results for students in grades 3 through 12
and accountability results that provide local school districts with detailed information on how students are performing,
including data disaggregated to identify particular subgroups and address significant achievement gaps. However,
Louisiana will consider how to better represent and respond to subgroup performance gaps as it reviews its current
system.

Principle 5: Reporting of timely, actionable, and accessible data

To improve teaching and learning and support policy improvements at all levels, data related to school and district
performance must be reported in a manner that is timely, actionable, and accessible. This includes disaggregated
reporting of student outcome data to promote efficiency and effectiveness.

In 2014-2015, the Department improved grades 3—8 math and English language arts student assessment reports. These
improvements, based on parent feedback, provide clearer information on student performance, including support
students need to be ready for the next grade level. The Department also released a Parent Guide to PARCC Student
Results to help parents understand the data in the student reports and what it means about their child’s academic
performance last year.

Similarly, the 2014-2015 school and district public report cards included a number of improvements from previous years
and were accompanied by a parent guide to school report cards:

e District report cards provided parents with an overview of an entire school district, including comparisons to
national data where available.

e School report cards for alternative schools included an informational addendum to inform parents of additional
measures specific to the needs of students enrolled in alternative settings.

e Additional subgroup data included at both the school and district level allowed comparisons between the
school, district, and state level for historically underserved groups of students.



In June of 2014, the Education Commission of the States published Rating States, Grading Schools: What Parents and
Experts Say States Should Consider to Make School Accountability Systems Meaningful (see Appendix IIl). The
researchers involved in this study, which included parents, rated eight states, including Louisiana, as providing report
cards that are easy to find, informative, and readable. They also identified thirteen states, including Louisiana, as
including all five of the essential indicators in school reports and reporting all five indicators: student achievement,
student achievement growth, achievement gap closure, graduation rates, postsecondary and career readiness.

The report commends resources available to parents and the general public, including a full-page excerpt used in 2013-
2014 to communicate the transition in school performance score formulas and letter grades. Louisiana was noted as one
of eight states scoring above average in all four categories for school report cards: findable, readable, understandable,
and graphics.

Principle 6: Deeper diagnostic reviews

Student outcomes are the cornerstone of accountability. Each accountability system must include, as appropriate,
deeper analysis and diagnostic reviews of school and district performance, particularly for low-performing schools, to
create a tighter link between initial accountability determinations and appropriate supports and interventions.

To ensure educators fully understand their results and to support a deeper review of results so as to inform next steps,
the Department provides Superintendent Profiles and Principal Profiles for district and school leaders. These profiles
provide local school systems annually with an in-depth look at student achievement for a given year and include a
component-by-component breakdown of school and district performance and subgroup data for current and prior
years. After releasing the profiles, Department of Education network staff meets with each district and school to review
the data and determine next steps for continued improvement.

Principle 7: Building school and district capacity

Each system will focus on building district and school capacity for significant and sustained improvement in student
achievement toward college- and career-ready performance goals. This will require general systems of supports and
interventions relevant to all schools and a continued focus on state capacity as well.

The Department uses a variety of structures and resources to support school and district capacity:

e Network Teams: regional teams that support districts in the planning and execution of their academic vision

e Principal Fellowship: program that develops and supports principals’ instructional leadership skills

e Teacher Leaders: a group of 5,000 educators who are selected by their district or school to provide professional
development for fellow educators, including redelivering sessions from events hosted by the Department
(Collaborations and Summit)

e Collaboratives: quarterly statewide events that provide educators with access to high-quality tools, resources,
and professional development

Principle 8: Targeting lowest performing schools

While accountability systems hold all schools and districts accountable, significant interventions should be focused on at
least the lowest performing five percent of schools (elementary, middle, and high schools) and their districts (in addition
to targeted interventions to address the lowest performing subgroups and/or schools with the greatest achievement

gaps).

State and federal laws and regulations require state education agencies to provide for interventions for low performing
schools. In Louisiana, these interventions have included school choice, turnaround plans, and inclusion in the Recovery
School District for persistently low performing schools. In the report produced by the Center for American Progress in



cooperation with CCSSO in October of 2014, Next Generation Accountability Systems: An Overview of Current State
Policies and Practices, Louisiana, along with many other states, including Michigan and Tennessee, are commended for
creating recovery school districts to focus on intensive intervention and improvement in traditionally low performing
schools. In 2003, Louisiana was the first state to adopt this school-intervention model.

Principle 9: Innovation, evaluation, and continuous improvement

Each state’s accountability system should drive innovation and itself be dynamic—promoting innovative accountability
approaches with rigorous evaluation to drive continuous improvement over time. Each state needs to develop and
implement plans for evaluation and improvements related to the system as a whole, core elements of the system, and
the impact of the system on individual schools and districts.

While Louisiana’s accountability system encompasses many of these principles in its alignment to college and career
readiness, timely reporting, and deeper diagnostic reviews, it is committed to continuous improvement within its own
accountability system as will occur through the development of Louisiana’s 2025 Accountability Plan.

ADDITIONAL CASES FOR COMPARABILITY

In December 2013, the Education Commission of the States conducted a study of the accountability systems used in all
50 states. This study, 50 State Comparison: State School Report Cards, provides multiple documents comparing states on
a number of measures, including accountability formulas, school report cards, and reporting. The State School
Accountability Report Card Resource—Key ltems and States includes a table of all 50 states with comparisons made
between accountability measures and that which is actually reported.

According to this report, Louisiana’s measures are very similar to that of most states in that they include assessment
data, a growth or achievement gap measure, graduation, and nationally comparable assessments (e.g., ACT, SAT). The
Formula—Summary and Formula—Full Text of the same report go into further detail for each state indicating the
individual formulas used by each state in calculating school performance (see Appendices IV, V, and VI). The formulae
indicate the weighting of each component.

This comparison also highlights some differences between what is used in Louisiana and in other states. Specifically, the
use of a growth measure varies by state. Although the growth measure in Louisiana is used only in the calculation of
progress points, in other states, including Colorado, Idaho, Minnesota, Nebraska, and Oklahoma, growth measures are
included as a much larger part of the overall performance score. The role of growth will be a key consideration of the
Accountability Commission as it considers and finalizes Louisiana’s 2025 Accountability Plan.

In order for Louisiana to stay current on education trends, research, and best practices, the Department voluntarily
participates in state collaboratives hosted by CCSSO to ensure validity and comparability of student outcomes with other
states across the country. These workgroups are invaluable in providing opportunities for sharing of best practices,
resources in support of measuring and incentivizing schools to improve student outcomes, and transparent policy
making processes in other states.

VALIDITY OF LOUISIANA’S ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM

The USDOE approved Louisiana’s school and district accountability system through Louisiana’s ESEA waiver, approved in
2012. Since that time, USDOE reviewed and approved all significant adjustments to the system (e.g., inclusion of
JumpStart credentials).



In an August 2014 study of Louisiana’s accountability system, Dr. Douglas N. Harris, director and associate professor of

economics at Tulane University, evaluated the current system based on its ability to meet the following criteria (see
Appendix VII):

C1: Does the system align performance measures with educational objectives?

C2: Does the system align accountability incentives across levels of the school system (teachers, schools, and
districts)?

C3: Does the system align accountability with other elements of the school system, such as funding, standards,
and information?

C4: Does the system follow the cardinal rule of accountability: Hold people accountable for what they can
control, specifically for how much student learning educators generate?

C5: Does the system create incentives for everyone to improve?

C6: Does the system attach stakes that are proportional to the validity and reliability of the measures?

C7: Does the system diagnose problems and strengths, and rigorously evaluate educator responses and effects
on student outcomes to avoid unintended consequences?

C8: Is the system as simple as possible, but no simpler than is necessary to meet the other criteria?

Based on these criteria, Harris concluded that the overarching strengths of Louisiana’s school accountability system are
as follows:

All the levels of accountability (district, school, teacher, student) focus on student outcomes that are widely
seen as part of the core mission of schools—academic skills measured by student test scores.

There are strong incentives to include as many students in the accountability system as is possible, thereby
reinforcing the importance of achievement by every child.

He also states that Louisiana’s school accountability has several solvable limitations:

Alignment of school accountability with teacher accountability, which has since been resolved by the Act 240
committee with updates to the Compass evaluation policies in 2015

Focus on end-of-year assessments as a “snapshot” of student achievement,

Uneven incentives to improve by focusing on specific groups for significant incentives, a topic to be considered
in the coming year as progress points and other measures are evaluated for improvement (i.e. should Louisiana
measure the progress of all students?)

Limited inclusion of non-test score measures

Harris concludes that, overall, “the current system is better than in most states. With additional changes, Louisiana’s
system would become one of the best in the country.”

YEARLONG REVIEW PROCESS

Because Louisiana’s accountability system establishes a definition of quality that impacts every school, district, and

administrator, raising the bar for students in every school statewide starts with adjusting the definition of quality in the

accountability system.

In response to Harris’s study, the recent approval of ESSA (Every Student Succeeds Act), and the transition to a higher

bar for “A” schools, the Department, in partnership with the Accountability Commission, will undergo a yearlong process

of review and refinement to Louisiana’s accountability system in order to ensure that schools are successful in reaching
the 2025 goal.



Below is a brief outline and timeline of the work the Commission will assume during the next year:

Phase of Work ‘ Timeline

1 Research and brainstorming spring to summer of 2016
2 Policy development fall of 2016

3 BESE approval of policies early 2017

4 Implementation of policy adjustments 2017-2018 school year

CONCLUSION

Although Louisiana has seen significant gains in measurable student outcomes, including ACT and graduation rates using
the current accountability measures, the ten-year journey to raising the bar for students in Louisiana is only beginning.
As noted in Harris’s reports, the current system has much strength; however, there are still opportunities to improve
Louisiana’s system in the coming years. The yearlong process, which began in January with the Accountability
Commission, will ensure the system achieves its intended purposes.
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Principles and Processes for State Leadership on
Next-Generation Accountability Systems

CCSSO, on behalf of the states, hereby commits to further states' proactive leadership in
promoting college- and career-readiness for all students by establishing next-generation
state accountability systems. Our intent is to ensure that every student has access to an
education that prepares them for success in college and career.

Through our Next-Generation State Accountability Taskforce, CCSSO has developed a
Roadmap on Next-Generation State Accountability Systems. This Roadmap provides a guide
written by states, for states, on building accountability systems centered on preparing all
students for success in college and career. The ultimate goal of these systems is to ensure
that every student has access to a high-quality education. States will achieve this goal by
(1) driving school and district performance towards college- and career-readiness, (2)
distinguishing performance in order to more meaningfully target supports and
interventions to the students most in need, (3) providing timely, transparent data to spur
action at all levels, and (4) fostering innovation and continuous improvement throughout
the system.

The work of the Task Force was made possible with support from the Nellie Mae Education
Foundation.

Outlined in this document are the main principles and processes that form the basis of the
Roadmap and that will guide state action through the work to design and implement next-
generation accountability systems aligned with college- and career-readiness.

Background

In our 21st century global economy and society, the success of individuals and our nation
depends on our ability to educate all children to higher standards and to close long-
standing achievement gaps. States are committed to the creation of education systems that
promote continuous growth for all students, with the goal that they graduate high school
with the rigorous knowledge and skills required for success in college and career.

Achieving this goal will require significant policy reforms. States are leading this effort
through development and adoption of college- and career-ready, internationally
benchmarked standards; development of aligned, improved assessments; development and
implementation of P-20 data systems that can follow student progress; establishment and
reporting of accurate graduation rates; development of growth models for accountability;
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and, more recently, movement on new systems of educator evaluation anchored in student
achievement. This is a bold and comprehensive agenda.

States developing and implementing next-generation accountability systems is the logical
and necessary next step in state leadership. Accountability currently serves as a core
strategy for education reform. Although concepts within the No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB) are vital to our continued progress (such as NCLB'’s focus on student achievement
outcomes in assessing school, district, and state performance, and on disaggregation of
data to help identify and close achievement gaps), NCLB’s requirements as a whole are now
outdated.

Next-generation accountability systems must build upon and move beyond present NCLB-
based accountability systems. Our principles focus on school, district, and state
accountability. Our goal for holding schools, districts, and states accountable must be to
ensure that every student has access to an education that can significantly advance student
achievement. Evidence and experience show that our current, narrowly defined, loosely
coupled accountability systems are promoting incremental improvement at best.

Principles for Next-Generation State Accountability Systems

CCSSO, on behalf of its members, commits to continue state leadership in promoting
college- and career-readiness by establishing next-generation state accountability systems
consistent with the core principles listed below (as further defined in the Roadmap):

= Alignment of performance goals to college- and career-ready standards. The
performance goals of each state’s accountability system will be aligned with

college- and career-readiness, to promote continuous growth for every student
toward that performance level and beyond. This means that each state's
accountability system must set annual performance benchmarks at levels that
are on track for each student to graduate from high school with both the
rigorous content knowledge and high-order skills necessary for success in
college and career, and must further reflect and value continuous improvement
for all schools and students to meet and exceed those expectations.

» Annual determinations for each school and district. Each system will make
annual accountability determinations for all publicly funded schools and
districts. The determinations must set a high bar for achievement and
improvement for all students; make valid, reliable, and meaningful distinctions
regarding the performance levels of schools and districts; and address both the
current performance of the school or district and the extent to which that
performance is improving,.

» Focus on student outcomes. Initial accountability determinations will focus on
student outcomes, including both status and growth toward college- and career-
readiness, with students, subgroups, and/or schools performing below
performance levels expected to make significant improvement toward being on
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track to college-and career-ready graduation. Initial accountability measures
will include, but not be limited to, improved assessments in reading and math
and accurate graduation rates, as well as other measures based on each state’s
goals and context, such as additional subjects beyond reading and math;
additional college-ready assessments and college credit accumulation; college
entry, remediation, and persistence rates; career preparedness as measured by
industry certifications and other measures; reading proficiency in the early
grades; etc. States would have discretion to weigh measures and apply them
conjunctively or on a compensatory basis, provided that the focus is on
meaningful student outcomes.

Continued Commitment to Disaggregation. Each system will continue to support
disaggregation of student data for accountability determinations and reporting

(such as by race, ethnicity, poverty, disability, and limited English proficiency),
to help identify and address significant achievement gaps and ensure that the
needs of particular subgroups are not masked by aggregate student
achievement. This includes particular attention to schools with the lowest
performing subgroups and/or the greatest gaps in performance.

Reporting of timely, actionable, and accessible data. Data related to school and
district performance will be reported in a manner that is timely, actionable, and
accessible—to improve teaching and learning and support policy improvements
at all levels. This includes disaggregated reporting of student outcome data as
well as available input data and data on returns on investment—to promote
efficiency and effectiveness.

Deeper diagnostic reviews. Student outcomes will be the cornerstone of
accountability. Moreover, each accountability system will include, as
appropriate, deeper analysis and diagnostic reviews of school and district
performance, particularly for low-performing schools, to create a tighter link
between initial accountability determinations and appropriate supports and
interventions. States may classify schools and local educational agencies not
simply on the length of underperformance, as under NCLB, but on both student
outcomes and deeper analysis of the data, conditions, plans, and capacities in
each school and district, leveraging accreditation and other processes at state
discretion.

Building school and district capacity. Each system will focus on building district
and school capacity for significant and sustained improvement in student
achievement toward college- and career-ready performance goals. This will
require general systems of supports and interventions relevant to all schools and
a continued focus on state capacity as well.

Targeting lowest performing schools. While states will be developing
accountability systems that hold all schools and districts accountable, significant
interventions will be focused on at least the lowest performing five percent of




schools (elementary and middle, and high schools) and their districts (in
addition to targeted interventions to address the lowest performing subgroups
and/or schools with the greatest achievement gaps). States must have flexibility
to craft interventions that are rigorous, systemic, and context-specific in order to
turn around the lowest performing schools on an urgent, ambitious, reasoned
time line, with constant evaluation, sustained investment, and true results.

= Innovation, evaluation, and continuous improvement. Each state’s accountability
system should drive innovation and itself be dynamic—promoting innovative
accountability approaches with rigorous evaluation to drive continuous
improvement over time. Each state needs to develop and implement plans for
evaluation and improvements related to the system as a whole, core elements of
the system, and the impact of the system on individual schools and districts.

Formation of State Consortium on College- and Career-Ready Accountability Systems

Moving forward, CCSSO will work with its member states to help each state develop a state-
specific accountability model consistent with the principles above (and the broader
Roadmap), and we will work to inform and secure the support of other key state and local
leaders for this effort, through CCSSO convening a new Multistate Consortium on College-
and Career-Ready Accountability Systems.

Each state will be invited to join the Consortium and commit to building a new, college- and
career-ready accountability system consistent with the principles above. The purpose of
the Consortium will be to support each state’s policy development process by providing a
forum for cross-state interaction and learning, as well as expert support in dealing with
tough issues, such as identifying valid outcome measures; developing growth models;
establishing diagnostic review; and ensuring significant, effective interventions in the
lowest-performing schools. The Consortium will support each state in developing its own
accountability system, consistent with the principles outlined above, innovate over time,
and ensure maximum federal flexibility and support. While participation in the Consortium
is not a prerequisite to the design of an accountability system in line with the principles,
work with member states is underway and will move quickly. Some states have already
begun this work, and will present early models of state accountability consistent with the
principles above.

State Call for Federal Action Consistent with State Principles

Earlier this year, CCSSO released a letter to Secretary Duncan and leaders in Congress
committing to state leadership in standards, assessments, and accountability; calling on
Congress to reauthorize the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in a manner
that advances the bold state leadership; and, if ESEA reauthorization is delayed, calling on
the Secretary to support state reform efforts through rigorous peer review and NCLB state
waiver authority. We hereby strongly renew our pledge and call for federal action.
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We call on Congress to reauthorize ESEA to codify the principles of next-generation
accountability systems outlined above, while leaving full discretion to states to design the
details of the systems and to promote continuous improvement over time. This remains
our first choice for federal action.

In the absence of ESEA reauthorization this year, we hereby inform Secretary Duncan of the
intention of our members to utilize the authority expressly granted to states under NCLB
Section 9401 to propose new models of accountability. Beginning immediately and
continuing over time, with support from the Consortium on College- and Career-Ready
Accountability Systems, states will submit new accountability models for secretarial review
and approval consistent with the principles above. And we call on Secretary Duncan to
affirmatively establish a new, improved process of peer review, with deference to state
judgment, to work collaboratively to review and approve these new models.

Finally, we commit to state evaluation and improvement of these new accountability
systems over time—to best drive college and career ready performance, to inform future
state leadership, and to inform future ESEA reauthorization if delayed. We will know we
have succeeded if and only if accountability truly serves as a meaningful strategy in
dramatically improving student achievement and closing achievement gaps, at scale,
toward the goal of all students graduating from high school ready for college, career, and
life.
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Introduction and summary

Over the past six years, there has been a significant shift in education. States recog-
nized that students were not being taught at levels that adequately prepared them
for college and careers and stepped up to develop and implement more rigorous
standards. As part of this transition, states have also committed to better supports
for educators to adapt to the new standards, better assessments to measure stu-
dent learning, and better accountability systems to understand where schools are

struggling and how to help them improve.

Accountability systems provide the underlying structure for school and district
support and improvement. State systems should hold all stakeholders account-
able for student success, starting with the state and ending with the teacher in the
classroom. States, districts, and schools should provide the support and resources
necessary to improve achievement for all students, including at-risk students.
Accountability systems should include strategies and systems for development of
the teaching profession. These systems must recognize success while also enforc-
ing consequences and providing support to the schools and districts most in need

of improvement." States are moving forward on all of these fronts.

However, as educators and states were making progress, Congress remained
stagnant, failing to revise and reauthorize the federal education accountability
law, known as No Child Left Behind, or NCLB.? Frustrated by this inaction,
state leaders came together in 2011 to put forth a proposal that modeled the
next-generation accountability systems.? Building on the positive aspects of
NCLB, the Council of Chief State School Officers, or CCSSO, released a vision
for the future of accountability systems.* This vision described an accountability
system that is grounded in college- and career-readiness standards, collects a
broader array of data to more accurately understand school and district per-
formance, and uses those data to better support schools and districts, with an

emphasis on the lowest performing.
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Since then, states have built upon these principles to advance accountability
systems. Some states have taken advantage of the opportunity to request flexibility
from specific provisions of NCLB from the U.S. Department of Education. States
can receive flexibility from a few of NCLB’s outdated requirements by adopting
reforms in three key areas: college- and career-readiness standards and assess-
ments, systems of differentiated accountability and support, and teacher and

principal evaluation.®

In order to illustrate the variety of innovative approaches to accountability that
states are exploring, this report provides examples of next-generation account-
ability concepts implemented by states. While this study provides an overview
of the landscape, it is not fully representative of the variety of state approaches to
accountability. In reviewing the work of the states and drawing upon the think-
ing in both CCSSO’s 2011 proposal and “Accountability for College and Career
Readiness: Developing a New Paradigm” by Linda Darling-Hammond, Gene
Wilhoit, and Linda Pittenger, we found that current reforms fell into five broad

categories, which we describe in detail in each section of this report:

Measuring progress toward college and career readiness

Many states are rethinking mechanisms for measuring progress based on
assessments and are including additional measures of college and career readi-
ness such as the percentage of high school graduates who require remediation

coursework in college.

Diagnosing and responding to challenges via school-based quality improvement
Many states and districts are using a broad array of quality indicators, such as
parent volunteer hours and attendance data, to measure school success and
develop school-improvement plans, as well as making use of third-party experts

to assist them in this work.

State systems of support and intervention

States and districts are rethinking the way they support struggling schools.
Some of the most prevalent strategies include school support teams, pairing
high-growth schools with low-performing schools, networks of low-performing

schools, engaging external providers, and recovery school districts.
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* Resource accountability
Some states and districts are focusing more intently on the connections between
resource allocation and outcomes, and several have tried to aggressively tackle
inequitable school funding with new state funding formulas. Others are work-
ing to increase transparency and accountability for how funds are being spent to

ensure that high-need students are receiving adequate support.

* Professional accountability

Most states have adopted new systems for evaluating and supporting teachers
and leaders. However, some states are leveraging these new evaluation systems
to create more robust on-site embedded professional development systems and
developing school leaders, such as principals, to eftectively carry out teacher-
evaluation systems and instructional leadership. In addition, a number of states
are also rethinking other aspects of the teaching profession, including teacher
licensure, teacher-preparation program approval and accreditation, and selec-

tion, retention, and tenure.

It is essential to note that the trends and state examples that follow are provided
to illustrate patterns of reform across the 50 states, but that the individual state
reforms we have highlighted may or may not have resulted in successful improve-
ment of student outcomes. At the same time, through our review of the landscape,
we have identified some barriers that states, districts, and schools must tackle in
order to move this work forward. These barriers are complex and interconnected:
They include transitioning to new assessments, developing richer measures of
student and school success, stafling school improvement teams, creating resource

accountability systems, and strengthening the teaching profession.

Policymakers developing accountability reforms should give considerable thought
to system coherence across all five areas, rather than targeting one area in isolation.
These systems should also be designed for continuous improvement, with a clear

connection between design features and improved student achievement.®

As we look beyond No Child Left Behind, our understanding of innovation at the
state level will inform and shape the conversation around accountability systems

moving forward.
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Background

When President Lyndon B. Johnson enacted the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, or ESEA, in 1968 as part of his War on Poverty program, resource
accountability was at the heart of the law. Title I of ESEA provided additional
funding for low-income students and created some checks to ensure that states
and districts spent the federal funds appropriately.” Since its initial passage,
ESEA has been reauthorized seven times.® The 1994 reauthorization—called the
Improving America’s Schools Act, or IASA—required states to develop content
standards and assessments aligned to them. IASA also required that the standards
apply to all students, as prior to IASA, states could have separate, less-challenging

standards for low-income students.’

Enacted in 2001, No Child Left Behind is the most recent reauthorization

of ESEA."* NCLB builds on the standards and assessments work of IASA by
requiring states to test their students regularly. Critically, individual schools,
districts, and states must publicly report test results, both in aggregate and for
specific student subgroups. NCLB also went further than earlier laws by putting
teeth into the federal requirements around standards and assessments: For the
first time, the federal government required states and districts to monitor the
achievement of all students and to take action in low-performing schools—or

risk losing federal funding."

However, although NCLB technically expired in 2007, Congress has yet to revise
or reauthorize the act. ' In response to this inaction, state leaders released a vision
of next-generation accountability systems in CCSSO’s report titled “Principles
and Processes for Next-Generation Accountability Systems,”* outlining nine

key components of an effective accountability system. These principles provide

a framework for states to maintain the positive aspects of NCLB, while moving
beyond the 2001 act to build and implement more thoughtful and nuanced sys-
tems of accountability that support the goal of ensuring all students are ready for

college and careers.
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Recognizing states’ strong desire to advance past the limitations of NCLB, the
Obama administration took advantage of an authority that exists in ESEA that
allows states to apply for waivers from some of the more restrictive requirements
of NCLB. States received flexibility in a number of areas, including student-
achievement goals, interventions and supports for struggling schools, and highly
qualified teacher provisions. In exchange for ESEA flexibility, states submitted
proposals for improvements in three key areas:

* Adoption and implementation of college- and career-readiness standards and

assessments that measure student achievement and growth

* Development and implementation of a differentiated accountability system that
both recognizes high-achieving, high-growth schools and supports chronically

low-achieving schools based on assessments and graduation rates

* Efforts to improve teacher quality by implementing teacher and principal evalu-

ation based on multiple measures of effectiveness and support systems

Since February 2012, 43 states and the District of Columbia have received ESEA

waivers and started implementing their alternative accountability plans.**
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Measuring progress toward college
and career readiness

Assessment results and graduation rates remain at the core of current account-
ability systems. However, as described below, many states are moving to more
sophisticated assessments that are better aligned to college- and career-readiness
expectations, while also developing and using other measures of student and
school success. States are using assessment results in more sophisticated ways and

are defining completion in ways that go beyond cohort graduation rates.

Use of assessments aligned to college and career readiness

In response to concerns that existing assessment systems were not aligned with
the knowledge and skills needed for students to be successful in college and
careers, and that, at best, the systems were incomplete indicators of student per-
formance, states began developing new assessments that better measure student

performance based on more rigorous standards.

In this vein, many states joined one of two state-led testing consortia working to
develop new assessments that are better aligned to college- and career-readiness
standards in mathematics and English language arts.'® States can choose between
the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium or the Partnership for Assessment
of Readiness for College and Careers, or PARCC. While the two consortia are
developing tests that are similar in content and cost, Smarter Balanced is an adap-
tive assessment—a computer-based test that adapts to the student’s ability level.'®
The assessments being developed by these two consortia aim to move beyond
traditional multiple-choice tests by using performance tasks to assess students’
critical thinking, problem solving, and writing skills. Because these assessments
rely on more open-ended questions, such as writing prompts or complex math
problems, students will be better able to demonstrate their knowledge. These tests
will give students, parents, and teachers more detailed information about their
students” knowledge and skills.
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Many of the states choosing not to participate in one of these consortia efforts

are still moving toward assessments that are more aligned to college- and career-
readiness expectations, such as Virginia’s Standards of Learning.'” For all states
transitioning to new assessments, the data from these tests will become part of the

states’ accountability systems.'®

Use of performance-based assessments

Some states are also seeking to incorporate locally developed annual student
performance assessments into their accountability systems. Within these
systems, states will still administer standardized assessments to serve as vali-
dating measures for locally chosen assessments of student outcomes; the state
tests serve the purpose of ensuring that the local measures set a rigorous bar for

student achievement.

Systemic use of performance assessments is relatively new, and many of these assess-
ments are still being developed. Their development and validation are more resource
intensive than standardized assessments, but a number of states feel that such invest-
ments are worthwhile if they can provide a more complete picture of students as

learners and can increase educators’ assessment and data literacy in the process."

New Hampshire is currently in the process of developing a pilot accountability
system for districts in which they can propose a locally designed Performance
Assessment of Competency Education, or PACE, system to the state. PACE pilots
will have to provide measurable student outcomes aligned with district goals and
state priorities, including state-adopted standards and competencies. The assess-
ment and accountability system proposed by the districts would be required to
include annual determinations of student achievement and growth through locally
designed and state-validated systems of performance assessments or college-readi-

ness assessments.?’

The new system would also require external validation of the performance
assessments through the new Smarter Balanced statewide summative assess-
ments in grades 4, 8, and 11. New Hampshire is supporting its districts” devel-
opment of PACE models by concurrently developing common statewide
performance tasks and necessary processes, tools, and protocols for validating
high-quality local performance tasks aligned with state standards. The state

is also organizing professional development institutes and regional support
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networks, as well as developing a district peer-review and auditing process.
New Hampshire will begin a minipilot of this system in a very small number of
school districts during the 201415 school year.”!

Similarly, high school diplomas in Maine are awarded based on demonstrations

of proficiency in the Maine Learning Results academic standards and Guiding
Principles, which describe a vision for what every Maine high school gradu-

ate should be able to do.** The awarding of high school diplomas must take into
account “in addition to any local course work and accumulation of credits, a broad
spectrum of learning experiences that may include internships, portfolios, long-
term capstone projects” and other “appropriate learning experiences that provide

opportunities to demonstrate proficiency.””

New Hampshire and Maine, along with several other states, are involved in
CCSSO’s Innovation Lab Network—an effort to build a shared performance
assessment bank and use local performance assessments as part of statewide

accountability systems.**

Use of new indicators of college and career readiness

Under NCLB, states were required to measure progress based on assessment
scores that determined the percentage of students meeting the state’s definition
of proficiency. Recognizing the limitations of this method, states have designed
more sophisticated approaches to defining student progress in state assess-
ments. One major change is that states have moved to adding growth measures
of student progress—as opposed to relying solely on absolute proficiency
levels—in order to provide a more accurate portrait of the amount of progress

made by schools and districts.*

States are also incorporating new measures of academic performance to measure
school and district success in order to determine a rating or grading system for
schools. While all states continue to use four-year cohort graduation rates in their
accountability systems, many states are now also incorporating measures of college
and career readiness such as SAT or ACT performance, or actual measures of
post-graduation success such as enrollment in college or college-completion rates.
Other states are including graduation portfolios that require high school students to

demonstrate they have attained the skills and knowledge necessary for graduation.
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While states are moving forward with new measures of college and career readi-
ness, they are also focused on closing achievement gaps in these outcomes. States
with ESEA waivers are required to publicly identify focus schools—those with
the greatest achievement gaps—and support those schools to improve student
achievement and narrow the gaps.”® In developing their annual goals and rating
systems for school and districts, some states have put additional emphasis on clos-

ing their achievement gaps or prioritizing the achievement of key subgroups.

Illinois, for example, includes results from English language proficiency exams
in its new accountability system, thereby increasing school accountability for the

performance of English learners.”’

In New Mexico, each school receives a grade, A through F, based on an index
that includes student achievement and growth, graduation rate, attendance, and
college- and career-readiness indicators, including opportunities for high school
students to access college-level coursework through Advanced Placement, or
AP, courses. The state places extra focus on the growth of the lowest-performing
students by giving schools twice as much credit for the growth of the bottom

achievement quartile than for growth of the school overall.*®

Oregon redesigned its new accountability system for schools and districts to
emphasize growth over absolute achievement. Aligned to Oregon’s Achievement
Compacts—annual partnership agreements between the state and each school
district that define key measures of student success and sets targets for achieve-
ment—the Oregon accountability system incorporates multiple measures. These
include academic achievement, academic growth, subgroup growth, and—for

high schools—graduation rates and subgroup graduation rates.”

In Georgia, college readiness is measured and included in their school rating system
known as the College and Career Ready Performance Index, or CCRPI. One college
readiness indicator measures the percentage of high school graduates entering a two-
or four-year college who do not require remediation or learning support courses.
Another measures student performance on the ACT, SAT, AP, or International
Baccalaureate, or IB, assessments. College readiness is also measured by the percent

of graduates earning course credit in dual enrollment, AP, or IB courses.*
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Louisiana’s graduation index varies the points awarded to schools based on the
rigor of the work completed by students. A high school diploma completed in four
years earns the school 100 points; a GED only earns the school 25 points, while a
fifth-year high school graduate earns the school 75 points. On the more rigorous
end, a school will earn 150 points if a student scores high marks on a college-level

assessment such as an AP exam.’!

New Jersey uses several factors beyond graduation rates in determining college-
and career-readiness. As part of each school’s accountability rating, the state fac-
tors in the remediation rates for students enrolled in New Jersey’s postsecondary
institutions, as well as the rates of students enrolled in postsecondary education
within 6 months and 18 months of graduation. The state includes additional indi-
cators of college- and career-readiness, including participation and performance
on the SAT and AP exams and the percent of students who pass an industry

certification exam.*

New Jersey will also use individual student data as part of an early warning
system to help educators identify struggling students who are not on track for
college and career readiness as early on as possible. The state will track a variety
of research-based indicators, including attendance, growth, and credit accumula-
tion, to determine when students get off track—and then help them get back on
track. New Jersey is combining data from the National Student Clearinghouse
with longitudinal data from the state’s student-level data system to build a pro-
file of a typical 2011 high school graduate enrolled in postsecondary education
within four months of graduating high school. The profile includes state assess-
ment scores, SAT scores, AP scores, and 12th-grade attendance data. In 2015,
New Jersey will be able to create a profile of high school students who successfully
completed postsecondary education. High schools can use these profiles to set
their own specific goals for proficiency levels in all tested grade levels, SAT scores,

and attendance trends.?

Minnesota uses a multiple-measure rating in their accountability system for
schools, which places closing the achievement gap by cutting the disparity
between current proficiency rates and 100 percent within six years at the center
of the measure. A significant component of the rating is the achievement gap
between the growth of a specific student group—which can include low-income
students, students of color, English language learners, and students with disabili-

ties—and that of higher-performing groups statewide.**
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As part of its accountability reporting system, North Carolina reports on the
implementation of a statewide high school graduation project. While this is no
longer a graduation requirement as of 2009, many districts continue to require
their students to complete a high school graduation project, and school report
cards note whether or not a high school participates. The North Carolina gradua-
tion project consists of four components: a research paper, a product, a portfolio,
and an oral presentation in a student’s final year of high school. This project pro-
vides students the opportunity to connect content knowledge, acquired skills, and

work habits to real world situations and issues.>®

In Rhode Island, a high school diploma is contingent upon successful completion
of at least two performance-based diploma assessments decided by the district.
These assessments may include graduation portfolios, exhibitions, comprehen-
sive course assessments—S0 percent of which must be performance-based and
include evaluation of knowledge application—or a certificate of initial mastery.
Districts are charged with developing the performance-based diploma assess-
ments, which must include demonstrations of both core content proficiency and
applied learning skills such as critical thinking, problem solving, and research.** A

panel evaluates the student’s performance using a state-approved rubric.’’

In 2011, Wisconsin replaced the Adequate Yearly Progress system with a multiple-
measure accountability index comprising student achievement, student growth,
closing achievement gaps, and an indicator of being on track for graduation and
postsecondary readiness as measured by graduation rates, attendance rates, and

ACT participation and performance, as applicable.*®
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Diagnosing and responding to
challenges via school-based
quality improvement

NCLB required districts to create school-improvement plans based on data from
schools that did not make adequate yearly progress for two subsequent years. There
is a growing effort in many districts and schools to focus on school-quality improve-
ment processes that go beyond test scores and look at other quantitative and qualita-
tive data to diagnose problems and develop improvement strategies. By providing a
holistic assessment of a school's strengths and weaknesses, a school-quality improve-

ment process plays a key role in a comprehensive accountability system.

A school-quality improvement process may include the following elements: an
inspection team with educational expertise in school practice and diagnostic
inquiry, a peer review to provide multiple perspectives, and robust quantitative
and qualitative data analysis.* This sort of human-capital-intensive approach can
be costly. As a result, some districts and schools can only provide it on a cyclical
basis or have to limit its use to schools with low performance. Below are some

examples of new approaches to school-quality improvement.

Use of an inspectorate model

An inspectorate model uses a team of educational experts to review a school’s
data and practices in order to improve performance. The inspection team often
spends several days observing teachers in the classroom, watching principals
interact with staff, and analyzing quantitative and qualitative data. At the end of
their inspection, the team produces an individualized and comprehensive evalu-
ation of the school’s strengths and weaknesses and provides suggestions for how
it can improve. While other countries, such as England, use regular inspections
as a fundamental part of their accountability system,* states in the United States
often use this strategy only after a school has been deemed poor performing. But

inspections can also be used as a proactive school-improvement strategy. Most
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schools are already subject to an accreditation process, which often resembles
an inspection. Reforming the process might offer a cost-effective mechanism for

implementing school-quality reviews or inspectorates across the country.

Kentucky uses a robust process of diagnostic review for schools that are strug-
gling the most. While all schools and districts must complete a comprehensive
improvement plan, these schools work collaboratively with parents, students,
and community members to complete a more robust needs assessment. Using an
online platform to collect qualitative and quantitative data about the school, the
data are synthesized into causes and contributing factors, translated into needs,
and then prioritized. Goals, objectives, strategies, and activities are developed to
address the priority needs. In addition to district resources and supports, the state
provides cross-functional teams with representation from all areas of the state
education agency to review the submissions from all school districts and assess
weaknesses that could become obstacles to successful completion of the plans.
The teams assess levels of implementation and recommend appropriate and tar-

geted interventions specifically designed to address the identified concerns.*'

In addition to their diagnostic review for the lowest-performing schools, Kentucky
also established a program-review system to assess the quality of programs in arts
and humanities, writing, and practical living and career studies.* Program reviews
are conducted internally at the school level three times a year by staff, parents,
students, and relevant community members. An annual external review at the
district level is then conducted at the end of each school year, whereby district
review teams are able to request and review internal reports prepared by schools
throughout the year.”

Missouri has a strong school accreditation process that is entirely aligned with the
state’s accountability system. For all schools, this includes measures of academic
achievement and growth, subgroup achievement, college and career readiness, atten-
dance, and graduation. Based on the scores in each of these areas, schools are either
accredited with distinction, accredited, provisionally accredited, or unaccredited.
Missouri Department of Education staff members, teachers or principals from local
school districts, or representatives from higher education institutions conduct on-
site reviews of schools that are provisionally accredited or unaccredited.* After the
state finishes its review, it uses the rating to determine individualized supports and,
if necessary, interventions at the school and district level.** The lower the rating, the
more prescriptive the intervention. At all levels, the state uses the quantitative and

qualitative data gained from the review to help target its supports.

14  Center for American Progress | Next-Generation Accountability Systems



Ohio conducts School Improvement Diagnostic Reviews, or SIDRs, for schools
identified as underperforming based on testing data. To conduct the SIDRs, an
external team of experienced and skilled reviewers follow a standard protocol
for collecting evidence in order to diagnose a school’s strengths and weaknesses.
SIDR teams are responsible for making prioritized recommendations that are

presented to the school several weeks later in a diagnostic report.*

Rhode Island uses an in-depth diagnostic screening process for schools that
analyzes student performance overall and by subgroup, school culture and climate
data, educator-evaluation outcomes, and an analysis of district spending. This
screening then guides the selection of an intervention model and creates specific
areas in which districts are held accountable for improving school performance.
District leadership will oversee this process through quarterly performance

reviews with the Rhode Island Department of Education.

Modeled on the school inspection process in Great Britain and Hong Kong, New
York City public schools developed a quality-review system as part of its Children
First reform program, which paired greater autonomy with greater accountability
for schools. Quality reviews involve two- or three-day school visits by experienced
educators to each New York City public school.* While external evaluators were
initially responsible for all quality reviews, New York City changed the process in
2010 to allow support networks to have a greater role in conducting reviews for
new and high-performing schools.* Schools in New York City choose their own
network: Some are run by district personnel and others by nonprofit organiza-
tions that provide support in a range of areas, from managing school budgets to

analyzing student data to providing professional development.

For under-performing schools, an external evaluator visits classrooms, speaks with
school leaders, and uses a rubric to evaluate how well the school is organized to
support student achievement. A quality-review rating is then given to each school,
along with a report that is published on the state’s website. This is one of four
options permitted by the state to support underperforming schools. Other state-
approved options include a curriculum audit, assignment of a joint-intervention

team, or use of a distinguished educator.*
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Use of peer educators

Inspection teams and peer educators look similar from the outside: groups of
education experts observing classrooms, interviewing the principal, or analyz-

ing school data. But while inspectors are often employed by the state or district

to evaluate schools full time, peer educators are often teachers who are still in

the classroom. As a result, peer educators are likely to be closer to the day-to-

day work of teachers and may have a different perspective from a state team.*’

The experience of observing and evaluating schools also serves as a professional
development opportunity for peer educators. In a profession sometimes stymied
by closed classroom doors, peer educators actually open doors between schools to
develop a broader learning community. States are using peer educators in different

ways, a few of which are described below.

As noted above, New Hampshire is working to implement a locally designed
performance assessment system. In order to ensure that those assessments
meet key technical requirements established by the state, New Hampshire
plans to use a district peer-review audit process. Peer-review teams of external
practitioners will review evidence that the district submits and will also collect
additional data and provide feedback according to common criteria during site
visits to the district. According to current designs, the peer-review process will
be used solely to provide formative feedback about these performance assess-
ments to districts during the first two years. By the third year, the audits will
become integral to the approval process for districts seeking to implement a
PACE model for accountability purposes. Over time, the state hopes to increase

the number of participating districts.*

New York state uses a program of distinguished educators to support low-per-
forming schools and districts. The commissioner of education appoints highly
effective educators to assist schools and districts whose prior intervention efforts
have failed. Whether in a district or school, these educators conduct a holistic
intensive review from the physical structure and daily operations to high-level
teaching and meaningful learning. They analyze all available data and develop an

action plan based on their findings.**
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Use of data to create a culture of continuous improvement

As described earlier, states are using measures beyond test scores and graduation
rates in their accountability systems in order to provide a grade or rating for the
school’s performance. While that is important, some states are using the data as
more than just a factor in an accountability formula; they are also reporting and
analyzing the data to develop a more detailed and nuanced picture of school per-
formance for principals and teachers, as well as parents and students, in order to
build a culture of continuous improvement. These measures might include: assess-
ments of college- and career-readiness skills such as AP or IB tests; student par-
ticipation such as postsecondary transition data; and school climate data such as
student, parent, and teacher surveys. Ideally, a school report card would incorpo-
rate many, if not all, of these measures. Some states are using these data in quality-
review efforts described above to drive continuous improvement, while others use

it to inform decisions about how to intervene in low-performing schools.

Kentucky has one of the richest sets of measurements for school performance.
The state divides the measures into three categories: next-generation learners,
next-generation instruction and support, and next-generation professionals.
Next-generation learners include overall achievement, achievement of a new sub-
group of historically underserved students, student growth, college- and career-
readiness, and graduation rates. Next-generation instruction and support includes
program reviews in arts and humanities, career studies, writing, K-3 reviews, and
world language programs. Next-generation professionals include the percent of
teachers and principals rated highly on the state’s evaluation system. Kentucky is
the only state to use teacher effectiveness as part of its evaluation of school and

district performance.>*

In an annual budget review process, New Mexico examines the rate at which
students matriculate from third grade, register for ninth grade on-track for college
and careers, and graduate from high school. If any student subgroups are signifi-

cantly behind at these checkpoints, this triggers district intervention. >

In its evaluations, Wisconsin includes a student-engagement indicator, which
exists outside the state’s accountability index, but moderates a school’s or district’s
accountability score by deducting points if designated goal thresholds are not met.

Those goals include test participation, absenteeism, and dropout rates.*®
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School functioning and climate data

States and districts are also working to understand students’ and stakeholders’
broader experience with school, including school safety and parent engagement.
School climate data can be gathered from student, parent, and teacher surveys
and can include social-emotional learning and supports and opportunity-to-learn

indicators such as school discipline and attendance data.

While not currently employed statewide, the California Office to Reform Education,
or CORE, ESEA flexibility waiver includes the School Quality Improvement
System for accountability that contains a School Quality Improvement Index as its
key feature. The School Quality Improvement Index comprises weighted measures
within three domains. The first domain equals 60 percent of the index and includes
academic measures such as achievement and growth data, graduation rates, and
persistence rates in grades 8 through 10. The second domain equals 20 percent of
the index and includes social and emotional measures such as suspension and expul-
sion data, chronic absenteeism, and noncognitive skills. The third domain equals 20
percent of the index and measures school and district climate and culture by gauging
the perceptions of students, staff, and parents; special education identification; and

English learner entry and exit status.’’

According to New Mexico’s ESEA flexibility waiver, school ratings include an
Opportunity to Learn measure. Half of this measure is comprised of a classroom
survey that asks students whether the school fosters an environment that facili-
tates learning, while the other half is based off of attendance records for all stu-
dents. The state also offers bonus points to schools for strong student and parent
engagement in areas such as sports, fine arts, leadership for students, and mentor-

ing and tutoring for parents.*®

Oklahoma’s accountability system uses parent and community engagement and
school culture indicators as part of its school rating system. Schools can earn
bonus points for high scores on a school climate survey, as well as high parent and

community volunteer hours.”
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Developing state systems of
support and intervention

Intervention in the lowest-performing schools is an area of renewed focus for
states. The track record for most school-turnaround efforts is uneven at best, so
states are creating innovative ways to review and support all schools—struggling
or not. The most common strategies include school support teams, pairing
high-growth schools with low-performing schools, networks of low-performing
schools, engaging external providers, and recovery school districts. While most
states focus on low-performing schools, some states are also building district
capacity for school improvement and then holding districts accountable for their

schools’ results.

Use of school support teams

In order to support low-performing schools, some states deploy teams of educa-
tion experts to analyze the school’s data, evaluate their instructional practices, and

devise an action plan to improve the school.

As part of its new accountability system, California has created the California
Collaborative for Educational Excellence, or CCEE. The CCEE is designed to
mobilize expertise in the state in order to help districts improve the quality of
teaching and school leadership and meet the needs of special populations such

as English language learners, special education students, and students at risk of
dropping out. It will offer particularly intense assistance to districts or schools that
are struggling to meet the goals established in the Local Control Accountability
Program, but its services will be available to schools and districts upon request.
The CCEE will sponsor a system of review by expert educators and peers to

help build a learning system within the state in order to stimulate the transfer of
knowledge and best practices, while also encouraging innovation, experimenta-
tion, evaluation, and adaptation. The CCEE is designed to strengthen the state’s
capacity to assist schools and districts that need help but also to validate and share

information about effectiveness across practices.®
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Massachusetts requires superintendents with priority schools in their district to
develop a redesign plan to assess district-level capacity to support priority schools,
provide an intervention plan for each school, and set measurable annual goals to
reach before exiting priority status. The District and School Assistance Centers’
teams work with low-performing districts and schools to provide a range of plan-
ning and instructional supports to help them successfully implement their plans.

Their services include: !
* District-level strategic planning

* Supporting school leaders in implementing major policy initiatives such as the

new educator evaluation system
* Assisting districts in developing effective standards-based curricula

* Coaching principals and lead teachers on understanding and using student

growth data

The District and School Transformation division in North Carolina supports

the lowest-performing S percent of schools and 10 percent of districts. The state
team conducts a comprehensive needs assessment of the school, works with the
principal to develop a plan, and provides a school transformation coach to work
with the school staff to implement the plan. North Carolina also has a system of
three interlocking state and regional roundtables of expert educators that moni-
tor current initiatives underway in districts, identify common needs, coordinate

technical assistance, and target resources to the greatest needs.”

Pairing high-growth schools with low-performing schools

Drawing on international examples such as Shanghai’s strategy of pairing success-
ful schools with low-performing ones, some states match their low-performing

schools with high-performing or high-growth schools.®® Under the same rationale
as peer educators, lower-performing schools may learn best from other schools—

especially those with similar demographics that have achieved high growth.

While some states use school-partnership strategies as part of a larger account-
ability process, the California Office to Reform Education districts’ waiver is

unique because it describes school partnerships as the bedrock of their intervention
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strategy. CORE districts will share their data with an agreed-upon third party
such as the John W. Gardner Center for Youth and Their Communities at Stanford
University. The third party will identify struggling schools and match them

with a demographically similar high-performing school—a CORE “School of
Distinction™—as an ongoing partner for improvement. Low-performing schools
will use their school-quality review process to focus their work with the School of

Distinction coaching team and target areas for reform and intervention.**

In Massachusetts, the state department of education designates schools

that are high achieving, high growth, and have narrowed proficiency gaps as
Commendation schools. Since 2012, as many as S percent of schools statewide
fall into the Commendation school category. These Commendation schools may
serve as demonstration sites, and depending on funding availability, they may be
eligible for promising practice grants to encourage their involvement in network-
ing activities. Commendation schools will also have the opportunity to partner
with lower-performing schools that share similar demographic and performance

profiles to share best practices.*

Tennessee identifies the highest performing S percent of schools and the most
improved S percent and will create a competitive grant program for these schools
to share best practices. The state will ask these Reward schools to serve as ambas-
sadors to other schools by analyzing and sharing their best practices with neigh-
boring schools, hosting visiting staff or conducting school visits to other schools,
and creating mentorship opportunities between their staff and neighboring

schools’ staff.®

Creation of a network of low-performing schools

By developing networks of low-performing schools, teachers and leaders can
brainstorm solutions to common problems and share resources. Through these
networks, states can also target technical assistance and additional resources to

these schools.

Colorado recently issued a request for proposals to districts with turnaround
schools, inviting them to participate in a turnaround network. Members of the
network agree to a consistent and robust planning and goal-setting process; com-
mon performance measures and monitoring; cross school and district learning

facilitated by the state education department; flexibilities aligned to their improve-
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ment strategies; and alignment of all available resources around the turnaround
strategy. The state has several districts that are interested and expects the network

to be in place within the next couple months.’’

Connecticut’s commissioner of education created the Commissioner’s Network,
which includes 25 of the state’s lowest-performing schools. The commissioner
selects schools for inclusion in the network and partners with local stakehold-
ers to turn the school around. The network provides schools with additional
resources, as well as a platform to share and learn effective practices from other

schools in the network.

Delaware created a network for their priority schools, which will receive technical
assistance, additional funding, and targeted interventions. In exchange for these
resources, districts also renegotiate collective-bargaining agreements in order to
provide more operating flexibilities to participating schools. The expectation is
that the added autonomy, along with the special state supports, will lead to a bet-

ter environment for academic growth.”

Engagement with external providers and technology

While many states have engaged external providers in turnaround work, a number
of states such as Virginia have made it easier for districts to work with third-party
organizations with turnaround expertise. Illinois vets lead partners for school
turnaround, and districts must select a lead partner in order to be eligible for turn-
around funds. Indiana conducts a similar pre-approval process, and the state uses

external partners when intervening directly in schools.”

Other noteworthy examples include New Jersey’s Regional Achievement Centers,
or RACs, which are state-level technical-assistance providers designed to provide
capacity building at the school and district levels.” New Jersey has leveraged Title
I money, requiring priority schools to use their funds to create certain coaching
positions and implement the state’s model curriculum and assessments. They are
also funding the RACs with Title I dollars.

Florida is implementing an eight-step problem-solving model that is intended
to help schools get at the causes of low performance and develop strategies for
improvement. The state is in the process of developing an online school-improve-

ment plan that will integrate all required plans for priority schools.”
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Use of recovery school districts

Louisiana, Michigan, and Tennessee created recovery school districts, which are
“separate entities focused on creating conditions to support aggressive turnaround

in schools that have long resisted more incremental change efforts.””

In 2003, Louisiana was the first state to adopt this school-intervention model.
Managed by the Louisiana State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education,
the Recovery School District, or RSD, is a state agency that manages low-per-
forming schools that gained control of most of the schools in New Orleans after
Hurricane Katrina in 2005.7* According to the 2003 legislation, which created
the RSD, the state can take over failing schools—defined as any school that earns
an F letter grade in a single year.” In other states, intervention in low-performing
schools can mean tightly controlled guidance for school improvement, but the
RSD takes its approach from the charter sector, which prioritizes choice for par-
ents, autonomy for school leaders, and accountability for results.”® While the RSD
initially included traditional public schools, as of the start of the 2014-15 school
year, the RSD will be the first all-charter school district.

Michigan’s Education Achievement Authority, or EAA, has the ability to take over
schools that have been in the bottom S percent for academic achievement for at
least three years in a row.”” Similar to Tennessee’s example below, Michigan’s EAA
can manage the school itself or convert it into a charter school. The EAA currently
has 12 direct-run schools and three charter schools.”® EAA uses a student-cen-
tered, competency-based instruction model, which organizes students by instruc-

tional level rather than age and grade level.

Modeled after Louisiana’s RSD, Tennessee created a statewide Achievement
School District, or ASD, to intervene in the 35 lowest-performing schools in
the state. The ASD employs two primary intervention strategies to dramati-
cally increase student achievement: convert the school into a charter school or
replace the district in directly managing daily operations of the school. When
the ASD manages the schools, they focus on a few key levers of turnaround.
First, the ASD hires key staff, such as principal and lead teachers, at least six
months in advance and runs a robust induction program for them. They also
provide school leaders with significant autonomy over personnel, budget,
schedule, and program. All existing staff must reapply for a position with the
ASD. The ASD maintains tight control over assessment, professional develop-

ment, and performance management.
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Building district capacity for school support

In addition to focusing improvement efforts on low-performing schools, some
states are also building district capacity for school improvement and then holding

districts accountable for their schools’ results.

Recognizing that schools within respective districts are interdependent, and
that achievement challenges are not isolated to a single campus within a district,
Arkansas takes a coherent approach to working with districts to support strug-
gling schools. Arkansas believes that some challenges are under the control of
the school, while others may be influenced by district-level factors that are not
easily mitigated within the school without district intervention and support. The
Arkansas Department of Education therefore engages district leadership in diag-
nostic analysis of low-performing schools and needs assessment in partnership
with school leadership. Where improvement efforts are successful, districts will
have increased flexibility in their use of funds, as well as greater responsibility for

achieving outcomes.”

Connecticut formed the Alliance District program, a unique and targeted invest-
ment in Connecticut’s 30 lowest-performing districts. Alliance Districts are
eligible for funding to support district strategies to dramatically increase student
outcomes and close achievement gaps by pursuing bold and innovative reforms.
Alliance Districts have their own tiered intervention and support plans leveraging
increased Title I flexibility. The Alliance Districts work with the commissioner

of education, who approves their plans and reviews district progress and perfor-
mance relative to those plans and subsequent annual amendments, in the con-
text of the district’s overall strategy to improve academic achievement. The state
Turnaround and Performance Offices also work to ensure that districts have the

resources they need for successful interventions.®

Illinois has enhanced its current statewide system of support, or SSOS, to concen-
trate support and assistance at the district level to build district capacity to improve
student outcomes in the state’s lowest-performing schools. One of the foundational
principles of SSOS is that the people working within the system focus on increasing
the capacity of school districts to assume, with confidence, greater responsibility for
the continuous improvement of instruction and student achievement within their
schools. For districts that have priority schools, the Illinois State Board of Education
will assign a district assistance team through the Illinois Center for School

Improvement. The team will include a turnaround specialist; school coaches with
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expertise in working with English language learners, low-income students, racial and
ethnic minority students, or students with disabilities depending on the identified
need; and content specialists whose skillsets align with the needs identified via a
comprehensive audit. District assistance teams are required to utilize evidence-
based strategies that support school turnaround. The Illinois Center for School
Improvement will provide ongoing training and professional development for
district assistance teams and ensure that school districts with the lowest-performing

S percent of schools receive high-quality support and assistance.”!

In Massachusetts, districts are “only as strong as their weakest school” and are
therefore rated at the same level as their lowest-performing school.*” The state
sees district accountability and state assistance as closely linked. The highest-per-
forming districts with successful schools across-the-board receive autonomy and
flexibility from the state. All other districts receive more resources, support, and

guidance from the state in accordance with their need.

Rather than requiring state-determined achievement goals for all districts, Oregon
empowers districts to develop their own outcome goals that are targeted at driving
student performance in a way that is most appropriate for each respective district.
As part of its comprehensive accountability system, the state enters into annual
partnership agreements with each of the 197 school districts to establish shared
responsibility between the state and the district for setting ambitious goals aimed at
ensuring that students are making the progress needed in all key outcomes to reach
the state’s performance goals. These partnership agreements, which Oregon calls
Achievement Compacts, are intended to drive two-way accountability—state and
district—in setting and achieving the goals. While districts are held accountable for

results, they have flexibility and room for creativity in how to reach those goals.*

In Tennessee, the state converted their Field Service Centers—regional offices
focused on compliance and monitoring—to Centers of Regional Excellence,

or CORE, which provide professional development and support to districts.
Typically staffed with district leader from that region, CORE provides a range of
services, from data analysis support to math education professional development.
The initiative’s aim is to eliminate the capacity gap between districts by ensuring
a base level of capacity to all districts, especially small rural districts with limited
staff. The CORE office is held accountable, and the state evaluates the CORE
director and team based on their districts’ academic performance. At the same
time, districts are allowed to set their own progress targets. In exchange, the state

then holds the district responsible for reaching their targets.**
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Use of triggers and criteria for intervention

As described above, states are required to identify both focus and priority schools
as targets for intervention under ESEA flexibility. The 10 percent of schools with
the largest within-school achievement gaps or with the lowest overall achievement
subgroups in the state must be identified as focus schools. The schools in the bot-
tom S percent of performance in terms of overall student achievement or gradu-
ation rate must be identified as priority schools. The state must also identify any
Title I high school with a graduation rate less than 60 percent as either a focus or
priority school. States must also establish a system of accountability and interven-

tion to serve the other 85 percent of schools.

The required criteria for identifying focus and priority schools are currently lim-
ited to test scores and graduation rates. But these restrictions have not prevented
states from going beyond test scores and graduation rates in other areas such as
informing school improvement efforts, teacher evaluation ratings, and new school
grading systems, often on an A through F scale. As described above, most states
have also widened their scope of data collection beyond assessment to measures
of college- and career-readiness, school climate, and student engagement such

as attendance or noncognitive skills. Some states are not only using these data to
grade a school’s performance but are also using them to develop early warning

systems to identify struggling students and schools.

For example, in its ESEA flexibility waiver, the California Office to Reform
Education outlines a process for directing resources such as formative tasks,
remediation, and professional development for teachers toward students in any
school that falls below trigger thresholds, including performance on the 10th
grade California High School Exit Exam, regardless of whether they are a priority
or focus school.®

In addition to identifying schools with the largest achievement gaps, Mississippi
identifies schools where the lowest-performing 25 percent of students are at the
bottom of the statewide achievement threshold. These schools will receive a state-
appointed support specialist who visits at least twice per month and must conduct

a comprehensive needs assessment.®
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In its ESEA flexibility waiver, New Mexico includes Strategic Schools, a category
of schools above the required priority and focus threshold, as an additional group
of schools for support and intervention. It views these schools as at risk for falling
into a lower status and requires locally determined interventions to address identi-

fied low performance among student groups.*’

Tennessee has created both achievement-gap and gap-closure targets, making it

impossible for a school or district to avoid identification for improvement unless
it is making progress for all groups of students. If a single subgroup is not making
progress on a majority of its measures, the district must implement an aggressive

corrective plan.®®
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Resource accountability

States are broadly engaged in efforts to focus attention on the use of resources.
Some states have adopted new school finance policies to ensure that schools and
districts serving high-need students receive the resources they need. For instance,
a weighted student-funding model provides more dollars for programs to sup-
port students with greater needs such as students who are low income, English
language learners, or in special education. In addition, some states are implement-
ing mechanisms for holding districts or schools accountable for how they spend

funds, including increasing transparency related to school spending.

Ensuring sufficient and fair funding

States use different methods to ensure equitable funding for all students—includ-

ing additional resources for students with greater needs.

A number of years ago, Maine adopted a new Essential Programs and Services
school-funding model that used school enrollment and demographic data to
establish the amount of funding each district would need to ensure that all students,
including high-need students, achieve the state’s learning results standards. State
funding for school districts flows through a formula that calculates a school district’s
ability to support its schools’ essential programs as defined by the state formula, with

the effect that greater state resources flow to the state’s poorer communities.

While not implemented statewide, Baltimore City Public Schools recently imple-
mented Fair Student Funding, a weighted student-funding system whereby each
school receives its share of the total through a per-pupil formula that allocates

a base level of funding for each student and supplements this with weights for
students in particular categories and circumstances.*” Baltimore’s funding system
allows principals to make key financial decisions for their schools. The results that
principals are then expected to achieve are specific and transparent based on the

categories used to justify funding requests.”
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California recently adopted the Local Control Funding Formula, or LCFF, which
provides a base grant for each district equivalent to $7,643 per student based on
average daily attendance, with an extra 20 percent boost for each disadvantaged
student and additional funding for those who attend schools where at least 55
percent of students are low income, English language learners, or in foster care.
Districts must spend these additional funds on services for targeted students.
Along with additional funds, California districts are required to develop, adopt,
and annually update a three-year local control and accountability plan that
includes identifying goals and measuring progress for student subgroups across
multiple performance indicators. County superintendents review these plans to

ensure alignment between projected spending, services, and goals.”!

In New Jersey, the Abbott school equity and finance court decisions, starting

with the state Supreme Court landmark ruling in 1985, remain central to how the
state funds its urban and suburban schools. This series of rulings required schools
in the 31 poorest communities—often called the Abbott districts—to receive
additional funding to ensure those high-need students were provided a “thorough
and efficient” system of education, as guaranteed by the state constitution.”” For
those districts, the Abbott decisions led to universal preschool, a substantial school
construction and renovation program, and additional programs and funding.” As
a result, New Jersey now uses an adequacy model to calculate the necessary state
aid to school districts. The School Funding Reform Act, or SFRA—the current
legislation behind the funding formula—assigns every school district an adequacy
budget, or the amount a district needs to educate each student. The budget takes
into account the district’s number of low-income, special-education, and English-
learner students. The formula then calculates the district’s “fair share,” which is the
amount a district can contribute to their adequacy budget through local property
taxes. The fair share is then subtracted from the adequacy budget, resulting in the

final state equalization aid.”*

As part of a slate of reforms to transfer more autonomy to schools and principals,
New York City public schools are transitioning to a weighted student-funding
system. The largest funding stream in New York City’s school budget are Fair
Student Funding dollars, which are used by schools to cover basic instructional
needs and are allocated to each school based on the number of students enrolled
at that school and their level of need.”> New York uses 26 different student-need
categories, including English language learners, special education, and low-income
students.”® Principals have complete control over all money allocated to schools

through Fair Student Funding.
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Former Ohio Gov. Ted Strickland (D) proposed the Ohio Evidence-Based Model,
or OEBM, which connected a reform plan anchored in research-based programs
that result in academic success with the appropriate funding to run them. For
example, OEBM funded universal, full-day kindergarten at the same level as other
grades. Recognizing the central importance of teachers and the challenge that
low-income districts face in recruiting high-quality teachers, OEBM also provided
additional funding for teacher compensation using the Ohio Instructional Quality
Index, which factored in the wealth of a community, the poverty of students resid-
ing in the district, and the educational attainment of the adult population within
the district. Because research has shown that small class sizes are beneficial in kin-
dergarten through third grade , OEBM reduced class sizes for those grades. While
this model is no longer in effect, we have included it in this study since it is one of
few examples of resource accountability tied to the provision of specific services

rather than specific dollars.””

Encouraging financial efficiency

Some states are using incentives or accountability mechanisms to promote consid-

eration of the impact and efficiency of funding decisions.

New Mexico requires schools to monitor the return on investment for interven-
tions in underperforming schools and to shift strategies if they are not seeing
results. The state conducts annual monitoring through the budgeting process and
also works to identify and replicate interventions that are showing strong effec-
tiveness.” New Mexico also created one of the first funding formulas weighted
based on student needs in the country in 1974. This formula separated student
funding from property tax values and allocated dollars based on a set of identi-
fied student needs, providing additional resources to high-need students such as

English language learners and students with special needs.”

New York recently began offering district management efficiency grants—a
program that, according to the grant language, “rewards school districts that have
implemented innovative strategies to improve the overall efficiency of school
district management, while maintaining or improving student achievement.”'*
Districts in the state can apply for the grant by creating a plan for cost savings in
their districts. Twelve districts received the grants in 2013, after identifying more

than $9 million in cost savings.'"!
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Since 2003, Virginia has been conducting district-level fiscal analysis in order to
“realize cost savings in non-instructional areas in order to redirect those funds
toward classroom activities.”'*> Outside consultants conduct the analysis for the
districts, and both the state and the district share the costs. Since the program
began, more than 30 districts in Virginia have gone through the program with

more than $40 million in estimated savings.'*
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Professional accountability for
teachers and leaders

In the past two decades, research has shown that students who receive high-
quality teaching learn more. In fact, the effectiveness of a teacher is the single most

powerful in-school variable for students.'**

States have responded to this research by focusing on teacher effectiveness. They
are developing and implementing policies that set high expectations for teach-
ing practice, provide support to help teachers reach those standards, and hold
teachers accountable for meeting that high bar. From teacher preparation and
licensure to teacher evaluation and tenure, there has been a sea change in policy
as it relates to the education profession. For example, in December 2012, a task-
force of chief state school officers released a report titled “Our Responsibility,
Our Promise,”'% outlining strategies for examining and transforming how we
prepare teachers and principals so that they can provide instruction and orga-
nize learning environments to help students reach heightened expectations.
Twenty-five states have agreed to advance the recommendations included in the

report to improve teacher preparation.'®

Recognizing the need for effective school and district leadership, states are
increasingly supporting principal and other school leader development as critical

to school improvement.

Approval and accreditation of teacher-preparation programs

States are focusing on teacher preparation as a key leverage point to raise teacher
effectiveness—through raising the selectivity of the programs, encouraging robust
clinical training, providing programs better data about their graduates, and ultimately

using those data to improve programs.
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Delaware is moving to create a more selective and rigorous teacher-preparation
sector. Under a recent law, teacher candidates must now have a 3.0 GPA or pass

an academic skills test to enter a teacher-preparation program. Before graduating
from the program, candidates must pass a more challenging test of content knowl-
edge and must demonstrate teaching effectiveness through a performance assess-
ment. Delaware also underscored the importance of clinical training by requiring
an ongoing residency that requires working with a cooperating teacher and a range
of teaching experiences such as participating in parent-teacher conferences and

teaching students while being observed.

Louisiana started aligning teacher preparation with the needs of K-12 schools in
the mid-1990s. The state formed the Blue Ribbon Commission for Educational
Excellence, a task force of 36 members—including state, business, university,
K-12, and community leaders—that was charged with recommending improve-
ments to university-based teacher-training programs in the state to help raise

the quality of Louisiana’s teacher workforce. In 2006, teacher-training institu-
tions received the first report that linked graduates of their programs to student
achievement. As data about teacher preparation emerged, programs were rated
on a five-point scale, with one being the most effective and five the least effective.
The Louisiana Board of Elementary and Secondary Education created a policy to
require those teacher-preparation organizations with scores of four or five to enter
what is termed “programmatic intervention,” which required organizations to

develop and implement plans to address the weaknesses in program content.'””

Massachusetts overhauled their regulations for educator preparation in 2012 and
approved new standards for teachers and administrators that mirror the standards
for effective practice embedded in the educator evaluation rubric. The new pro-
gram review process focuses more on output measures in the classroom, such as
employer data and program-completer effectiveness. In addition, the state raised
standards for entry into the profession by requiring a series of assessments of
academic skills, subject matter, and performance assessment for teacher entry and
licensing. To encourage teacher preparation graduates to teach in high-need fields,
the state has provided tuition incentives for academically successful students in

high-need fields to become teachers.
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In early 2014, both New Mexico and Texas piloted a model to evaluate teacher-
preparation programs designed by the National Council on Teacher Quality.
Unlike national accreditation, this inspectorate process—operated by the Tribal
Group from Britain—evaluates the quality of training. Inspectors look specifically
at selectivity, content knowledge, and clinical practice. At the end of a four-day
review, inspectors will present their findings to provide institutions and the states
information on the effectiveness of programs so they can decide whether to con-

tinue approval to operate.

Rhode Island is also collecting data from teacher-evaluation systems and reporting
the data back to the institutions where teachers were trained. It will be using these

data to inform approval of teacher-preparation programs in the state.

In 2013, Tennessee provided feedback information to educator preparation
providers that included value-added scores of individual program completers
disaggregated by the types of students in each completer’s classroom. This policy
change allowed programs to assess the effectiveness of individual programs and
licensure tracks within an institution of higher education or alternative prep pro-
gram. In addition, the state provided training modules for pre-service teachers and

faculty to understand the value-added system and reports.

Raising the bar for teacher licensure

Some states are reimagining licensure as a meaningful signal of teacher effective-

ness rather than as a measure of teaching experience and educational attainment.

In April, Georgia adopted a new, tiered licensure model that was phased in start-
ing in July.'* Before starting their student teaching, prospective teachers from a
university or alternative certification program will earn a preservice certificate by
passing a more rigorous content-knowledge exam and a subject-specific perfor-
mance assessment, as well as a background check and ethics test. The induction
certificate for new teachers will last three years, during which time the teacher
must be rated proficient or exemplary on two out of three evaluations. The profes-
sional certificate is a five-year renewable license. To renew, a teacher must earn a
proficient or exemplary rating on their evaluation for four out of five years. The

expectation is that every teacher will earn a professional certificate.
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There is also an advanced certificate with two pathways within that category. The
first is the advanced professional pathway for highly effective master teachers who
have earned an exemplary evaluation rating and have an advanced degree or are
National Board-certified. The second is a lead professional pathway for teachers who
have earned an exemplary evaluation rating and who wish to take on roles primarily

working with adult learners such as mentoring, induction, and clinical faculty.'®

Massachusetts is creating a comprehensive system of supports and requirements
for educator knowledge and skills, with high standards for entry implemented
through a series of assessments of academic skills and subject matter for teacher
entry and licensing. The state also implemented performance assessments for
licensure for both teachers and administrators. At the same time, the state now
requires induction programs offered by trained mentors for both beginning teach-

ers and administrators to provide support.'°

Use of selection, retention, and tenure

Some states are placing teacher—and principal—effectiveness at the center of
new policies that encourage highly effective professionals to stay in the classroom,

teach in subject areas with a shortage of teachers, and lead in high-need schools.

In Colorado, tenure is a right that can be earned and unearned. Teachers must
receive three consecutive years of positive evaluations to earn tenure, which guar-
antees them an appeals process before they can be fired. Teachers will lose tenure
if they receive two ineffective ratings in a row. At the same time, safeguards such as

an appeals process ensure that tenure is not removed capriciously.

Delaware has leveraged its evaluation system to retain effective teachers and
principals through the Delaware Talent Cooperative, which provides retention
awards to highly effective teachers and leaders willing to work and stay in high-

need schools.'!

The District of Columbia Public Schools system, or DCPS, has a Leadership
Initiative for Teachers, or LIFT, a five-stage career-ladder system that increases
opportunities and responsibilities for excellent teachers, as well as offering salary
increases. Teachers progress up the LIFT ladder by earning effective or highly
effective ratings, and DCPS raises the bar required to progress each step on the
ladder. LIFT has four goals:
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1. Retain top performers in the classroom

2. Reward experience by requiring a minimum of six years of experience before

teachers can reach the top level of expert teacher
3. Broaden recognition for highly effective and effective teachers

4. Increase career stability because once a teacher reaches a particular stage, they

will not revert to a previous one

Massachusetts provides tuition incentives to academically successful teacher can-
didates who maintain a 3.0 GPA in college and commit to teaching in a high-need
field for two years in Massachusetts public schools. The state also offers a scholar-
ship program for qualified high school students who are interested in teaching.

The program provides four-year tuition and fees scholarships.'

Supporting teaching effectiveness through better professional
development

As nearly every state is overhauling its evaluation systems, states—and some dis-
tricts—are working to connect the information gleaned from evaluation to profes-

sional development in order to help improve teacher and principal effectiveness.

Delaware is developing a cohesive teacher pipeline. The state requires and funds
multiyear new-teacher induction, makes program completion a requirement

for licensure advancement, and requires three years of support for new teach-
ers. The state also provides funding for mentors for beginning teachers''* and
principals. Delaware has also leveraged its evaluation system to inform teacher
and principal preparation and development through the new Evaluation Report

System database.'"*

Beyond supports for new teachers, the state Department of Education also main-
tains ongoing professional development opportunities for teachers through a set
of approved professional development groups. These groups include subject-mat-
ter networks such as the Delaware Reading Project, Writing Project, and Science
Coalition. Outside of subject-area expertise, Delaware also supports groups in

response to intervention and positive behavior supports. Following the state’s
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Common Core State Standards adoption, it also launched an initiative led by a
group of effective teachers across the state to develop materials and supports for

job-embedded professional development around the new standards.

Teachers in Massachusetts create and maintain individual professional develop-
ment plans as a requirement for license renewal. During the summer, the state
offers free professional development around high standards, instructional prac-
tices, and rigorous curriculum.'s Teachers are also encouraged and enabled to

participate in professional development opportunities throughout the year."®

North Carolina created an online module for teachers that guides educators
through the evaluation process and provides detailed information on each of the
evaluation standards and its indicators. The system automatically links educator
evaluation with professional development by recommending customized profes-
sional development—both virtual and in-person—depending on observation
and evaluation results. Teachers who receive ratings on specific standards that are
below proficient must develop a professional-development plan that specifically
addresses these areas. Principals will have access to an interface that allows them

to track the professional development that their staff is pursuing.

As one of the few districts to focus on the role of principal supervisors, Denver
Public Schools took steps to enhance the capacity of the central office to coach
and support principals whose schools were underperforming in 2010.""” The
district regrouped 20 of its lowest-performing schools geographically into two
clusters and appointed an instructional superintendent and a deputy instructional
superintendent to supervise each cluster of schools. This effectively reduced the
number of campuses and principals for which each supervisor was responsible to

five, significantly lower than the typically assigned amount.

The district also developed the Denver School Leadership Framework, a shared
definition of leadership practices that serve as the criteria for principal evalua-
tion.""® The framework comprises leadership expectations around culture, equity,
instruction, and human resources. Additionally, there are expectations around
strategic, organizational, and community leadership. Principals self-assess, set
goals in these areas, and meet twice annually with their evaluators. During the
mid-year meeting, principals and evaluators collaboratively agree on target areas

and plan for professional growth. Each principal must have a professional growth
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plan in which target areas and goals are identified and professional development
plans are articulated. Additionally, principals are allowed to self-select into afhin-
ity groups of approximately 15 school leaders who have come together around a

particular problem or practice.

DCPS developed an educator portal that provides individualized professional
development for teachers based on the results of their IMPACT evaluation,
DCPS’ teacher evaluation system. DCPS also developed IMPACT for school
leaders. In anticipation of that rollout, DCPS doubled the number of instruc-
tional superintendents in order to facilitate greater support for campus principals,
including more observation and feedback, as well as opportunities for school clus-
ters to meet more regularly for customized professional development. According
to Hilary Darilek, the deputy chief of the DCPS Principal Effectiveness Team,
“The goal was to move the superintendent role from a compliance-based position
to one where the superintendent could observe and support principals and have a

consistent and significant presence in schools.”""’

As a pilot district for a new teacher-leadership model, Charlotte-Mecklenburg
Schools, or CMS, in North Carolina created a teacher-leader support structure to
assist principals with instructional leadership activities. Public Impact, an edu-
cation policy think tank in Chapel Hill, is working with CMS to implement an
opportunity culture across a subset of schools.'*” In this model, highly effective
teachers assume formal leadership roles such as instructional facilitator. Teacher
leaders can assist the principal in the observation process and provide coaching
feedback to teachers.

CMS has focused principal professional development on coaching strategies
needed to implement their teacher evaluation system. CMS has added district-
level professional development focused on coaching and how to have conversa-
tions with teachers about changing practices. For example, principals are trained
on how to differentiate their coaching strategies with teachers based on whether
performance problems are the result of a lack of skill or a lack of will. Teachers
who have performance deficits but a strong work ethic and desire to improve
require a different coaching approach than teachers who have the requisite

instructional knowledge but lack the motivation to do the work.
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Challenges to implementing
next-generation accountability

Based on our review of the landscape with respect to the movement of states

and districts toward elements of what we have broadly called a next-generation
accountability system, we have identified some barriers that states, districts, and
schools must overcome. Federal, state, and local policymakers must work to sup-
port efforts to move beyond these challenges. Key challenges include transitioning
to new assessments; developing, implementing, and validating richer measures of
student and school success; implementing school-quality improvement systems;

enforcing resource accountability; and strengthening the teaching profession.

Transitioning to new assessments

Students, parents, and teachers are understandably weary of the overemphasis on
assessments—particularly low-quality assessments that can lead to drill and kill
instruction methods. As states and districts move to implement more rigorous
standards and assessments, there will inevitably be a rocky road during the transi-
tion period as curriculum, textbooks, and, most importantly, instruction are recali-
brated to align with the new standards and assessments. There will likely be a drop
in the number of students scoring on grade level as students, teachers, and systems
adjust to the new standards. This can—and indeed has—Ied to political backlash
against the new standards and the new assessments. Both CCSSO and the Center
for American Progress have published recommendations for state and district
leaders on how to convey the importance of the new standards and assessments

and smooth the transition as they are merged into instruction.

In addition, innovation in assessment techniques, such as the efforts to develop
performance-based assessments, can be expensive and may feel like more, not
less, testing for students and parents. Ensuring that performance-based assess-
ments are valid, reliable, and comparable across schools will also be challenging.
Policymakers will need to invest in research and development efforts and support

evaluations of their effectiveness.
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Developing, implementing, and validating richer measures of
student and school success

States are exploring new ways to assess learning outcomes for students and
schools—assessments that go beyond the large-scale measures of achievement in
math and English language arts used by states today. They are looking for ways to
assess deeper learning outcomes through, for example, richer, performance-based
assessments and tests of 21st century skills such as communication, collaboration,

and higher-order thinking.

In this work, states face a host of barriers, not the least of which is that assessments
of this type are still in development. Additionally, states, schools, and districts face
the challenge of developing, implementing, and validating new assessments while
also managing the implementation of the current suite of assessments required

by state and federal law. As states begin relying on these new types of assess-
ments, they will need to work with the U.S. Department of Education to have the
flexibility to determine which assessments should be required as part of a state’s
comprehensive system and how to use these new measures for federal account-

ability purposes.

Implementing school-quality improvement systems

School-quality review systems will require a corps of professionals—whether
they are third-party experts or peer educators—who are trained and qualified to
offer support to schools. This will require new training programs and more robust

career pathways for highly effective teachers to be put in place.

Enforcing resource accountability

Multiple barriers impede implementation of a strong resource accountability
system. School finance is always an area fraught with peril for policymakers, and
efforts to shift funding from one district or school to another invariably encounter
rough political waters. Efforts to transform school financing systems through the
adoption of weighted student-funding models, for example, must therefore be
accompanied by a concurrent focus on transparency around school spending and
increased accountability for results from the adults at the state, district, and school

levels who actually spend the money.
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Unfortunately, most data systems do not support a return on investment analysis
to promote efficiency. Often, outcome data are not in the same system as spending
data. Education accountability systems at the federal, state, and local level must
ensure transparency, eliminate factors that mask disparities, such as the use of
average teacher salaries district-wide instead of school-level salaries, and focus on

using the funding in the most effective manner.

Strengthening the teaching profession

State policies around approving teacher-preparation programs lack rigor. As a
result, there is a proliferation of poor quality teacher-preparation programs with
low entry standards. Weak policies for licensure and tenure can also be barriers
to ensuring that highly effective teachers enter and remain in the profession.
State and district policies will need to change to allow for advancement oppor-

tunities for teachers.

Schools are not typically structured to support on-site, embedded professional
development, and as a result, teachers often do not have sufficient time to engage
in professional development, collaborate around instruction, or prepare for their
classes. This will require rethinking school schedules, including the length of
school days and years. States and districts also will need to dedicate resources to
developing a corps of principals and teacher leaders to model good instruction

and help with reviews of teacher practice.
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System coherence

As described in this paper, many states have incorporated various aspects of the
five broad categories of current movement in accountability reform: measuring
progress toward college and career readiness; diagnosing and responding to chal-
lenges through school-based quality improvement; state systems of support and
intervention; resource accountability; and professional accountability for teachers
and leaders. Importantly, to ensure that these reforms actually lead to improved
outcomes for students without creating unintended consequences or adverse
incentives, states should implement accountability reforms with attention to how

various aspects of the system work together to improve student outcomes.

The following descriptions provide examples of how states can tie together mul-

tiple components simultaneously in an effort to achieve greater system coherence.

As part of Kentucky’s accountability system, the state is using a rich and varied
set of measures for school performance, including the percentage of teach-

ers and principals rated highly on the state’s evaluation system. The state’s
Unbridled Learning accountability model'”! combines multiple system compo-
nents, including measures of next-generation learners, next-generation instruc-
tional programs and support, and next-generation professionals. Kentucky uses
this weighted combined score for accountability classifications—including
distinguished, proficient, needs improvement and reward, priority, focus, and

progressing—and reporting.

Under the next-generation learners component, which makes up 70 percent of
combined score, the state relies on multiple measures of student learning. These
include student achievement level, growth, performance gaps between subgroups,

college and career readiness via ACT scores, and graduation rate.
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Through the next-generation instructional programs and support component—
which makes up 20 percent of the composite score—the state incorporates stu-
dent performance in subjects other than English language arts and math through
a multistep program review process.'?> Schools first self-assess evidence related to
their curriculum, instruction, assessments, and teacher and leader development
and monitoring. Districts then create a district improvement plan, leveraging the

schools’ self-reports, which they submit to the state for validation.

Lastly, under the next-generation professionals component—currently being
piloted but eventually designed to count as 10 percent of the composite score—
the state will incorporate teacher and principal effectiveness ratings into its
district and school performance determinations. The state will also implement a
series of strategies to support districts and schools in reaching their effectiveness
targets such as supporting their use of data to acquire, professionally develop,
retain, and equitably distribute effective teachers and leaders.'”* Kentucky is the
only state that uses teacher effectiveness as part of its evaluation of school and

district performance.

Kentucky also developed multiple strategies to enhance district- and school-based
accountability and targeted intervention. All schools and districts must develop a
rigorous diagnostic review process, both for priority and focus schools, as well as
specific programs. As part of this review process, schools must solicit and incorpo-
rate community input. In addition to district resources and supports, the state also
provides a cross-functional team to review improvement plans and give feedback
on them. In their ESEA waiver, the state also identified 17 percent of all schools as
either highest performing or fastest improving.'** In addition to recognition and
rewards, those schools will have the opportunity to partner with lower-perform-

ing schools to share their best practices.

Beyond more conventional state supports, Kentucky also evaluates its state’s needs
and responds to them. For example, Kentucky is partnering with the University of
Louisville to provide targeted professional development for teachers regarding the
needs of English language learners."> The state is also offering literacy support to

special education teachers.
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Massachusetts has prioritized district and school support, as well as profes-
sional accountability. The state provides a diverse range of support services to
priority and focus schools. State teams assist both low-performing schools and
low-performing districts, helping the latter to create infrastructure, processes,
and capacity to better support their schools. The teams also build capacity

at a school level by coaching principals and lead teachers on topics such as
understanding and using student growth data.'* In addition to state teams, the
state also highlights high-performing and high-growth schools and leverages
their experience to improve low-performing schools. The state matches these
Commendation schools with lower-performing schools that share similar demo-

graphic and performance profiles.

In terms of professional accountability, Massachusetts has overhauled its teacher-
preparation program approval process to focus on graduate effectiveness in the
classroom. In addition, the state raised standards for entry into the profession by
requiring a series of assessments of academic skills, subject matter, and perfor-
mance assessment for teacher entry and licensing. To encourage teacher prepara-
tion graduates to teach in high-need fields, the state provided tuition incentives
for academically successful students in high-need fields to become teachers.
Massachusetts also developed a robust system of evaluation and support within
the classroom. Districts base tenure decisions in part on teacher effectiveness data,

which is also publicly reported at the school level.'”’

New Hampshire is advancing multiple components of accountability reform that
are aligned to the state’s vision for engaging all students in meaningful learning
opportunities that achieve college- and career-readiness outcomes. The state
raised the bar for all students by defining college and career-readiness to encom-
pass the knowledge, skills, and work-study competencies that students need

for postsecondary and lifelong success. Aligned with this definition, the state’s
approved ESEA waiver'?® detailed an accountability system based on multiple
measures of student progress, including student achievement, growth, achieve-

ment gaps, and graduation rates.

The state also implemented a system of statewide networks on technical
assistance, knowledge, and innovation to support districts in diagnosing and
responding to challenges and promoting continuous improvement based on
these outcome indicators. Furthermore, to promote more meaningful measures

of student learning, the state is implementing Smarter Balanced assessments

System coherence | www.americanprogress.org 47



statewide and is also providing leading districts the opportunity to propose
locally designed systems of performance-based assessments as part of the PACE
pilots described earlier in this paper.'* The state intends to incorporate these
broader assessment data as part of its accountability determinations for schools,
districts, and—through the already statewide use of student learning objectives
that will be tied to student competencies—for both student promotion and

educator effectiveness determinations.

Lastly, to mitigate the increased capacity demands on both the state and its
districts, the state is leading efforts designed to ensure high-quality implementa-
tion, including professional development institutes, regional scoring sessions,
practitioner assessment experts, and a required peer-review process for audit-
ing and adjusting system performance. Meanwhile, the state will not back away
from rigorous interventions for low-performing schools and will continue

to identify and provide support to priority and focus schools and districts as
described in its ESEA waiver.
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Conclusion

States are actively creating and implementing new ways to advance accountability
systems that provide the resources necessary for system improvement while hold-
ing all stakeholders accountable for student success. Patterns across state account-

ability reforms can be categorized into five broad areas of movement:

* Measuring progress toward college and career readiness through multiple mea-

sures and more robust systems of assessment
* Measuring and supporting school-based quality improvement
* Rethinking state systems of support and intervention for struggling schools
* Promoting resource accountability
* Promoting professional accountability of teachers and leaders

While innovation in one or two of the above categories represents a desire to
move beyond status quo, states should take care that their reforms do not create
unintended consequences or adverse incentives for various stakeholders in the
system. Rather, states should ensure that accountability reforms affect student
outcomes in a positive direction by designing their system for coherence and
continuous improvement in a way that does not mask gaps in progress by individ-
ual groups of students. States can achieve this by creating a theory of action that
articulates how the goals of the accountability system drive key design decisions
and which supports and interventions will be given at various system levels to

provide capacity along the way.'*
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Methodology

In developing this overview of state action on accountability, we reviewed
the work that states—and in some cases districts—are already doing to move
their accountability systems forward. This report provides an overview of
the landscape, but it is not fully inclusive of the variety of state approaches to

accountability.

We did not detail the new grading systems in place or their treatment of subgroup
performance, but we plan to do so in a separate paper. We focused primarily on
states that received ESEA flexibility waivers, but we did not limit our sample to
waiver states and included some district-level examples where state examples did
not exist. We reviewed state flexibility plans to write this report, but we also relied

on our own knowledge of work in the field.

This paper is the first in a series of work from the Center for American Progress on
accountability. The Center for American Progress and the Council of Chief State
School Officers partnered on this project in order to bring greater transparency

and recognition to the innovative work being done at the state level.
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0
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

report that publicly in ways that are fair and equitable. In recent years, with a renewed focus on

parents and policymakers have long sought to measure the quality of their public schools and to

student outcomes, this effort has become a very public and sometimes acrimonious debate.

With this project, ECS sought to answer three key questions from various stakeholders in a way that
assists parents and policymakers in creating school accountability systems or “report cards” that are
transparent and effective.

The key questions we asked:

+ Of researchers - Are the report cards easy to find?

+ Of parents - Are the report cards easy to understand?

+ Of experts - What indicators are essential for measuring school and district performance?

The responses, in brief:

Researchers agreed upon eight state report cards as easy-to-find, informative and readable. Their top
three picks are in bold:

+
+
+

Arizona
lllinois
Ohio

+ Delaware 4+ Massachusetts
+ Kentucky + Maine

4+ Louisiana

Parents identified six state report cards as the best of the 50 states, based on ease of reading, providing
sufficient data and overall usefulness. Their top three picks are in bold:

+

4+ District of Columbia

+

Delaware

lllinois

4+ Arkansas

4+ Ohio

4+ Wisconsin

Experts selected five indicators they see as essential for any state’s school accountability system:

+
+
+
+
+

Student achievement

Student academic growth

Achievement gap closure

Graduation rates

Postsecondary and career readiness

The co-authors of this report then reviewed ECS’ 50-state accountability database, released in January,
and identified 13 states that are both including all five essential indicators in calculating their state school
reports and publicly reporting all five indicators. Those 13 states:

+
+
+
+
+

California
Colorado
Florida
Kentucky
Louisiana

+
+
+
+
+

New Mexico + Tennessee
North Carolina + Utah

Ohio (final element coming in 2015) 4+ Wisconsin
Oklahoma

Pennsylvania

Interestingly, different states excelled in different aspects considered in this project. At ECS, we believe
states can improve their education systems by learning from each other. We hope this report assists in
those continuing efforts.
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INTRODUCTION

tate leaders are striving to increase
transparency about how well their public
schools are educating children. The result is
an increase in the information about schools’
challenges and successes being shared with their
communities through annual reports, often in the
form of “report cards.” This wave of accountability
makes it important — now more than ever — to
analyze which measures best signal the quality
of schools and how that information is effectively
shared and used to improve performance.

Transparency is important but, unlike in years
past, it is not itself the end goal. Ultimately, today’s
accountability systems are designed to hold schools
responsible for their contribution to students’
postsecondary success and to equip parents with
the information they need to insist upon change

if they don’t believe their children are being well-
served. Valid metrics are necessary if policymakers
are to implement meaningful school ranking
systems and, subsequently, school improvement
plans that parents and others can trust.

This report includes input from three different
groups in an attempt to help state policymakers
create accessible, useful and effective school report
cards.

The key questions and responding groups:

1. Are the report cards easy to find?
Experienced researchers at the Education
Commission of the States (ECS) were asked
to find selected state report cards online to
determine the accessibility of the cards.

2. Are they understandable to parents?
More than a dozen parents were asked
to rate the report cards on a 1-5 scale in

the categories of “easy to read,” “provides
sufficient data” and “useful.”

3. What are best practices?
Finally, a dozen experts convened to discuss
the essential metrics for any accountability
system, key considerations for policymakers
and important decision points.

ACCOUNTABILITY EFFORTS: A NATIONAL EVOLUTION

State school accountability systems, and their goals, have evolved over the years:

+ Accountability 1.0 (1900-80) - Accreditation: Initially based on inputs such as staff degrees
and numbers of library books, this version evolves in the 1980s into a focus on performance.

+ Accountability 2.0 (1990-2001) - Standards-Based Accountability: State lawmakers set
academic standards and begin state testing, sometimes with rewards and/or sanctions.
Florida launches the first state school report cards, grading schools from A to F.

+ Accountability 3.0 (2001-10) - No Child Left Behind: Federal lawmakers mandate state testing
and outline incentives and consequences with an unprecedented level of detail. Parents in
some states receive report cards with two sets of ratings, state and federal.

+ Accountability 4.0 (2010-present) - Race to the Top: With the renewal of NCLB stalled in
Congress, President Obama entices states to implement reforms, such as linking student test
scores to teacher evaluations, with Race to the Top grants.

+ Accountability 5.0 (2013-present) - Standards, Round 2: States adopting standards such as
the Common Core are figuring out new assessments and tweaking accountability systems to

measure and report results.
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Door plates to D’s: Common indicators of today’s report cards

States have long sought to publicly report school
quality but the measures used to determine quality
look much different today than they did 100 years
ago. As early as 1897, the state of Minnesota
enacted a law requiring schools to meet certain
minimum requirements to receive state aid. In
1907, Illinois began awarding door plates to schools
it deemed “superior.” And by 1925, 30 state
departments of education were publicly reporting
on factors such as the number of teachers with
academic and professional qualifications and the
frequency of community meetings.?

Today, every state annually publishes individual
district and school report cards to provide a
snapshot of how well that district and school is
educating its students. The metrics used vary but
the focus has clearly shifted from inputs, such

as the number of library books in a school, to
outcomes, such as student academic growth on
state exams. Door plates have given way to report
card rating systems including A-F grades, 1 to 5
stars, numerical index scores, colors such as green

for good schools and red for struggling schools,
or various descriptors, such as a “continuous
improvement” or “reward” school.

Researchers at the Education Commission of the
States compiled a 50-state database of what’s
measured and reported by each state. What's
measured and what’s reported are not necessarily
identical. States may measure various data and
use that information in calculating a final letter
grade, index score, color or descriptor. But not

all data collected by all states is factored into
such calculations; some states simply report out
additional information for the public to see.

As part of this report, ECS convened a School
Accountability Advisory Group to discuss which
measures should be included in every state’s
accountability system. The members, listed in the
appendix, identified five essential indications. The
indicators, and the states currently measuring and
reporting those indicators according to the ECS
accountability database, are shown below.

STATES AND THE FIVE ESSENTIAL INDICATORS FOR SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

Data from ECS’ 50-state database on school accountability systems show which states are using the indicators:

Indicator Used for
School Accountability

No. of States Measuring

No. of States Reporting

Student achievement 50 + Washington, D.C. 50 + D.C.
Student academic growth 42 + D.C. 34 + D.C.
Achievement gap closure 36 + D.C. 39 + D.C.

Graduation rates 50 + D.C. 50 + D.C.
Postsecondary and 19 (explicit mention; 22 if 13 (27 if count
career readiness count proxies for readiness) proxies for readiness)

Source: Education Commission of the States, http://www.ecs.ora/html/educationissues/accountability/stacc_intro.asp.?

What’s the difference between what’s measured and what’s reported?

What's measured refers to data that states use in calculating their school performance ratings. What’s reported
refers to data that states make publicly available but do not necessarily include in those calculations. Twenty-two
states include all five essential indicators in measuring school performance: Alabama (2015-16), Alaska, California,
Colorado, Florida, Hawaii, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Minnesota, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Wisconsin and Wyoming.

What is meant by postsecondary and career readiness indicators or their proxies?
Some states explicitly refer in their accountability laws to postsecondary and career readiness indicators while
others use indicators that serve to suggest such readiness, including college-going rates and ACT/SAT results.
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Communication and trust: Two factors that matter, but aren’t rated

ECS’ review of school accountability systems found calculations used by states to reach a school’s final
grade or rating are rarely simple, often relying on algebraic equations and other mathematical formulas.
While this may be necessary to ensure numerous indicators are represented and to create the most
accurate ratings, such formulas can be difficult to communicate clearly to the public.

Teachers, parents and communities like to have a basic understanding about how a school’s grade was
derived. Weights and proportions matter. States can measure carefully selected indicators of quality but
if the indicators are weighted incorrectly — at least, according to some observers — the result can be a
grade or rating that some members of the public see as inaccurate and, worse, intentionally so.

Trust is an issue. This is not surprising since the results of school ratings can range from accolades to
staff firings to closures. Letter grades are easiest for parents and other constituents to understand. But if
a clear rating sits atop a hill of measures that communities don’t trust, questions are likely to follow.

Where does it go wrong? Here are some common complaints:

+ The metrics aren’t right. For example, too much emphasis is placed on test performance and/or
too few subjects are tested.

The metrics, weights, measures and formula do not accurately reflect school performance.
Composite scores are seen as less transparent and nuanced than separate indicators.
Communication about how the grades are determined is vague or inconsistent.

+ + + +

Even a rocket scientist can’t figure out the formula.
+ The metrics, weights, formula and report card do not reflect public values.

Creating a robust, valid and easy-to-understand report card is harder than it sounds. State legislatures
and departments of education have worked years to create such report cards — only to be rewarded with
a cacophony of criticism from their constituents. The rest of this paper is divided into three sections —
researchers, parents and experts — that seek to help state policymakers get it right.

IT'S COMPLICATED:
ATTEMPTING TO OVERCOME “COMPOSITION BIAS”

An issue with nearly every performance indicator is composition bias. Simply stated, this refers to
the correlation between a school’s student demographics and its performance levels. Attempts to
resolve this concern have resulted in greater attention to academic growth, rather than absolute

performance levels, and a number of more complicated accountability systems.

For example, states may use regression analysis, a statistical process for estimating the relationships
among variables, to determine the weight to give poverty. Or a state may use value-added modeling,
charting student progress over time, in an attempt to determine teaching contributions to student
growth. While these techniques may be used to improve accuracy, they can be difficult to easily
explain in communications about accountability systems.
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WHAT'S THE SECRET FORMULA? IT HAS TO BE UNDERSTANDABLE!

Examples of easy-to-understand state report card formulas include Louisiana,
one of the top states selected by researchers and experts.

90-1049

HOW ARE SCHOOL GRADES CALCULATED?

Starting with the 2012-2013 school yeor, the Lovisiona Department of Education has improved
the way schools are graded by aligning with higher standards, rewarding the gains schoals have
already made, and focusing on students below grade level. This means:
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Source: http://www.louisianaschools.net/docs/test-

results/8-19-13-report-card-infographic.pdf?sfvrsn=6
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Are the report cards easy to find?

Researchers with the Education Commission of

the States were assigned to find state report cards
online in an effort to see how easy the cards are to
locate. They were given the name of a particular
school in a particular state and asked to find its
most recent report card. One goal was to ascertain
the level of computer skill required to find the state-
issued cards. In many cases, private school-rating
websites such as GreatSchools.org, city-data.com
or 50Can.org came up first in computer searches,
while serious diligence and technical understanding
were needed to find the state-sponsored reports.

The three researchers were asked to rate each
report card from 1 (unsatisfactory) to 3 (excellent)

in the following categories: Findable, Readable,
Understandable and Graphics. For the latter
category, the question was “Were graphics used
well to convey the information?” Even those
experienced in online research had difficulty: “/
wasn’t able to find school-level report cards,”
lamented one while another noted, “Could not find
using a Google search - lots of confounding search
results.” They identified eight report cards as
above average in all categories: Arizona, Delaware,
Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts,
Maine and Ohio. Of those, they agreed Arizona,
[llinois and Ohio had overall the best easy-to-find,
informative and readable report cards.

RESEARCHERS' RATINGS: “THESE STATES DO IT BEST!"
ARIZONA

Summary: This report card received excellent ratings in nearly all categories. It was particularly noted
for being easy to find and to understand, though the PDF version of the card was not rated as highly.

“The simple format is very reader-friendly. All the essential information is present
and easy to process ... The graphics are well-done and convey information at a glance.”

Accelerating Student Achievement
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http://www10.ade.az.gov/reportcard/SchoolReportCard.aspx?id=4984&Year=2013&ReportLevel=1
http://www.GreatSchools.org
http://www.city-data.com
http://www.50Can.org
https://www.azreportcards.com/
http://profiles.doe.k12.de.us/SchoolProfiles/State/Default.aspx
http://www.illinoisreportcard.com/
http://applications.education.ky.gov/SRC/
https://www.louisianabelieves.com/data/reportcards/
http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/staterc/default.aspx?fyCode=2013
http://www.maine.gov/doe/schoolreportcards/reportcards/index.html
http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Data/Accountability-Resources/Ohio-Report-Cards/State-Local-Report-Cards-and-Resources
https://www.azreportcards.com/

ILLINOIS

Summary: Given top marks in most categories, this report card was particularly noted for being easy to
understand and for its use of graphics. Also praised: Links allowing readers to “drill down” to learn more.

“I really like the overview on the first page with the snapshot and basic graphs. It made the basic
information very easy to understand and to digest. | also liked how the graphics were interactive.”
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OHIO

Summary: Another report card with nearly perfect scores, Ohio’s effort was lauded for its graphics and
for being easy to read and understand. One concern: Several data points are labeled “Coming in 2015.”

“Very well-designed and easy to understand. The graphics are outstanding.
| really like the little ‘gauge’ graphics.” The different data points are explained well and concisely.”
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RESEARCHER REVIEW “LIKES”

IS THE REPORT CARD EASY TO FIND?

“It was relatively easy to find (after minimal digging) and | like that you can download the report.”

“The school-specific information did not come up through an Internet search,
but found relatively easily through the state education department.”

IS THE REPORT CARD EASY TO READ?

“The report card was very good. Easy to read. Not too much information shown, but links to more detailed
information were easily accessible.”

“l also liked that information was available in Spanish.”
IS THE REPORT CARD EASY TO UNDERSTAND?

“I like that there’s a two-page snapshot as well as the more detailed online version.
Information was broken down into tabs, which | think is helpful.”

“Nice balance of data and narrative explanation. ‘For Parents’ and ‘for Educators’ are GREAT features to see.”
DOES THE USE OF GRAPHICS HELP CONVEY INFORMATION?

“The graph titles also provide additional information by hovering over the text.”

“I really like the overview on the first page with the snapshot and basic graphs.
It made the basic information very easy to understand and digest.
| also liked how the graphics were interactive and allow users to click through for more details.”

RESEARCHER REVIEW “DISLIKES"

IS THE REPORT CARD EASY TO FIND?

“When | searched for report cards on the Department of Education site, the first link it brought up was broken.
It took me nine minutes to get to the accountability reporting system page.”

“Found right away with a Google search, but the website doesn’t work right with Firefox. Worked fine with MS Explorer.”
IS THE REPORT CARD EASY TO READ?

“This report card was clearly not designed with parents in mind. It looks like it’s just to meet state/or federal
reporting requirements. There’s no explanation of the contents and no total score or rating.”

“l don’t think the format (requires lots of clicks) is user-friendly.”
IS THE REPORT CARD EASY TO UNDERSTAND?

“Oddly, the school’s A-F grade doesn’t appear on the report. You have to go to the Excel spreadsheet to get the A-F
grade. There’s information on the web page about how the grades are calculated, but you have to be willing
to click and read several different documents.”

“l see that the school got a four-star rating, but | don't see any content around that. Four out of what? Five? Ten?”

DOES THE USE OF GRAPHICS HELP CONVEY INFORMATION?

“There are a bunch of nice charts and graphs, but you have to click on each thing separately to see them.”

“Nearly unreadable. It was very difficult to understand what was being tracked or scored.”
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SECTION II: PARENTS

Do the report cards contain useful information?

To determine how useful the report cards actually
are to parents, ECS asked parents from across

the country to follow a link to an individual school
report card from each of the 50 states. The 14
parents were selected by ECS staff and represent
a mix of educational attainment, ethnicity, income
levels and geography, both in terms of urban/rural
and in terms of U.S. states. Their children range in
age from kindergarten to high school.

Each of the parents reviewed report cards from all
50 states and rated them from 1 (unacceptable)
to 5 (excellent) in the categories of “easy to

read,” “provides sufficient data” and “useful.” ECS
selected for review a mix of elementary, middle
and high schools that were moderately diverse in
student population and that received ratings in the
moderate to upper range.?

Overall, the parents favored report cards with clear
graphics that made the data easy to understand.
They also liked when additional information was
available if a viewer wanted to drill down. However,
there was not always consistent agreement. On

the same high school report card, for example, one
parent labeled the report card as unacceptable in
each category while another parent labeled the
report card as excellent in all categories.

Report cards from lllinois and the District of
Columbia were identified as favorites by a majority
of parents, or eight of the 14. They were closely
followed by Delaware (chosen by six parents) and
then Arkansas, Ohio and Wisconsin (each selected
by five parents).

PARENTS SPEAK: “THESE STATES GOT IT RIGHT!"

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Summary: Parents raved about the “very clear” presentation of information and features such as the
ability to compare schools and the option to ask for more data via a readily available email form.

“Wow!! This is one of my favorites. The ability to ‘explore’ the data is really nice. No other school we
looked at had this feature,” said one parent while another noted, “/ wanted to read it more.”

"~ MCKINLEY TECHNOLOGY HIGH SCHOOL

OVERVIEW REPORT CARD SCHOOL PROFILE

Tep Performance
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http://www.illinoisreportcard.com/
http://profiles.dcps.dc.gov/
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http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Data/Accountability-Resources/Ohio-Report-Cards/State-Local-Report-Cards-and-Resources
http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/
http://www.learndc.org/schoolprofiles/view#0458/reportcard

ILLINOIS

Summary: Parents applauded this site for being easy for navigate, noting its clear directions and
‘appealing’ graphics. They liked the ability to compare schools and to convert information to Excel.

“Fabulous graphics on Fast Facts front page. Also, terrific tech use of 'scan QR code’ on the At-A-
Glance report,” said one parent while another noted “The whole website is really easy to interpret.”

Fast Facts About MACARTHUR MIDDLE SCHOOL

222 ek
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Summary: Parents were enthusiastic about the inclusion of more staff data than other states and the
ability to drill down from tabs labeled School, Student and Staff. A common refrain: “User friendly.”

“Loved this one - especially the school, teachers, students tabs to help sort out data!” said one parent
while another commented, “Nice front-page summary, easy to drill down for more data.”

Percentage of Students Meeting State Standards (2012-13)

B Reading
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http://profiles.doe.k12.de.us/SchoolProfiles/School/Default.aspx?checkSchool=668&districtCode=18
http://www.illinoisreportcard.com/School.aspx?schoolid=060160870021005

A Clear Winner: Illlinois

[llinois was the only state whose school report cards, found
easily at: www.illinoisreportcard.com, were selected in the
top three by both researchers and parents.

The interactive site is rich with graphics, pop-up explanations
and links to at-a-glance reports, videos and additional
resources. Indicators are typically accompanied by tabs
labeled “Explanation of Display,” “Context” and “Resources.”

An example is the display regarding student academic
growth, a concept that can be tough to explain. lllinois uses
a short video to explain the concept, describes how growth
fits into the overall performance picture and links to a
Frequently Asked Questions document prepared by the state.

Additional comments from parents:
“Easily accessible.”
“Easy to navigate.”

“Provided directions as to how to navigate the
page and was not overwhelming with data.”

“Had links to compare the school to district & state.”

CANTON HIGH SCHOOL
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“Very informative.” 46
Additional comments from researchers: = =

“Very good. Easy to read. Not too much information

shown, but links to more detailed information were
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“THE BEST SO FAR. Easy to interpret, everything is

clickable for more information.” School M District Bl State
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http://www.illinoisreportcard.com/School.aspx?source=Trends&source2=ReadyforCollegeCourseWork&Schoolid=220290660250001
http://www.illinoisreportcard.com/default.aspx

PARENT REVIEW “LIKES”

IS THE REPORT CARD EASY TO READ?

“I like that the data is presented in both table and bar graph format.
Four-color bar graph easy to decipher at a glance.”

“Everything is on one page. You can get additional information from just one click on the graph and
the breakdown of data pops up. The information is very clearly presented.”

“Tabs across top make navigation quick.”

DOES THE REPORT CARD PROVIDE SUFFICIENT DATA?

“As a parent, | could find information that would be important to me when making decisions about schools.
| felt like | got an understanding of the school without going there from what is on this site.”

“l could learn about more than just data about the schools from this site.”

“Very thorough - WOW! Could be a bit much to some but I'm sure most parents
would love more information than less.”

IS THE REPORT CARD USEFUL?

“Additional information such as school safety, graduation rates, etc., help to paint a whole picture of this school.”

“Great summary/comparison to the state - demonstrating this school outperforms state average.”

“Postsecondary and workforce readiness category is nice to know.”

PARENT REVIEW “DISLIKES"

IS THE REPORT CARD EASY TO READ?

“This report made the user have to use dropdown boxes and select what you wanted to see.
Not easy to compare everything like charts and spreadsheets/graphs.”

“They use words that are not meaningful to the general public (Cell Count, etc.).”

“+/- | really liked this report card although it is not supported for tablet or smartphone.”

DOES THE REPORT CARD PROVIDE SUFFICIENT DATA?

“So much emphasis on enrollment in the past 10 years, but not much information on performance or assessment.”

“Not much reference or explanation of the ‘B’ grade in the upper right-hand corner. Amount of data insufficient.”

“No growth comparisons from years past. Data is very limited.”

IS THE REPORT CARD USEFUL?

“Extremely boring and data in tables not clearly labeled or explained.”

“Nice summary, but very little info. Would not be good if you were moving to area and wanted more school info.
Where is the rest of the data?”

“Like reading a corporate financial report of 20 pages to get information.
Lot of data that is scattered and not formatted to be easily understood.”
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An important consideration

Overall, parent reactions to the report cards broke down into a fairly even distribution — a third of the
cards rose to the top, a third sank to the bottom and a third landed somewhere in the middle. Individual
reactions to some state’s accountability reports, however, were widely disparate. A sampling of those
opinions is presented here to further illustrate how difficult it can be to create public reporting systems
that please everyone:

ONE CARD, DIFFERENT RESPONSES: A MATTER OF PREFERENCE

differences of opinion.

ALASKA

PRO - “Performance index was easy to read and
provides a good feel for each school’s

CON - “One 96-page document with one page for
each school in Alaska. Rates three subjects
and just gives percent proficient, not levels
or what percentages were in previous
years. No demographic or teacher data
included. ... What is a good score?”

While many of the scores reported by the parent panel were in the same range, there were definite

performance” and “Good data, easy to read!”

VERMONT

PRO - “You have a lot of control in
building the type of reports you
want to view. If you know exactly
what you are looking for, this is a
useful website.”

CON - “Vague, would like to see a grade
in the district - A, B, C.”
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SECTION III: EXPERTS

Essential metrics states should use to measure school success

Because of the complexities involved with selecting
school measures that accurately and reliably signal
the quality and health of schools, ECS convened a
panel of 12 experts in December 2013 to look at
what states measure and what they should report
regarding the quality and health of their schools.*
The robust discussion covered the maturation

of state accountability and report card efforts,

and the pitfalls facing states when the measures
become political liabilities. The experts pinpointed
essential metrics, caveats, key considerations and
important policymaker decision points.

The ECS School Accountability Advisory Group
grappled with many questions, including:

+ Is more information necessarily better?

+ Do metrics and formulas accurately
measure which schools are doing well?

+ What level of data is necessary?
Student-level or cohort-level?

4+ Is there an absolute level on an indicator
below which no school should operate?

+ Do you weigh progress toward a goal or
an absolute measure?

+ Since you cannot account for everything,
what are the best metrics for examining
the health of a school or system?

+ How do you ensure growth toward a goal
is recognized while not losing focus on
reaching the goal?

Key Findings:
1. Set a clear goal or “North Star”

The expert group noted that states need a clear
goal or “North Star” of what they are trying to
accomplish with renewed school improvement
efforts.

For example, Kentucky lists its “College or career
ready for all” goal with their formula and on the
state landing page for its school report cards.

Or, if a state such as Massachusetts wants to
focus on a P-20 system, measures should signal
success throughout that system. That might
mean inclusion of a pre-K indicator. Creating a
common goal for the state encourages public
buy-in and a cohesive message.

When choosing the indicators or metrics to
measure school performance, experts say it is
important to link the causes, interventions and
reliable outcomes that will lead to achieving the
overall goal or “North Star.”

2. Beware unintended consequences

Prior to delving into essential indicators for
states, the experts’ panel discussed over-arching
concerns about accountability. A major theme
was that states and districts must be careful

in how they hold schools accountable and how
the information is reported to the public. That’s
because what is measured and reported has the
possibility of driving bad behaviors.

For example, grading a school based on the
number of expulsions may have the unintended
consequence of encouraging teachers and
administrators to be more lenient on behavioral
infractions.

3. Ensure state systems can handle the data

Because the most accurate accountability
systems typically require a reliable student-level
data system, the experts noted policymakers
must consider the capacity of their state
longitudinal data system and staff when choosing
metrics. Many state data systems were initially
created to track school-level accountability

data and weren’t designed to capture student-
level data in a secure and shareable manner.
Portability of data across schools, districts and
platforms is critical for understanding the growth
students are making, but existing state data
systems may not be up to the task.
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Five essential indicators every state should measure and report

While the experts encouraged additional metrics based on individual state and district issues, they
recommended every state report card include these indicators:

+ Student achievement

+ Student academic growth
+ Achievement gap closure
+ Graduation rates

+ College and career readiness

For each indicator, the experts examined the various metrics used, advantages, caveats and key state
decision points. Detailed findings for each indicator are listed on the following pages.®

ECS EXPERTS ADVICE
TO POLICYMAKERS

+ Identify and publicize your state’s
“North Star.”

+ Re-engage people in your
schools. Good communication is
vital to ensuring the data and
accountability story is easily
understood by everyone.

+ Choose your indicators and metrics
carefully. Know how to use an
indicator — make it less about
grading and shaming and more
about what research says works
and how to address problems.

+ Be realistic about the limits of
your data system. Highly mobile
students may create special
challenges in tracking proficiency
and growth data.

+ Consider the potential unintended
consequences of what’s being
measured, rewarded or punished.

\
N
3
N
N
N
N
-
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Making the Grade: States Meeting the Five Essential Indicators

The experts convened by ECS did not focus on how to find state report cards or, once found, how to
navigate them. Their charge was different: |dentify the essential metrics for any accountability system.

So it may not be surprising that there is little cross-over between the top states picked by parents and
researchers and those states identified as measuring and reporting on the five essential indicators.

The 13 states identified as meeting the experts’ criteria are California, Colorado, Florida, Kentucky,
Louisiana, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Utah and Wisconsin.

This example of a New Mexico state report card for Albuguerque High School illustrates the use of the

five essential indicators:

ESSENTIAL
INDICATORS

School Grade Report Card
2013

i e

Certified

Albuquerque High

District: Albuguergue Public Schools
_Grldtﬁang:: 09-12

STUDENT
ACHIEVEMENT

This School

Code: 1590 Statewide C Benchmark

Current Standing
Haovw did students perform in the most recent school year? Students _
are tested on how well they met tangets for their grade level, L

Final Grade

A

School Possible
Points  Points

30

Grade
B 18.07

School Growth

In the past 3 years did the school increase grade level performance?
For example did this year's 10th graders improve over last year's 10th
graders?

10

STUDENT
2 ACADEMIC
GROWTH

Student Growth of Highest Performing Students
How well did the school help individual students improve? The
highest performing students are those whose prior scores placed
them in the top three quarters (75%) of their school. Individual
student growth over the past 3 years is compared to the state
benchmark,

3.5

998 10

ACHIEVEMENT
GAP CLOSURE

Student Growth of Lowest Performing Students

Haow well did the school help individual students improve? The lowest
performing students are those whose prior scores placed them in the
bottom quarter {25%) of their school. Indhvidual student growth over
the past 3 years is compared to the state benchmark.

7.7

10

GRADUATION
RATES

Opportunity to Learn

Does the school foster an environment that facilitates learning? Are
teachers using recognized instructional methods, and do students want
o come o school?

Graduation

How does the school contribute to on-time graduation? On-time means _
within 4 years, and 1o a lesser extent, within 5 and 6 years for students 12.8

who require longer,

C 119 17

POSTSECONDARY
5 AND CAREER
READINESS

H
H
H
a

College and Career Readiness

Are students prepared for what lies ahead after high school? Schools
receive credit when students participate in college entrance exams, and
coursework leading to dual credit and vocational certification, The school
receives additional credit when students meet success goals,

Bonus Points

Does the school show exceptional aptitude for involving students and
parents in education, reducing truancy, and promoting extracurricular
activities?

3 Year

15

Total

Final 5chool Grade

Points

Average
72.7

=7

75.0 to 100.0
65.0 to 749
50.0 to 649
35.0 o 499

77.57

Owerall Points

o 7 48
noA@ >

Z.

0.0 to 349

B

Source: http://webapp2.ped.state.nm.us/SchoolData/docs/1213/SchoolGrading/001_590 ALBUQUERQUE_PUBLIC
SCHOOLS_ALBUQUERQUE_HIGH_SchoolGrading_2013.pdf

2011 2002 2013
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Every state gives students standards-based assessments and reports those results to schools and
parents. States choose the subjects to be tested and set the cut scores necessary for students to show
proficiency. Reporting overall or absolute levels of student achievement typically indicates the number or
percentage of a school’s students who are deemed to be performing proficiently in particular subjects.
Many states have defined proficient as achieving grade-level expectations.

But many students come to schools with significant disadvantages. Some states, such as Tennessee,
seek to accommodate for such disadvantages with statistical models. These models attempt to reduce
the likelihood that schools serving large numbers of disadvantaged students will have their performance
designation affected by conditions over which they have little control.

Including absolute levels of student achievement as an indicator in an accountability system is typically
seen as an advantage for schools serving more affluent populations. To balance that concern, many
states include changes in school achievement levels over time in their ratings formulas and some include
student academic growth measures. In addition, a number of states have created comparisons among
schools of similar demographics. California, for example, ranks its schools statewide and compares each
school to another 100 schools with similar rates of poverty, parent education and other indicators.

+ Critics believe a focus on test scores may + Which subjects will be tested and in which
create a “high-stakes” environment for grades?
students, teachers and administrators. + Do the tests fully align to the standards and
+ Communities may have a hard time rallying do they meet college- and career-ready
behind the tests without alignment between expectations?
the tests, grade levels and learning + How are the cut scores for the assessments
requirements. determined? Who makes those decisions and
+ Setting the cut scores for proficiency on the how often will the cut scores be re-examined?
tests is not a perfect science. + Will the results for groups of students, such as
+ If tests change, school accountability English language learners, minorities or low-
systems should too. When moving to a new income students, be explicitly reported as part
assessment, states should carefully align of the accountability system? Will these results
the old and new tests to validate that the factor in a school’s final ranking or grade?
standards are being met. + Does the accountability system consider trend

data, such as the past two or three years, or is
it based on one year’s results?

+ Will end-of-course exams or other
assessments, such as college entrance tests
including the ACT or SAT, be included in the
school and district rating system?
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A small but increasing number of states are refining their accountability systems to measure and

reward student academic growth. Based on a review of students’ test score gains from previous grades,
researchers can predict the amount of growth those students are likely to make in a given year and then
compare to actual performance. This differs from changes in school-level performance over time because
actual individual student performance is tracked, even as students move in and out of schools.

This prediction can help determine whether a student is making expected progress in a particular subject.
Measuring student academic growth is one way of analyzing test data to measure teaching and learning.
It's often referred to as “value-added” or looking to see whether a teacher has added value to a student’s
body of knowledge.

In addition, measuring student academic growth and using past growth to predict future results can
be used as part of “catch up” or “keep up” indicators. The “catch up” indicator examines the progress
of lower-performing students who need to catch up to the performance of their peers. The “keep up”
indicator looks at the growth of the highest-performing students, who may stagnate if growth isn’t
recognized as a priority.

Measuring and reporting student academic growth is generally seen as a way of resolving concerns about
composition bias and of recognizing schools and districts that are working hard, even if their results fall
short of absolute performance goals.

+ “Growth” is often perceived as being too confusing + Will growth be measured against
— people may not understand it because the an absolute proficiency standard or
underlying statistical calculations are complex and against “peer” schools with similar
not easily replicated by non-statisticians. demographics?

+ Communication strategies for explaining growth + How can growth calculations keep from
are critically important. It is possible to keep the working against or accommodate for
explanations simple, even if the methodology is high-performing schools with less room
complex. for growth? Does your state rating

formula ensure that achievement
growth within the highest-performing
quartile also matters?

+ Because simple growth models depend largely
on the formula determining individual student
growth, it is possible to game the system and

make the data look better than it actually is. + Will student academic growth be
Calculations should address students who switch considered in evaluating teacher
schools midyear, those who start or finish a performance? If so, does the system
course outside of the normal academic calendar, used for determining growth align with
who have missing data or those who are far below what's needed to measure teacher

or above grade level for their cohort. performance?

+ Attempting to control for student demographics
may increase the precision of results in models
that don’t use all available prior achievement data,
but it might have the effect of implying there are
different standards for different students.
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Gaps in achievement separating groups of students by income and ethnicity have been the focus of
numerous studies, policy innovation and public concern for many years. Researchers have identified

a variety of factors that appear related to these achievement gaps, including family income, parent
education levels, access to high-quality preschool, peer influences, curricular and instructional quality,
and teacher expectations.

Many states have chosen to focus on these particular achievement gaps as a means of ensuring
progress — or a lack thereof — is highlighted. Equally as important, however, are indicators that focus
on achievement gaps such as those between English language learners and native English speakers,
students performing in the lowest quartile versus those performing better, male students and female
students, and so on. In short, the intent of reporting and/or measuring achievement gaps should be to
ensure that all students are being served.

It's also important to consider the size of the groupings used in this analysis. For example, the
performance of all boys versus all girls in a school may not be useful. But a further breakdown by
academic subject and grade may yield more helpful data.

+ While challenging, experts agree it is + Which achievement measures will be used
important to measure and report disparities in — test scores, graduation rates, growth,
performance levels among different groups of etc.?
students.

Closing achievement gaps should benefit all
students - accelerating the growth of lower
performers without reducing growth in higher
achievers.

In addition to subgroups based on student
demographics, consider subgroups based
solely on achievement. For example, closing
gaps between historically struggling and
higher-performing readers in a grade level or
school.

Decisions surrounding determination of
subgroup size matter. Subgroup size can
enhance fairness but the use of “super
subgroups” — such as grouping all ethnicities
under the term minority versus breakdowns
by individual ethnicity — may risk covering up
low performance by smaller subgroups.

Federal regulations governing the reporting
of assessment results for minimum sample
sizes, to avoid releasing personally identifiable
information, should be consulted.

Which subgroups should be included
and which excluded — by income, race,
achievement level, etc.?

Are achievement gaps measured within
schools and within districts?

Are multiple years of data used for school
performance measures?

Should performance measures specifically
target academic growth of the lowest
quartile by giving that group additional
weight in the accountability formula?

How can unintended consequences of
subgroup size be accommodated in small,
rural schools?
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Measuring graduation rates is intended to encourage all schools to ensure all students complete
requirements to receive a diploma. The credential, which data has long demonstrated results in better
employment prospects and higher pay, can have a profound impact on student life outcomes.

The U.S. Department of Education’s required calculation for a school’s four-year graduation rate is to
divide the number of students graduating in four years with a regular high school diploma by the number
of students who entered the school as freshmen four years previously. This calculation is adjusted to
account for student movement in and out of the school during the four-year period.

A graduation rate would seem to be a fairly easy metric on its face. Yet it offers a myriad of complexities
when considering how to encourage schools to serve students who might “count” against them, such

as those who have left school and returned or who have been slow to accumulate enough credits to
graduate. For example, how does a state consider students who take five or six years to graduate? Such
decisions can have a significant influence on the effort schools put forth in educating at-risk students.

+ Allowing credit for five-year and six-year
graduation rates, in addition to the four-
year rate, could encourage schools to work
with struggling students.

+ Alternately, does allowing credit for five-
year and six-year graduation rates reduce
pressure to help students reach credential
completion within four years?

+ Because graduation requirements differ in
states, with some requiring end-of-course
exams versus credit accumulation, accurate
cross-state comparisons are difficult.

+ Managing student mobility data requires a
strong longitudinal data tracking system.

+ Even with common calculations, schools
have the potential to “game the system”
by being selective about which students
are included in a four-year graduation
rate.

Should five-year and six-year graduation
rates be included in the state accountability
system to encourage schools to work with
struggling students?

Will a school’s graduation rate be measured
against an absolute goal, such as 100 percent,
or a state average when determining a grade
or score for the report card?

Similarly, should a school’s graduation rate be
compared against demographically similar or
“peer” schools, all schools or perhaps both?

Will trend data, such as three years’ worth
of graduation rates, be used to determine if
progress is being made?

Consider potential loopholes schools might
use to improve their ratings, such as excluding
some students, and figure out how to close
them.

Is there a minimum graduation rate below
which a school would fall into the lowest
performance category?
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While many states are working to define postsecondary and career readiness, the ECS School
Accountability Advisory Panel defined it as when a student can perform college level-work without the
need for remediation. Often, the more explicit definition in terms of metrics is provided at the state level.
An indicator of career readiness creates the need for clarity in defining what career-ready looks like.

These indicators of postsecondary and career readiness were commonly used by states:

+ Dual enrollment participation and/or completion + Percentage of students taking algebra in grade 8
+ Advanced Placement participation and/or results 4 Industry certifications earned
+ ACT/SAT participation and/or results + Percentage of students enrolled in
+ International Baccalaureate program postsecondary programs
participation + Percentage of students assessed as needing
+ College-going rate college remediation
+ No single formula or definition guarantees freshman- What other metrics might
year college success. be considered to measure
4+ States must increase the dialogue between all aspects postsecondary or career readiness?
of K-12 and postsecondary education to create an Is the data cap:;blllty available to
aligned P-20 system. Each part of the system provides measure those?
a necessary building-block for postsecondary success or Which advanced offerings, such as
workforce readiness. Those blocks must be aligned for Advanced Placement, International
individual college- and career-readiness measures. Baccalaureate or dual enrollment
+ Measures related to dual enrollment should recognize courses, gre available to all
that dual enrollment may be limited by student location students:
or availability of online courses. Additionally, whether Does the state have the
students take part in dual enrollment may be limited by longitudinal student-level data
counseling availability and teacher support. necessary to determine if students
4+ When including courses and tests that students select are successful in postsecondary7
into, such as Advanced Placement, ACT and SAT, education and/or the workforce
include both the course or test-taking and the course Do the state metrics accurately tell
or test-passing rates. the story of whether K-12 students
+ Including Advanced Placement participation and results are attending cgllgge?wnhout the
in an accountability formula bring into question the need for remediation
availability of courses offered in person and online and
test cut scores.
+ Determining whether students entered college ready
to perform college-level work requires a relatively
stable student population and a strong longitudinal data
tracking system.
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CONCLUSION

or more than a century, states have created

different ways of reporting on the quality of

their public schools. It's only in the last 30

years, however, that the reporting has shifted
from inputs to outcomes and to how well children
are being served. This is a dramatic change and
one that likely will continue to evolve.

Increased public reporting about school
performance has prompted concerns about the
fairness of comparing schools serving different
populations. Many states have sought to address
this issue by compensating for poverty, which is
linked to many out-of-school factors affecting
achievement, in some way in their district and
school rating systems. Often, this has sparked
criticism that expectations are lower for different
groups of students. Balancing fairness for all
schools and rigor for all students is widely viewed
as a challenge in creating accountability systems.

The findings of the ECS School Accountability
Advisory Group, the results from researchers
and the survey of parents make it clear that
communication of a state’s overarching goal

for schools is imperative. To what end are
schools being graded? Schools have long served,
and continue to serve, as community centers.
Accountability systems impacting schools carry
the potential for disrupting communities. For

a state school and district rating system to be
most effective, students, parents, teachers,
administrators, policymakers, employers and
community members must understand the state’s
goal and what their schools are doing — or not
doing — to achieve it.

Is your state’s “North Star” ensuring college

and career readiness for all? Is it graduating
students with 21st century skills? Is it serving
the whole child? Is it reducing the gap between
high-achieving and low-achieving students and
providing opportunities for all students? Is it
providing an accurate picture of school quality —
or the lack thereof?

As states continue with their efforts, some may
need to re-evaluate their ratings systems and
make necessary course corrections to reach their
goals. State leaders should consider whether

the public reports are providing increased
transparency and serving the needs of parents
and communities. A perfect metric, accountability
formula or school report card does not exist.
There is always room for improvement and the
accountability landscape will continue to evolve.
The key is to determine which metrics will drive
the desired outcomes and whether measuring,
reporting, incentivizing or leveling sanctions will
best move the state closer to its goal.
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APPENDIX

Members of the ECS School Accountability Advisory Group

The Education Commission of the States convened its School Accountability Advisory Group on
Dec. 12-13, 2013 in Denver. Members are the following:

+

+

Facilitator - Christopher Cross
Chairman of Cross & Joftus, LLC and an ECS 2014 Distinguished Senior Fellow

Jean-Claude Brizard
President, UpSpring Education and former Chief Executive Officer, Chicago Public Schools

Sandy Kress
Partner, Akin, Gump, Straus, Hauer & Feld, LLP

Eric Lerum
Vice President for National Policy, Students First

Patricia Levesque
Chief Executive Officer, Foundation for Excellence in Education

Aaron Pallas
Professor of Sociology and Education, Teachers College Columbia University

Paul Reville
Professor of Educational Policy and Administration, Harvard Graduate School of Education

Joan Sullivan
Chief Executive Officer, Partnership for Los Angeles Schools

Philip “Uri” Treisman
Executive Director, Charles A. Dana Center at the University of Texas, Austin

John White
SAS EVAAS, SAS Institute

Priscilla Wohlstetter
Senior Research Fellow, Consortium for Policy Research in Education
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ENDNOTES

1. Education in the States: Nationwide Development since 1990, Jim B and Edgar Fuller (editors), Pearson (Author), National
Education Association (Publisher), 1969.

2. Data notes for this graph:

+ Determinations were based on statutory requirements, although we also reviewed state-requested waivers to the

No Child Left Behind Act. Reconciling the two made it difficult to maintain accurate counts.

+ Achievement gap elements reflect state statutory language explicitly targeting closing achievement gaps or explicit
targeting of the lowest-performing quartile or English Language Learners.

+ Some states explicitly measure college and/or career readiness (and measure via proxies such as ACT/SAT scores,
dual enrollment, college-going rate, industry certifications) while others might simply measure and/or report on the
proxies of readiness.

3. Education Commission of the States’ School Accountability Parent Panel reviewed state school report cards between
Jan. 20 and Feb. 10, 2014. For parent feedback, ECS selected a mix of elementary, middle and high schools that were
moderately diverse in student population and received ratings that were in the moderate to upper range. This resulted in a
total of 700 report card reviews - 14 parents, each reviewing 50 state school report cards = 700 report card reviews.

4. The ECS School Accountability Advisory Group met Dec. 12-13, 2013 in Denver. Members of the group are identified by
name and title in an appendix to this report. The group was facilitated by Christopher Cross, chairman of Cross & Joftus,
LLC, and an ECS 2014 Distinguished Senior Fellow.

5. Gillian Locke, Joe Ableidinger, Bryan C. Hassel and Sharon Kebschull Barrett, Virtual Schools: Assessing Progress and
Accountability, A Final Report of Study Findings (Washington D.C.: National Charter School Resource Center at American
Institutes for Research, February 2014),
http://www.charterschoolcenter.org/sites/default/files/Virtual%20Schools%20Accountability%20Report.pdf.

Below are links where you can find school accountability reports for each state.

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire

North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

South Carolina

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Washington D.C.

New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
North Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

American Samoa

Guam
Puerto Rico (Spanish)
U.S. Virgin Islands
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http://www.charterschoolcenter.org/sites/default/files/Virtual%20Schools%20Accountability%20Report.pdf
http://www.alsde.edu/sec/acct/Pages/home.aspx
http://education.alaska.gov/reportcardtothepublic/
https://www.azreportcards.com/
https://adesrc.arkansas.gov/
http://www.sarconline.org/Home/Search
https://edx.cde.state.co.us/SchoolView/DataCenter/reports.jspx?_afrLoop=7601376962304179&_afrWindowMode=0&_adf.ctrl-state=13uktz52xe_29
http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/performancereports/20122013reports.asp
http://profiles.doe.k12.de.us/SchoolProfiles/State/Default.aspx
http://schoolgrades.fldoe.org/
http://www.gadoe.org/Pages/Home.aspx
http://arch.k12.hi.us/school/strivehi/strivehi.html
https://apps.sde.idaho.gov/Accountability/ReportCard
http://www.illinoisreportcard.com/
http://www.doe.in.gov/accountability/f-accountability
http://reports.educateiowa.gov
http://svapp15586.ksde.org/rcard/district.aspx?org_no=D0273
http://applications.education.ky.gov/SRC/
https://www.louisianabelieves.com/data/reportcards/
http://www.maine.gov/doe/schoolreportcards/reportcards/index.html
http://mdreportcard.org/
http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/
https://www.mischooldata.org/DistrictSchoolProfiles/ReportCard/AccountabilityScorecard/AccountabilityScorecard.aspx
http://rc.education.state.mn.us/
http://ors.mde.k12.ms.us/report/lettergrade.aspx
http://mcds.dese.mo.gov/guidedinquiry/School%20Report%20Card/School%20Report%20Card.aspx
http://gems.opi.mt.gov/Pages/Default.aspx
http://reportcard.education.ne.gov/Search/SchoolSearch.aspx?AgencyID=00-0000-000
http://www.nevadareportcard.com/di/
http://my.doe.nh.gov/profiles/
http://education.state.nj.us/pr/
http://webapp2.ped.state.nm.us/SchoolData/SchoolGrading.aspx
http://data.nysed.gov/reportcard.php?year=2013&instid=800000081568
http://www.ncreportcards.org/src/
http://www.dpi.state.nd.us/dpi/reports/Profile/index.shtm
http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Data/Accountability-Resources/Ohio-Report-Cards/State-Local-Report-Cards-and-Resources
http://www.schoolreportcard.org/oeip-ds.asp
http://www.ode.state.or.us/data/reportcard/reports.aspx
http://paschoolperformance.org/
http://www.eride.ri.gov/eride40/reportcards/13/Schools.aspx
https://ed.sc.gov/data/report-cards/
http://www.doe.sd.gov/reportcard/listnew/
http://www.tn.gov/education/data/report_card/index.shtml
http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/src/
http://www.schools.utah.gov/data/educational-data/accountability-reports.aspx
http://education.vermont.gov/data
https://p1pe.doe.virginia.gov/reportcard/
http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/summary.aspx?year=2012-13
http://wveis.k12.wv.us/nclb/profiles/index.cfm
http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/
http://fusion.edu.wyoming.gov/MySites/Data_Reporting/data_reporting_state_report_cards.aspx
http://www.learndc.org/schoolprofiles
http://www.doe.as/District/2363-Territory-Report-Cards-for-2010-2011.html
https://sites.google.com/a/gdoe.net/gdoe/school-performance-reports
http://intraedu.dde.pr/evaluacion/Site%20Pages/rcard.aspx
http://vide.nclbreports.avr247.com/vidoe/Reports/ReportsLanding.aspx

A Education Commission
O“ of the States

Education Commission of the States
700 Broadway, Suite 810

Denver, CO 80203
WWW.ecs.org
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Index Score achievement achievement
v Achievement gap closure v Achievement gap closure
v Growth/Academic progress v Growth/Academic progress
v’ Annual Measurable Objective v’ Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP AMO or AYP
v’ Advanced Placement - v’ Advanced Placement - courses
participation rate offered
v Int'l Baccalaureate - participation v College and career readiness
rate v Graduation rate
v College and career readiness v Student credits earned
¢’ Dual/Concurrent enrollment v Safety/discipline infractions
v % taking higher level coursework v Teachers - % highly qualified
v Attendance rate - secondary v Teachers - % outside certification
v Attendancerate - v Academic trend data
elementary/middle v Other
v Graduation rate v’ School Climate
v % student retention v/ CTE Certifications/competencies
PROFILE INFORMATION:
v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment
v Class size
v Facilities
v Support Staff
v Expenditures per pupil
v Institutional/curricular materials
Performance
Plan v/ Achievement gap closure v Assessment scores/student
Improvement v Assessment scores/student achievement
Plan achievement v Achievement gap closure
Priority v’ Growth/Academic progress v’ Growth/Academic progress
Improvement v ELL achievement gains v ELL achievement gains
Plan v ACT/SAT - Scores v ACT/SAT - scores
Turnaround v College and career readiness v College and career readiness

v’ Dropout rate

v’ Dropout rate




Plan v’ Graduation rate v’ Graduation rate

v’ Growth of highest-achievers v’ Growth of highest-achievers
Category One
Category Two v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
Category achievement achievement
Three v Growth/Academic progress v Achievement gap closure
Category Four v Graduation rate v’ Growth/Academic progress
Category Five v’ Annual Measurable Objective

AMO or AYP

v ACT/SAT - Participation

v/ ACT/SAT - Scores

v’ Advanced Placement -
participation rate

v’ Advanced Placement - scores
v % enrolled in PS or post HS
programs

v’ Dual/Concurrent enrollment
v Attendance rate - secondary
v Attendancerate -
elementary/middle

v Dropout rate

¢’ Graduation rate

v’ Student credits earned

v Safety/discipline infractions
v Teacher attendance

v Other

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

v Class size

v/ Support Staff

v Expenditures per pupil

v Teacher/Admin salaries

None evident

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v’ Graduation rate

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v Attendance rate - secondary
v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

v Graduation rate

v Safety/discipline infractions




Index Score

v Assessment scores/student

v Assessment scores/student

(1-100) achievement achievement
v Growth/Academic progress v Growth/Academic progress
Reward v Attendance rate - v Annual Measurable Objective
Rising elementary/middle AMO or AYP
Developing v Graduation rate v ACT/SAT - Participation
Focus v Advanced Placement -
Priority participation rate
v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle
v Graduation rate
v Teachers - % highly qualified
v Other
PROFILE INFORMATION:
v Enrollment
A-F
v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
achievement achievement
v’ Achievement gap closure v Achievement gap closure
v Growth/Academic progress v Growth/Academic progress
v’ Academic progress of lowest v’ Annual Measurable Objective
quartile AMO or AYP
v End-of-course exams v College and career readiness
v Advanced Placement - scores v Attendance rate - secondary
v Int'l Baccalaureate - participation v Attendance rate -
rate elementary/middle
v College and career readiness v Graduation rate
v’ Dual/Concurrent enrollment v % student retention
v Attendance - high school v Kindergarten readiness
v Attendance - elementary/middle v High school readiness
v Graduation rate
v % student retention
¢’ National industry certifications
v’ High school readiness
v Growth of highest-achievers
v Other
Numerical
Score on v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
College and achievement achievement
Career Ready v’ Achievement gap closure v’ Achievement gap closure
Performance v’ Growth/Academic progress v’ Growth/Academic progress
Index v ELL achievement gains v Graduation rate

v’ End-of-course exams

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v/ Advanced Placement - scores
v College and career readiness
v % College remediation rate
v’ Dual/Concurrent enrollment




v % taking higher level coursework
v Attendance rate - secondary

v Dropout rate

¢’ Graduation rate

v/ National industry certifications
v 9th grade on track to grad

v CTE Certifications/competencies

Recognition
Continuous v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
Improvement achievement achievement
Focus v’ Achievement gap closure v’ Achievement gap closure
Priority v Growth/Academic progress v/ Attendance rate - secondary
Superintenden v’ Annual Measurable Objective v Attendancerate -
t's Zone AMO or AYP elementary/middle

v ACT/SAT - Scores v Dropout rate

v College and career readiness

v College going rate

v Attendancerate -

elementary/middle

v Graduation rate

v’ Academic trend data

v High school readiness
Five-Star

Rating System

One-Star
Two-Star
Three-Star
Four-Star
Five-Star

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Growth/Academic progress

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v College and career readiness

v % taking higher level coursework
¢ Graduation rate

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v Graduation rate

v Teachers - % provisionally
certified

v Teachers - % advanced degrees
v Teachers - % HQ in high
poverty/low perf

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Class size

v Facilities

v Expenditures per pupil

v Institutional/curricular materials

None specified

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v’ Achievement gap closure

v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v Attendancerate -
elementary/middle

¢’ Graduation rate

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v’ Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress

v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v’ Advanced Placement - courses
offered




v Int'l Baccalaureate - participation
rate

v College and career readiness

v % students taking Algebrain 8th
grade

v % enrolled in PS or post HS
programs

v % College remediation rate

v/ Dual/Concurrent enrollment

v Attendance rate - secondary

v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

v Student credits earned

v Avail counseling/support services
v/ Student surveys

v Kindergarten readiness

v Teacher attendance

v Parental/community involvement
v/ Academic trend data

v 9th grade on track to grad

v High school readiness

v’ School Climate

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

v Mobility

v Expenditures per pupil

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v/ Academic progress of lowest
quartile

v’ End-of-course exams

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v’ Advanced Placement - scores

v Int'l Baccalaureate - participation

rate

v College and career readiness
¢’ Dual/Concurrent enrollment
v Graduation rate

¢ National industry certifications
v Growth of highest-achievers

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v ACT/SAT - Participation

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v/ Advanced Placement -
participation rate

v’ Advanced Placement - scores

v Int'l| Baccalaureate - participation
rate

v % taking higher level coursework
v Attendance rate - secondary

v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

v Dropout rate

v Graduation rate

v Safety/discipline infractions

v Teachers - % highly qualified

v Parental/community involvement
v Other

v Program & course offerings

v Other fiscal




PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

v Mobility

v Class size

v Expenditures per pupil

v Teacher/Admin salaries

None specified

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Dropout rate

v’ Graduation rate

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v/ Dropout rate

v’ Graduation rate

Academic

Warning v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student

Approaches achievement achievement

Standard v Achievement gap closure v Achievement gap closure

Meets v Growth/Academic progress v Annual Measurable Objective

Standard v Annual Measurable Objective AMO or AYP

Exceeds AMO or AYP v Attendance rate - secondary

Standard v/ Academic progress of lowest v Attendance rate -

Exemplary quartile elementary/middle

v’ Graduation rate ¢’ Graduation rate
v Teachers - % highly qualified
v Teachers - % provisionally
certified
v Teachers - % outside certification
v’ Accreditation status
PROFILE INFORMATION:

v/ Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

None

Specified v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student

achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v End-of-course exams

v ACT/SAT - Participation

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v College and career readiness
v Graduation rate

achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v End-of-course exams

v ACT/SAT - Participation

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v College and career readiness
v Workkeys - scores

v College going rate

v % enrolled in PS or post HS
programs




v Attendance rate - secondary

v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

¢’ Graduation rate

v % student retention

v Safety/discipline infractions

v Teachers - % highly qualified

v Teachers - % provisionally
certified

v Teachers - % advanced degrees
v Teachers - % outside certification
v Teachers - % HQ in high
poverty/low perf

v Parental/community involvement
¢’ National industry certifications
v Other

v Program & course offerings

v GED passage

v CTE Certifications/competencies

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Enrollment

v Student/teacher ratio
v Expenditures per pupil
A-F
v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
achievement achievement
v Achievement gap closure v Achievement gap closure
v Growth/Academic progress v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective v’ End-of-course exams
AMO or AYP v ACT/SAT - Scores
v End-of-course exams v/ Advanced Placement - scores
v ACT/SAT - Scores v Int'l Baccalaureate - participation
v Advanced Placement - scores rate
v Int'l Baccalaureate - participation v College and career readiness
¢’ Dual/Concurrent enrollment v’ Dropout rate
v Dropout rate v Graduation rate
¢ Graduation rate v Student credits earned
v Student credits earned
v 9th grade on track to grad
A-F

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v/ Academic progress of lowest
quartile

v Graduation rate

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Growth/Academic progress
v’ Graduation rate

Strand 1




[highest]
Strand 2
Strand 3
Strand 4
Strand 5
[lowest]

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v/ Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v Attendance rate - secondary
v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

¢’ Graduation rate

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v/ Advanced Placement -
participation rate

v Int'| Baccalaureate - participation
rate

v College and career readiness

v College going rate

v % enrolled in PS or post HS
programs

v % taking higher level coursework
v Dropout rate

v Graduation rate

v Teachers - % highly qualified

v Teachers - % provisionally
certified

v Teachers - % outside certification
v Teachers - % HQ in high
poverty/low perf

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

v Mobility

v Expenditures per pupil

tis5

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure
v Growth/Academic progress
v Dropout rate

¢’ Graduation rate

v/ Academic trend data

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v ELL achievement gains

v NAEP scores

v Dropout rate

¢’ Graduation rate

v Teachers - % highly qualified
v Teachers - % provisionally
certified

v Teachers - % outside certification
v Other

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

v Student/teacher ratio

Green, Lime,
Yellow,
Orange, Red

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure
v Attendancerate -

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Attendancerate -
elementary/middle




elementary/middle v Graduation rate
v Graduation rate
Reward
Celebration v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
Eligible achievement achievement
Continuous v’ Achievement gap closure v’ Achievement gap closure
Improvement v’ Growth/Academic progress v’ Growth/Academic progress
Focus v’ Advanced Placement - v’ Annual Measurable Objective
Priority participation rate AMO or AYP
v Int'l Baccalaureate - participation v Advanced Placement -
rate participation rate
v College and career readiness v Int'| Baccalaureate - participation
¢/ Dual/Concurrent enrollment rate
v % taking higher level coursework v College and career readiness
v Graduation rate v/ Dual/Concurrent enrollment
v Safety/discipline infractions v % taking higher level coursework
¢ National industry certifications v Graduation rate
v HS grad at-risk 8th graders
PROFILE INFORMATION: v Safety/discipline infractions
¢/ National industry certifications
v Student v Other
demographic/socioeconomic data v Program & course offerings
v Enroliment v/ School Climate
PROFILE INFORMATION:
v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Mobility
v Student/teacher ratio
A-F
v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
achievement achievement
v Growth/Academic progress v’ Achievement gap closure
v Graduation rate v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP
v NAEP scores
v Attendance rate - secondary
v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle
v Graduation rate
v Teachers - % highly qualified
v Teachers - % provisionally
certified
PROFILE INFORMATION:
v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment




Accredited
with
Distinction
Accredited
Provisionally
Accredited
Unaccredited

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v End-of-course exams

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v’ Advanced Placement - scores

v Int'| Baccalaureate - participation
rate

v College and career readiness

v College going rate

v % enrolled in PS or post HS
programs

¢/ Dual/Concurrent enrollment

v % taking higher level coursework
v Attendance rate - secondary

v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

¢ Graduation rate

v High school readiness

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v ACT/SAT - Participation

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v College going rate

v % enrolled in PS or post HS
programs

v Attendance rate - secondary
v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

v Dropout rate

v Graduation rate

v Safety/discipline infractions
v Teachers - % advanced degrees

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

v/ Student/teacher ratio

v Administrator ratio

v Expenditures per pupil

v Teacher/Admin salaries

None
(except for v’ Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
AYP) achievement achievement
v ACT/SAT - Scores v Achievement gap closure
v Advanced Placement - scores v Annual Measurable Objective
v Attendance rate - secondary AMO or AYP
v Attendancerate - v Attendance rate - secondary
elementary/middle v Attendance rate -
v Dropout rate elementary/middle
v Graduation rate v Graduation rate
v Student credits earned v Teachers - % highly qualified
v Teachers - % highly qualified v Teachers - % provisionally
certified
PROFILE INFORMATION: v Academic trend data
v Student PROFILE INFORMATION:
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment v Enrollment
v Student/teacher ratio
v Administrator ratio
v/ Support Staff
v Teacher/Admin salaries
Exceeds
standards, v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
meets achievement achievement

standards,

v Growth/Academic progress

v Growth/Academic progress




below

v’ Graduation rate

v’ Graduation rate

standards
PROFILE INFORMATION:
v/ Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
1-5 Stars,
Focus, Priority, v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
Reward achievement achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v ACT/SAT Participation

v/ Advanced Placement - scores
v College and career readiness
v % College remediation rate
v Attendance rate - secondary
v Graduation rate

v Student credits earned

v 9th grade on track to grad

v Other

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v NAEP scores

v % College remediation rate
v Attendancerate -
elementary/middle

v Dropout rate

v Graduation rate

v % student retention

v Safety/discipline infractions
v Teachers - % highly qualified
v Teachers - % provisionally
certified

v Teachers - % outside certification
v Teachers - % HQ in high
poverty/low perf

v Teacher attendance

v/ Academic trend data

v Other

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Mobility

v Student/teacher ratio
v Class size

v Facilities

v/ Support Staff

v Expenditures per pupil

None specified

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v/ Advanced Placement -
participation rate

v Attendance rate - secondary
v Attendancerate -
elementary/middle

v Dropout rate

v Graduation rate

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v/ Attendance rate - secondary
v Attendancerate -
elementary/middle

¢ Graduation rate

v Safety/discipline infractions
v Teachers - % highly qualified




v Safety/discipline infractions

v Teachers - % highly qualified

v Teachers - % provisionally
certified

v Teachers - % advanced degrees
v Teachers - % HQ in high
poverty/low perf

v Academic trend data

v Other fiscal

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

v Classsize

v Facilities

v Support Staff

v Expenditures per pupil

v Teacher/Admin salaries

v Teachers - % provisionally
certified

v Teachers - % advanced degrees
v Teachers - % outside certification
v Teachers - % HQin high
poverty/low perf

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Mobility

v Support Staff

Peer Rank
(percentile)
Statewide
Rank
(percentile)
% of Targets
Met

Categories on
each:

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Growth/Academic progress
v Attendancerate -
elementary/middle

v/ Graduation rate

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress

v’ Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v ACT/SAT - Participation

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v’ Advanced Placement - courses

Very High offered
Performance v/ Advanced Placement -
High participation rate
Performance v Advanced Placement - scores
Average v College and career readiness
Performance v % enrolled in PS or post HS
Lagging programs
Performance v Dropout rate
Significantly v’ Graduation rate
Lagging v Safety/discipline infractions
Performance v/ Academic trend data
v Other
PROFILE INFORMATION:
v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment
v Student/teacher ratio
A-F

v’ Assessment scores/student

v’ Assessment scores/student




achievement achievement

v Achievement gap closure v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress v Growth/Academic progress

v’ Annual Measurable Objective v’ Academic progress of lowest
AMO or AYP quartile

v’ Academic progress of lowest v ACT/SAT - Participation

quartile v ACT/SAT - Scores

v ACT/SAT - Participation v’ Advanced Placement -

v ACT/SAT - Scores participation rate

v/ Advanced Placement - v’ Advanced Placement - scores
participation rate v Int'| Baccalaureate - participation
v Advanced Placement - scores rate

v Int'l Baccalaureate - participation v College and career readiness
rate ¢’ Dual/Concurrent enrollment

v College and career readiness v Attendance rate - secondary

¢’ Dual/Concurrent enrollment v Attendancerate -

v Attendance rate - secondary elementary/middle

v Attendancerate - v Graduation rate
elementary/middle v Student surveys

v Graduation rate v Parental/community involvement
v/ Student surveys v/ Academic trend data

v Parental/community involvement v’ School Climate

v Academic trend data v CTE Certifications/competencies

v School Climate
v/ CTE Certifications/competencies
v Growth of highest-achievers

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data

Reward
School v’ Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
Good Standing achievement achievement
Local v’ Achievement gap closure v’ Achievement gap closure
Assistance v’ Growth/Academic progress v ELL achievement gains
Plan v’ Annual Measurable Objective v % enrolled in PS or post HS
Focus AMO or AYP programs
Priority v College and career readiness v/ Attendance rate - secondary
v Graduation rate v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle
v Dropout rate

v Graduation rate

v Safety/discipline infractions

v Teachers - % highly qualified

v Teachers - % provisionally
certified

v Teachers - % advanced degrees
v Teachers - % outside certification
v Teachers - % HQ in high
poverty/low perf

v Other




PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Class size

A-F
v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
achievement achievement
v Achievement gap closure v Achievement gap closure
v Growth/Academic progress v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP AMO or AYP
v End-of-course exams v End-of-course exams
v ACT/SAT - Participation v ACT/SAT - Scores
v ACT/SAT - Scores v Attendance rate - secondary
v College and career readiness v/ Attendancerate -
v NAEP scores elementary/middle
v Attendance rate - secondary v Graduation rate
v Attendance rate - v Safety/discipline infractions
elementary/middle v Teachers - % highly qualified
v Graduation rate v Teachers - % advanced degrees
v Academic trend data v Other
v CTE Certifications/competencies v Teacher/Admin performance
PROFILE INFORMATION:
v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Class size
v Institutional/curricular materials
Adequate
Yearly v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
Progress achievement achievement
(AYP) Status v Achievement gap closure v Achievement gap closure
v’ Annual Measurable Objective v’ Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP AMO or AYP
v Attendance rate - v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle elementary/middle
v Graduation rate v Graduation rate
v/ Academic trend data v Academic trend data
PROFILE INFORMATION: PROFILE INFORMATION:
v Student v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data demographic/socioeconomic data
A-F
(eff. 2015) v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student

achievement
v Achievement gap closure

achievement
v Achievement gap closure




v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v ACT/SAT - Participation

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v Advanced Placement -
participation rate

v Advanced Placement - scores
v College and career readiness
¢/ Dual/Concurrent enrollment
v Attendance rate - secondary
v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

v Graduation rate

v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v’ Academic progress of lowest
quartile

v/ Advanced Placement -
participation rate

v Advanced Placement - scores
v College and career readiness
¢/ Dual/Concurrent enrollment
v Graduation rate

Oklahoma ' A-F
v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
achievement achievement
v Growth/Academic progress v’ Achievement gap closure
v’ Academic progress of lowest v Growth/Academic progress
guartile v Annual Measurable Objective
v End-of-course exams AMO or AYP
v ACT/SAT - Participation v Academic progress of lowest
v ACT/SAT - Scores quartile
v’ Advanced Placement - v ACT/SAT - Participation
participation rate v ACT/SAT - Scores
v/ Advanced Placement - scores v/ Advanced Placement -
v Int'l Baccalaureate - participation participation rate
rate v Advanced Placement - scores
v Dual/Concurrent enrollment v % taking higher level coursework
v % taking higher level coursework v/ Attendance rate - secondary
v Attendance rate - secondary v Attendance rate -
v Attendance rate - elementary/middle
elementary/middle v Dropout rate
v Dropout rate v Graduation rate
v Graduation rate v HS grad at-risk 8th graders
v HS grad at-risk 8th graders v Parental/community involvement
v Parental/community involvement v/ Academic trend data
v’ National industry certifications v/ High school readiness
v High school readiness v’ School Climate
v Other
v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
Oregon 1-5

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v’ Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v Academic progress of lowest
quartile

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v’ Achievement gap closure
v Growth/Academic progress
v ELL achievement gains

v ACT/SAT - Participation




v’ Graduation rate

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v % enrolled in PS or post HS
programs

v Attendance rate - secondary
v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

v Dropout rate

v Graduation rate

v Safety/discipline infractions
v Teachers - % highly qualified
v Teachers - % provisionally
certified

v 9th grade on track to grad
v Other

v Program & course offerings

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

v Mobility

v Class size

v Expenditures per pupil

cademic
Score
(with symbolic
colored icons)

Federal
Designation
(where
applicable)

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress

v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v ACT/SAT - Participation

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v/ Advanced Placement -
participation rate

v Advanced Placement - scores

v Int'| Baccalaureate - participation
rate

v College and career readiness

v % taking higher level coursework
v Attendancerate -
elementary/middle

v/ Graduation rate

v % student retention

v National industry certifications

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v/ Advanced Placement -
participation rate

v’ Advanced Placement - scores
v Int'| Baccalaureate - participation
rate

v % enrolled in PS or post HS
programs

v Dual/Concurrent enrollment
v Attendance rate - secondary

v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

v Dropout rate

v Graduation rate

v % student retention

v Teachers - % highly qualified

v Teachers - % provisionally
certified

v Teachers - % HQ in high
poverty/low perf

v Academic trend data

v’ National industry certifications




v Other
v’ CTE Certifications/competencies

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

Commended
Schools
Leading
Schools
Typical
Schools
Warning
Schools

Focus Schools

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v Graduation rate

v Other

v Growth of highest-achievers

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure
v Growth/Academic progress
v/ Graduation rate

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data

Excellent
Good
Average
Below
Average
At Risk

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v’ Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress

v’ End-of-course exams

v’ Graduation rate

v’ CTE Certifications/competencies

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Growth/Academic progress

v End-of-course exams

v Advanced Placement -
participation rate

v Advanced Placement - scores

v Int'| Baccalaureate - participation
rate

v % enrolled in PS or post HS
programs

v Attendance rate - secondary

v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

¢/ Graduation rate

v Dropout rate

v % student retention

v Student surveys

v Safety/discipline infractions

v Teachers - % highly qualified

v Parental/community involvement
v/ Academic trend data

v Other

v Accreditation status

v Program & course offerings

v/ CTE Certifications/competencies

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Student/teacher ratio




v Expenditures per pupil
v Teacher/Admin salaries

Exemplary
Status v’ Assessment scores/student v’ Assessment scores/student
Progressing achievement achievement
Priority v Growth/Academic progress v College and career readiness
Focus v ACT/SAT - Scores v Attendance rate -
v College and career readiness elementary/middle
v Attendancerate - v Graduation rate
elementary/middle v Other
v Graduation rate
v Other
v Teacher/Admin performance
v School Climate
Districts:
v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
v achievement achievement
Exemplary v Achievement gap closure v Achievement gap closure
v v Growth/Academic progress v Growth/Academic progress
Intermedia v ACT/SAT - Scores v Annual Measurable Objective
te v/ Graduation rate AMO or AYP
v In Need v ACT/SAT - Scores
of v College and career readiness
Improveme v NAEP scores
nt v Attendance rate - secondary
v In Need v Attendancerate -
of elementary/middle
Subgroup v’ Graduation rate
Improveme v Safety/discipline infractions
nt v Teachers - % highly qualified
v Other fiscal
Schools:
PROFILE INFORMATION:
v Reward
v Priority v Student
v Focus demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment
A-F (2014)

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v College and career readiness
v % enrolled in PS or post HS
programs

v Dropout rate

v Graduation rate

v Student credits earned

¢’ National industry certifications

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

¢’ Graduation rate

v Other fiscal

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Class size

v Expenditures per pupil




PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v/ Academic progress of lowest
quartile

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v College and career readiness
v Graduation rate

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress

v ACT/SAT - Participation

v/ ACT/SAT - Scores

v Advanced Placement -
participation rate

v Advanced Placement - scores
¢’ Dual/Concurrent enrollment
v Dropout rate

v Graduation rate

v Teachers - % highly qualified

v Teachers - % advanced degrees
v Parental/community involvement
v/ Academic trend data

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

v Mobility

v Class size

AYP Status

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Attendance rate - secondary
v Attendancerate -
elementary/middle

v Dropout rate

v’ Graduation rate

v % student retention

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Growth/Academic progress
v Achievement gap closure

v’ Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v % enrolled in PS or post HS
programs

v/ Dual/Concurrent enrollment
v Graduation rate

v Academic trend data

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

A-F (eff. 2014-
15)

v Assessment scores/student

v Assessment scores/student




achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v’ Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v’ Academic progress of lowest
quartile

v College and career readiness
¢/ Dual/Concurrent enrollment
¢’ Graduation rate

v/ Academic trend data

v CTE Certifications/competencies

achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v Graduation rate

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

Exemplary
Very Good v’ Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student
Good achievement achievement
Fair v Achievement gap closure v Achievement gap closure
Struggling v’ Growth/Academic progress v’ Growth/Academic progress
v’ Annual Measurable Objective v’ Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP AMO or AYP
v’ Academic progress of lowest v’ Academic progress of lowest
quartile quartile
v Graduation rate v Attendance rate - secondary
v/ Academic trend data v Attendancerate -
v Other elementary/middle
v Dropout rate
v Graduation rate
v Academic trend data
v Other
PROFILE INFORMATION:
v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment
v Expenditures per pupil
1-100 Total
Index Score v Assessment scores/student v Assessment scores/student

achievement

v’ Achievement gap closure
v Growth/Academic progress
v Attendancerate -
elementary/middle

v Graduation rate

achievement

v’ Achievement gap closure
v Growth/Academic progress
v Attendancerate -
elementary/middle

v Graduation rate

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment




Significantly
Exceeds
Expectations
Exceeds
Expectations
Meets
Expectations
Meets Few
Expectations
Fails to Meet
Expectations

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v/ Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v ACT/SAT - Participation

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v’ Advanced Placement -
participation rate

v College and career readiness
v % enrolled in PS or post HS
programs

v Attendance rate - secondary
v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

v Dropout rate

¢ Graduation rate

v Other

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v’ Student

demographic/socioeconomic data

v Enrollment
v Support Staff

v Institutional/curricular materials

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v College and career readiness
v Attendance rate - secondary
v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

v Dropout rate

v’ Graduation rate

v % student retention

v 9th grade on track to grad

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

Exceeding
Expectations
Meeting
Expectations
Partially
Meeting
Expectations
Not Meeting
Expectations

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure

v Growth/Academic progress
v ACT/SAT - Participation

v ACT/SAT - Scores

v College and career readiness
v Graduation rate

v 9th grade on track to grad

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student

demographic/socioeconomic data

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Achievement gap closure
v Growth/Academic progress
v/ ACT/SAT - Scores

¢’ Graduation rate

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data
v Enrollment

None evident

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Attendance rate -
elementary/middle

v’ Graduation rate

v’ Assessment scores/student
achievement

v/ Graduation rate

v Teachers - % advanced degrees
v Teacher attendance

PROFILE INFORMATION:

v Student
demographic/socioeconomic data




v Enrollment

Adequate
Yearly
Progress
designation
only

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v ELL achievement gains

v’ Graduation rate

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v ELL achievement gains

v’ Graduation rate

v Teachers - % highly qualified
v Teachers - % provisionally
certified

v Teachers - % advanced degrees
v Teachers - % HQ in high
poverty/low perf

Adequate
Yearly
Progress only
(Federal)

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v’ Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v Attendancerate -
elementary/middle

v’ Graduation rate

v Assessment scores/student
achievement

v’ Annual Measurable Objective
AMO or AYP

v Attendancerate -
elementary/middle

v’ Graduation rate

v Teachers - % highly qualified
v Teachers - % outside certification
v Teachers- % HQin high
poverty/low perf
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School Accountability “Report Cards”
Formulas Used to Calculate Performance - Summaries

December 2013

Formula summary

None evident

100-point scale with weighting for various indicators

State statute requires that half of the letter grade determinations for schools and LEAs
should consist of academic progress. The academic progress measurement consists of the
relative growth of all pupils enrolled at the school or LEA and the relative growth of 25 percen
of pupils with the lowest academic performance measurement enrolled at the school or LEA.

In order to comply with statute and offer more sensitive measures of school accountability, the
Arizona Department of Education (ADE) uses parallel models to evaluate the following types
schools:

1. Traditional schools

2. Alternative schools

3. Small schools

4. K-2 schools

School-level Individualized Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)

The Annual School Performance Rating System is based on augmented benchmark scores for
grades 3-8, End-of-Course Algebra, End-of-Course Geometry, and Grade 11 Literacy Exams.
School ratings include two categories: gains or improvement (changes in student
performance across two adjacent years) and status (student performance from one year).

https://adedata.arkansas.gov/arc/

AB 484 (2013) modified so that beginning with the 2015-16 API cycle:
State assessment results may only constitute 60% of a high school’s API

40% must be from other indicators such as career and college readiness, graduation data,
etc.
Academic Performance Index (API)



http://www.ecs.org/

Details continue to evolve.

The Academic Performance Index (API) is a score on a scale of 200 to 1,000 that annually
measures the academic performance and progress of individual schools in California. The ste
has set 800 as the API score that schools should strive to meet.

Colorado Growth Model is both

o Astatistical model to calculate each student’'s progress on state assessments.
e Atool for displaying student, school, and district results to educators and to the public.

School performance index with weighted indices

Growth model

Classification system based on student proficiency and growth to provide each school with a school
index score (covering all

students), and a subgroup index scores for all subgroups for which the school is accountable. Index
scores identify high-performing, high-progress, and struggling schools on an annual basis.

Revised 2014, effective 2014-15 school year. Details coming.

Star Ratings beginning 2013-2014
College and Career Ready Performance Index Score

None specified

100-point scale

Under the Five-Star System, schools with grades K-8 are measured based on the following
factors:

e Academic growth: how much progress did students make over the past school year.

e Academic proficiency: how many students have reached grade-level or higher in each
subject area on the ISAT.

e Participation: Schools must demonstrate that at least 95 percent of students in the
schools were tested.

Under the Five-Star System, schools with a grade 12 are measured based on the following
factors:

e Academic Growth: The state measures how much progress students made over the past
school year.

e Academic Proficiency: The state measures how many students have reached grade-level
or higher in each subject area on the ISAT.

e Postsecondary and Career Readiness Metrics: The state measures a school’s graduation
rate, the number of students enrolled in and successfully completing advanced courses,
and student scores on college entrance exams, such as the SAT, ACT, ACCUPLACER or
COMPASS. The state currently pays for all students to take the SAT or ACCUPLACER.

e Participation: Schools must demonstrate that at least 95 percent of students in the



schools were tested.

After calculating these measures, each school receives a Star Rating.

None specified

100-point scale index

None specified

None specified

KENTUCKY’S PUBLIC SCHOOL/DISTRICT UNBRIDLED LEARNING: COLLEGE/CAREER-READY FOR ALL ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL

AREAS OF MEASUREMENT
OVERALL SCORE CATEQORIES
i scale of 0-100
Achievement / ( ) Distinguished (90th Percentile and Above)
Gap Closing Proficient (70th Percentile)
individed Suxdent Growth Needs Improvement (Below 70th Percentile)
College/Career Readiness RANKING BY PERCENTILE e Considered Progl:ess_lng_ﬁ meet
% annual AMO beginning in Year 2
Graduation Rate

o Elementary schools: 100 percent of the school grade is based on student achievement or
annual assessments in English language arts, math, science, and social studies.

¢ Middle schools: 95 percent of the school grade is based on student achievement on annu
assessments with the final 5 percent based on credits earned through the end of student
9th grade year.

e High schools: Half of the school grade is based on student achievement (25 percent on t
ACT and 25 percent on End-of-Course assessments). Half of the school grade is based on
graduation (25 percent on the graduation index, which rewards achievements like
Advanced Placement and International Baccalaureate exam credit, and 25 percent on th
cohort graduation rate).

None specified

School Progress Index

Progress and Performance Index (PPI)

Points assigned as Above Target, On Target, Improved Below Target, No Change or Declined
across 4 core indicators

Above Target (100 points)

On Target (75 points)

Improved Below Target (50 points)
No Change (25 points)

Declined (0)

Based on target areas:
In general, meeting a target will yield 2 pts or the full point value.
Meeting a target through safe harbor or improvement will yield 1 point or half the point




value (NOT true for Ed Evals and Compliance Factors targets)
Not meeting a target will yield O points.

Determine the school’s % points received and apply it to the color scale:
Green: pts >85%

Light Green: 70%-85%

Yellow:: 60%-70%

Orange: 50%-60%

Red: pts<50%

http://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-22709_25058---,00.html

Minnesota

Multiple Measurements Rating (MMR)
Uses four ratings, weighted equally, to measure school performance:

* Proficiency - Schools earn points in the MMR by meeting AYP proficiency
goals in individual student subgroups. The percentage of subgroups that mak
AYP determines the percentage of points a school receives.

» Growth - Students are measured by their current performance on the
Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments (MCAs) as relative to their
performance in the most recent year they took the test. Each student receives
growth score, and schools get a growth score based on the average growth o
all students in the school.

* Achievement Gap Reduction - Schools are measured based on how the
growth of their students from the seven lower-performing subgroups (Black,
Hispanic, Asian, American Indian, English Learners, free and reduced lunch,
and special education students) compares to the statewide average growth of
higher-performing subgroups. Schools earn MMR points based on their ability
to reduce the achievement gap. This measurement answers the question, “Is
the growth of my lower-performing students such that it is reducing the
achievement gap?”

» Graduation rate - Schools earn points through the same methodology as
proficiency: by the percentage of the subgroups that reach the AYP target for
graduation rates. Minnesota is using a new, federally-mandated, cohort-
adjusted graduation rate calculation methodology.

In summary, the MMR is generated by dividing the total number of points earned by the total
number of points possible. The percentage of possible points that each school earns will
generate a Multiple Measurements Rating (MMR).

Source: http://education.state.mn.us/MDE/SchSup/ESEA/FedAcc/005949

Mississippi

Annual Performance Report Score

Once the scores for Academic Achievement, Subgroup Achievement, College and Career or
High School Readiness, Attendance Rate and Graduation Rate have been generated, they al
combined into a single score. The APR score is used to differentiate among LEA performance
and to make classification determinations of accreditation, Accredited with Distinction,
Accredited, Provisional and Unaccredited.

Missouri

Annual Performance Report Score (APR)


http://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-22709_25058---,00.html
http://education.state.mn.us/MDE/SchSup/ESEA/FedAcc/005949

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New
Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

Total points earned is divided by the total points possible for the school or LEA then
multiplied by 100 to determine the percent of points earned rounded to the tenth. The tot:
percent of points possible earned is then used at the district level to determine a district’s
accreditation status. The accreditation status of three (3) consecutive APRs is then used to
inform district classification recommendations to the State Board of Education.

None specified (except for determining AYP)

Status scores- Status is calculated by determining the average of all the students’ scale
scores. For example in reading for grades 3-5, all the students’ scale scores for reading will b
added together and divided by the number of students.

Improvement Scores- Improvement is calculated as the average scale score for all student
in a group (i.e. third grade) one year compared to average scale score of the students in th
same group (i.e. third grade) the next year. For example, all scores for students in grade 3
are averaged. The second year the scores are averaged for all students in grades 3. The
difference in the two averages is the improvement. The two groups contain different
individuals.

Growth Scores- Growth is a calculation in which the scale scores of the same individual
students are matched—and the differences found. For example, student A takes the reading
test in grade 3. He earns a 135 scale score. In grade 4 the same student takes the 4th grade
reading test and earns a 140 scale score. His scale score from grade 3 is subtracted from th
scale score for grade 4; the difference of 5 points is the growth. The differences in scale
scores are averaged for all students in the group. For growth to be included for a student,
the student must be in the same school district both years of the NeSA testing.

Index

The Nevada School Performance Framework or NSPF produces an index score based on 100
points for each of Nevada's public schools. The basis was determined using the performance
of Nevada schools from the 2010-2011 school year. These thresholds determine leveled
criteria that are rooted in the relative performance of Nevada schools. All of the indicators
in the NSFP are measured against established criteria which define 5 levels. The maximum
points possible for each indicator are determined by schools that perform at the 95th
percentile of schools in that index. In this way, the NSPF sets high but attainable goals for ¢
of Nevada's schools. The indicator levels and associated points can be found on the tables i
the full text field.

None specified

Calculation of Annual Progress Targets, which are indicators to measure schools’ progress toward
meeting the State proficiency benchmark of 90%

Schools are grouped into categories that have similar proportions of English language learne
(ELL), students with disabilities (SWD), ethnicities, economically disadvantaged (ED), and
mobile students. Different schools are in each category set. A composite score incorporates
all categories into a general measure of at-risk students. Higher ranking schools had more
points in that indicator.

Scaled scores (SS) range from 0 to 80, and 40 is the threshold for proficiency (on grade

level). For a more detailed history see the NMPED website:
http://www.ped.state.nm.us/AssessmentAccountability/AcademicGrowth/NMSBA.html

Proficiency and growth



0-point grading system with each school being designated as an A, B, C, D, or F

and

potential inclusion of SAS’s Education Value-Added Assessment System (EVAAS) for measurin
school growth.

None specified (except for determining AYP)

Performance Index
Performance Indicators

1. Fifty percent (50%) on whole school performance, as measured by allocating one point for each
student who scores proficient or advanced on the criterion-referenced tests and end-of-instruction
tests and alternative test scores divided by the number of students taking the tests;

2. Twenty-five percent (25%) on whole school growth, as measured by allocating one point for each
student who improves proficiency levels or improves substantially within a proficiency level on
criterion-referenced tests and end-of-instruction tests divided by the number of students taking the
tests; and

3. Twenty-five percent (25%) on growth in the bottom quartile of students, as measured by allocating
one point for each student in the bottom quartile who improves proficiency levels or improves
substantially within a proficiency level on criterion-referenced tests and end-of-instruction tests divide
by the number of students taking the tests.

Growth model. Oregon’s approved ESEA waiver application shifts the emphasis to whether schools
are helping individual students improve performance from one year to the next, and whether each
student is on a trajectory towards eventual college and career readiness.

Sources: http://www.ode.state.or.us/superintendent/priorities/oregon-esea-flexibility-
approved_exec-summary.docx
http://www.ode.state.or.us/wma/policy/accountability/growth/student-growth-percentile
faq.pdf

Growth model

Composite Index Score (CIS)

Index - Absolute Ratings
Index - Growth

South Carolina uses a separate system for schools enrolling students in only grade two or
below. See full text field for more details.

Index

Accountability system is based on a 100-point index, called the School Performance Index, «
SPI. The SPI consists of key indicators to measure a school’s performance. A numeric value i
assigned to each of the indicators. These values are added to create a total SPI score out of
100 points.

Two distinct indexes are used: 1) one for elementary/middle school accountability, and 2)
one for high school accountability. Portions of the indexes will be phased in, with full
implementation in the 2014-15 school year.

Two metrics--effective teachers and principals and school climate--will take effect with the


http://www.ode.state.or.us/wma/policy/accountability/growth/student-growth-percentiles-faq.pdf

2014-15 school year.

Tennessee Value Added Assessment System
Grade Scale

Index
(Performance index framework considers four areas (including student groups that are part oi
that index))

A, 100% - 80%;

B, 79% - 70%;

C, 69% - 60%;

D, 59% - 50%; and
F, 49% or less.

When 85% of schools receive an A or B, the State Board of Education is to increase the
endpoints of the ranges by five percentage points, except the lower endpoint of the A rang:
may not be greater than 90%.

The board is to lower a school’s grade by one letter grade if: (a) student participation in a
statewide assessment is fewer than 95%; or (b) the participation of nonproficient students
determined by prior year test scores is fewer than 95%.



Figure 1. Structure for Elementary and Middle Schools

Overall School
Grade
600 Total Points
|
| |
Growth
Achievement
300 total 300 total points
points
||
| |
Below
All Students Proficient Percent at or
Students above proficient
200 total points 300 points
100 total points
Figure 2. Structure for High Schools
Overall School
Grade
600 total points
| |
Growth Achievement
300 total points 300total points
| | | |
| || || H
I3
Below Proficient Percent at or
All students Students above proficient Graduation rate
200 total points 100 total points 150 points 150 PO‘E;S (HS
on

None specified

Annual accountability ratings are based on achievement during the previous academic year o
combined achievement from the three most recent years. School accreditation and federal
accountability ratings for a specific school year are based on student achievement on tests
taken during the previous academic year.

Source: report cards https://p1pe.doe.virginia.gov/reportcard/report.do?
division=All&schoolName=1548

http://www.doe.virginia.gov/statistics_reports/school_report card/accountability_guide.p

Index

100-point index

Index



https://p1pe.doe.virginia.gov/reportcard/report.do?division=All&schoolName=1548
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/statistics_reports/school_report_card/accountability_guide.pdf

Index

None evident

Weighted average of numerical equivalents using a combination of indicators appropriate fc
each level. Extra credit for increasing percentage of students performing at proficient and
advanced levels by at least 5 percentage points compared to previous year.

None evident except Adequate Yearly Progress status

None evident
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School Accountability “Report Cards”
Formulas Used to Calculate Performance - Full Text

December 2013

Formula full text

None evident

Based on all students group

Average of % proficient on three tests

Reading

Writing

Math

Weighted 35% for grades K-8, 20% for grades 9-12

All students tested are included, not just “full academic year” students
Growth and proficiency index (capped at 100 points earned)

All students group and 4 primary subgroups:

AK Native/Am Indian

Economically disadvantaged

Students with disabilities

English learners (LEP students)

Subgroups included if 5 or more students test in that subgroup

Each subgroup included weighted 10% of progress score; all students group receiving re
Progress indicator weighted at 35% for all grades

For schools that have 25 or fewer students in the cohort (the denominator of the fraction u
graduation indicator based on aggregated graduation rate data for up to three consecutive
(denominator of the fraction) is larger than 25. For schools that have insufficient data to m
over three consecutive years, and the cohort for the current year is two or fewer, the schoc
rate for four consecutive years, including the current year, demonstrates progress of at lea:
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Participation Rate

- SBAs weighted at 5% for all grades
- WorkKeys weighted at 2% for 11" graders who take test

Participation Rate Points
95-100 100
90-94 50
0-89 0

Indicators for Elementary/Middle Grades K-8

| Category Weightingin |
Overall Score
Academic Achievement - % of all students proficient or above 35%

(average of % proficient on reading, writing and math SBAs)

School Progress — growth and proficiency index score for all 35%
| students group and for each primary subgroup (AN/AI,
economically disadvantaged, SWDs, and LEPs)

Attendance Rate (all students 25%
Participation Ratein SBAs (all students) 5%
Total 100%




College & Career Ready Indicator

- Points earned for each certificate/score level as shown — ACT & SAT
scores levels align with APS scholarship levels

- # students tested (current 12" graders tested in either 11*" and/or 12t
grades) in any WorkKeys, ACT, or SAT assessment

- % calculated based on total number of points earned divided by
number of students tested

WorkKeys Certificate | ACT Score SAT Score Points
Gold orPlatinum 25 1680 100
Silver 23 1560 95
Bronze 21 1450 80

Indicators for High School Grades 9-12

Category Weightingin
Overall Score

Academic Achievement - % of all students proficient or 20%

above (average of % proficient on reading, writing and math

SBAs)

School Progress — growth and proficiency index score for all 35%

students group and for each primary subgroup (AN/AI,
economically disadvantaged, SWDs, and LEPs)

Attendance Rate (all students 10%
Participation Ratein SBAs (all students) 5%
Graduation rate (cohort of all students) 20%
WorkKeys certificate rate (11* graders) 8%
WorkKeys participation rate (11t graders) 2%

Total 100%




Comparison of Stars and AYP

# Schoolsin each category comparedto AYP levels
AYP levels

Proposed ASPI
Star Rating 1

3

1 star| 5| 3| 6| 5
2 stars| 2I 7| 3 5
3 starsl 63 39| 10| 13
4 starsl 81 30 18| 17

Sstarsy. 52 4 of 1

5|
30
29)
6]
17]

1

O & oo jon Iro 1ds 00 0

Source: http://education.alaska.gov/akaccountability/esea/ak_waiver_principle2.pptx

State statute mandates that half of the letter grade determinations for schools and LEAs shou
consists of the relative growth of all pupils enrolled at the school or LEA and the relative grow
measurement enrolled at the school or LEA.

In order to comply with statute and offer more sensitive measures of school accountability, AL
1. Traditional schools

2. Alternative schools

3. Small schools

4. K-2 schools




2013 Traditional Model

Growth Score
50%

Composite Score
50%

AIMS & AIMS A

* Percent ELL students
redassfied

» Graduationrate*

* Dropout rate*
* FFB Reductior™*

(B ottomn 25%)

* mighschool only
** K2 Onk

(Growth Score + Composite Score = Total Points)
(100 points possible + 100 points possible + 3 + 3 +3 = 200+ points possible)

Figure 1. Components of the Traditional Model

Full academic year = FAY

The table below describes the grade-level and FAY requirements for each component of the A-F Letter
Grade Accountability System.

Table 1. Accountability Data Inclusion

Component FAY Grades
Growth All Students v 3-8,10
Growth Bottom 25 v 3-8,10
AIMS A Perceni I’cssmg v ALL
ELL reclassification v ALL
ELL 95% tested ALL
[ ELL n-count ALL
Graduation rate 12
Dropout rate 9-12
Falls Far Below reduction v 3or8
Alternative schools 3-year pooled SGP 222 3-8,10
Alternative schools AIMS unprovement ALL
Percent tested 3-8,10
Stanford 10 On-target v 2
Stanford 10 Percent passing v 2

The following equation describes the method used to determine the percentage of students te
the K-2 model utilize the grade two Stanford 10 in assessing the percentage of students teste
than K-2 only, the percentage of students tested is based on grade 3 through grade 8 and gre
held accountable for testing all students enrolled in grades 6, 7, 8, and all students enrolled ir
their second year of high school). The majority of the students in the tested high school cohor
tested high school cohort for fiscal year 2013.

Percent Tested = .50 (Number of students tested in Reading + Number of students tested in |
date + Number of students enrolled on Mathematics test date)




Arkansas

In addition to the 95% tested rule, federal mandates require that no more than 1% of an LEA'

state’s alternative assessment for students with significant cognitive disabilities. If AIMS A dat
statewide assessment and there is no approved waiver of the 1% cap for the LEA, the perforr

Point Scale

All schools and LEAs, with the exception of alternative schools and LEAs consisting of only al
point bands below. The total points earned by a school or LEA were compared to the classific

A-F Letter Grade Point Scale
A 140 — 200

B 120 - 139

C 100 - 119

DO0-99

Schools under the Alternative Model used a distribution-based letter grading scale.
More...see link.

http://www.azed.gov/research-evaluation/files/2013/11/2013-a-f-technical-manual. pdf

Individualized Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) set for each school, district, and the st
2010 graduation rate data was used to set graduation rate AMOs. AMOs are yearly targets tf
the state will be held accountable for a 50 percent reduction in the proficiency or growth g
the percentage of students not scoring proficient. Growth measures whether or not a stude
by grade 8. The growth gap is the percentage of students who met growth subtracted from
graduation rate and one hundred.

To increase the number of schools accountable for students at risk, the Targeted Achieveme
all of the following subgroups: economically disadvantaged, English Learners (EL), and Stud
was not determined by the scores of student groups with less than 40 students. Under Flexi
groups with as few as 25 students.

Under Flexibility, every Arkansas school has been identified as one of the following: Achievi
Improvement Priority. A description of each classification is stated below:

To be classified as Achieving, the school and district are accountable for meeting performar
the TAGG. In addition, they must test at least 95 percent of their students. High schools mt

An Exemplary school based on performance is ranked in the top of its range and the scores
for grades 6-8 and 9-12. Exemplary performance used test results to calculate a three-year
combined for 2009 through 2011. A school can also be identified as Exemplary based on higl
determined by comparing the three-year weighted average percent proficient for 2008 thre
through 2011.

A Needs Improvement school tests less than 95 percent of its students or has proficiency an
rates less than the AMOs for All Students or TAGG.

Needs Improvement Focus schools include ten percent of Title | schools with the largest act
with the same achievement gaps as the selected Title | schools are also included in the Nee
based on 2009 through 2011 data.

Priority schools include five percent of the lowest performing Title | schools based on 2009
performance are also included in the Needs Improvement Priority group.

If a school meets its AMOs for two consecutive years and follows its improvement plans, it &
Improvement Priority school status.

Flexibility is in place through the 2012-13 and 2013-14 school years unless ESEA is reauthori


http://www.azed.gov/research-evaluation/files/2013/11/2013-a-f-technical-manual.pdf

California

AB 484 (2013) modified so that beginning with the 2015-16 API cycle:
State assessment results may only constitute 60% of a high school’s API

40% must be from other indicators such as career and college readiness, graduation data, e
Academic Performance Index (API)

Details continue to evolve.

2.02(A) Student Longitudinal Academic Growth.
2.02(A)(1)
2.02(A)(2)

Student longitudinal academic growth shall be calculated based on the percentage of all stt
longitudinal academic growth, Move-Up Growth and Statewide Median Growth, as well as tt
Schools or the Institute’s Public Schools.

The Department shall calculate adequate longitudinal academic growth in such a way that i
student who scored at Unsatisfactory or Partially Proficient Achievement Level on the State
academic growth necessary to score at the Proficient Achievement Level within three years
a student who scored at the Proficient or Advanced2.02(A)(3)

Achievement Level on the Statewide Assessments in the previous academic year, which is tt
Achievement Level or higher for the succeeding three years or until the tenth grade, which

The Department shall calculate Move-Up Growth in such a way that it means, for a student
Assessments, the amount of academic growth the student must attain to score at the Advar
tenth grade, whichever is sooner.

2.02(B) Student Achievement on the Statewide Assessments.
2.02(B)(1)
2.02(B)(2)

Student achievement on the Statewide Assessments shall be calculated based on the percer
at each of the Achievement Levels included in the Statewide Assessments.

For purposes of calculating student achievement on the Statewide Assessments, the Depart
state, the student’s Achievement Level in the subjects included in the Statewide Assessmer
Statewide Assessments.

2.02(C) Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness.

2.02(C)(1) Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness shall be calculated based on the followir
2.02(C)(1)(a)

2.02(C)(1)(b)

2.02(C)(1)(c)

either: (i) the overall percentages of students enrolled in the eleventh grade in the public |
standardized, curriculum- based, achievement, college entrance examination administered
Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness Assessment, as described in § 22-7-1003(16), C.R.S.
included in the public high schools statewide who score at each Achievement Level on the |
public high schools;



Colorado

the statewide student dropout rate and the statewide student graduation rate, as defined t
student dropout and graduation rates, the Commissioner, to the extent practicable, shall er
re-engaging students and ensuring that all students successfully graduate; and

beginning with the 2011-12 school year or as soon as practicable, the overall percentage of
receive diplomas that are endorsed for Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness, as describe

received diplomas that are endorsed for exemplary demonstration of Postsecondary and Wc
2.02(D) Progress Made on Closing the Achievement and Growth Gaps.

2.02(D)(1) Progress made on closing the achievement and growth gaps shall be calculated b
2.02(D)(2)

To calculate progress made on closing the achievement and growth gaps, the Department st
across Student Groups to determine progress made by the Public Schools of the state in inci
academic achievement, Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness, and graduation rate, and i
Student Groups who are underperforming in comparison to other groups.

Source: http://www.cde.state.co.us/sites/default/files/documents/accountability/downlo

9.02 (A)Student Longitudinal Academic Growth. Student longitudinal academic growth she

9.02 (A) (1) the percentage of all students enrolled in the Public School who attain adequat
(A) (2) of these rules;
9.02 (A) (2) the percentage of all students enrolled in the Public School who attain Move-ug

9.02 (A) (3) the percentage of all students enrolled in the Public School who attain Statewic
9.02 (A) (4) the Median Student Growth among students enrolled in the Public School.
9.02 (B)Student Achievement on the Statewide Assessments.

Student achievement on the Statewide Assessments shall be calculated based on the percer
the Achievement Levels included in the Statewide Assessments, as calculated pursuant to s

9.02(C) Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness.
Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness shall be calculated for each public high school base
9.02(C)(1)

the overall percentages of students enrolled in the eleventh grade in the Public School who
achievement, college entrance examination administered as a Statewide Assessment or the
the Public School who score at each Achievement Level on the Postsecondary and Workforc:

9.02(C)(3)

beginning with the 2011-12 school year and for each school year thereafter, the overall per:
diplomas that are endorsed for Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness as described in § 22
endorsed for exemplary demonstration of postsecondary or workforce readiness as describe

the Public School’s dropout rate and graduation rate, as calculated pursuant to section 13.(
9.02(D) Progress made on closing the achievement and growth gaps.

9.02(D)(1) Progress made on closing the achievement and growth gaps shall be calculated b



9.02(D)(2) The Department shall compare the percentages and the assessment Achievement
School in increasing over time each Student Group’s longitudinal academic growth, academ

9.02(D)(1)(a) the percentage of students enrolled in the Public School who attain adequate
of these rules;
9.02(D)(1)(b) the percentage of students enrolled in the Public School who attain Move-up (

9.02(D)(1)(c) the percentage of students enrolled in the Public School who attain statewide

9.02(D)(1)(d) the Median Student Growth attained by students enrolled in the Public School
9.02(D)(1)(e) for a public high school, the percentage of students enrolled in the Public Sch
each of the subjects included in the Statewide Assessments; and

9.02(D)(1)(f) for a public high school, the overall percentage of students enrolled in the ele
the standardized, curriculum-based achievement college entrance examination or the percs
public high schools who score at each Achievement Level on the Postsecondary and Workfor
overall percentages of students graduating from the Public School who receive a diploma tfr
endorsement for exemplary demonstration of Postsecondary and Workforce Readiness; and
pursuant to section 13.00 of these rules.

Source: http://www.cde.state.co.us/sites/default/files/documents/accountability/downlo

In terms of Colorado Growth Model, a student growth percentile of 60 indicates the student
how that recent test score compares to all the other test scores. Even students with test sc

The Adequate Growth calculation combines Catch Up and Keep Up student data into a sing
Keep Up students it uses their Keep Up number.

A student needing to Catch Up had a previous year score in that content area that was belo
probably get this student scoring at the proficient level in the near future: his or her Catch
score in that content area that was above the minimum required for a Proficient rating; the
this student scoring at the proficient level in the near future: his or her Keep Up number. C
taking the median (a kind of average) gives us the amount of growth that these students on

http://www.schoolview.org/GMFAQ.asp#Q29

Connecticut

Sec. 18. Section 10-223e of the 2012 supplement to the general statutes is repealed and the followir
(a)_As used in this section:

(1)_"School performance index" means the weighted sum of the subject performance indices for matt
(2) "School subject performance index for mathematics" means the sum of the school mastery test d
(A)_The percentage of students scoring_below basic, (B)_the percentage of students scoring_at basic,
students scoring_at goal,_ and (E)_the percentage of students scoring_at advanced, except that the St:
formula at grade levels other than elementary grade levels.

(3)_"School subject performance index for reading” means the sum of the school mastery test data of
percentage of students scoring_below basic, (B) the percentage of students scoring_at basic, (C)_the
scoring_at goal, and (E) the percentage of students scoring at advanced, except that the State Board
grade levels other than elementary grade levels.

(4)_"School subject performance index for writing" means the sum of the school mastery test data of
percentage of students scoring below basic, (B) the percentage of students scoring_at basic, (C)_the
scoring_at goal, and (E) the percentage of students scoring at advanced, except that the State Board
grade levels other than elementary grade levels.

(5)"School subject performance index for science" means the sum of the school mastery test data o
percentage of students scoring_below basic, (B) the percentage of students scoring_at basic, (C)_the
scoring_at goal, and (E) the percentage of students scoring at advanced, except that the State Board
grade levels other than elementary grade levels.

(6)_"Category five schools" means schools with the lowest performance as indicated by factors set fo




pursuant to subsection (b) of this section, that may include, but are not limited to, the school perform
achievement as measured by standardized assessments, and high school graduation and dropout re
(7) "Category four schools" means schools with the lowest performance other than category five sch
and support plan, prepared pursuant to subsection (b) of this section, that may include, but are not lii
time,_growth in student achievement as measured by standardized assessments, and high school gr.
students.

(8)"Category three schools" means schools with higher performance than category four and five sch
factors set forth in the state-wide performance management and support plan, prepared pursuant to
performance index, change in school performance index over time, growth in student achievement a
dropout rates for the entire student population and for subgroups of students.

(9) "Category two schools" means schools that have higher performance than category three, categc
schools as indicated by factors set forth in the state-wide performance management and support pla
not limited to, the school performance index, change in school performance index over time, growth |
school graduation and dropout rates for the entire student population and for subgroups of students.
(10) "Category one schools" means schools that have the highest performance as indicated by facto
prepared pursuant to subsection (b)_of this section, that may include, but are not limited to, the schoc
student achievement as measured by standardized assessments, and high school graduation and dr
(11)"Focus schools" means schools that have a low performing_subgroup of students using_measure
subgroups over time,_including_any period of time prior to July 1, 2014.

Delaware

Delaware revisited the achievement standards in reading, writing and math for students in gre
the achievement levels that were set in 1999 and adjusted some of the performance cuts duri
and adjusted at grades 3, 5, 8, and 10 in reading, writing and math, Delaware educators set fi
4,6, 7, and 9. The State Board of Education adopted these performance cut scores in the fall
reading and math at grade 2. The grade 2 assessments have fewer items; therefore three lev

Performance below proficiency has been divided into two subcategories to better demonstrats
“Well Below” category, performance level 1, the performance cut score for the subcategory at
determined to be at the scale score point where the cumulative percentage of students scorin
“Below the Standard” category, performance level 2, the subcategory was set by dividing the :
The levels at or above proficiency, performance levels 3 through 5, are collapsed into one cat
used in traditional model including status or safe harbor. Cut scores for reading and math hav

For further details, see: Delaware's approved growth model - http://www.doe.k12.de.us/aak
110906.pdf

District of

Table 2.B.ii. Calculating Index Scores: Methodology

Columbia Score Description Sample Calculation
School Index | The school index score is a weighted average of the (sum of all index scores for all
Score value-table points assigned in reading and mathematics | students that are Full Academic
combined. This index identifies priority, reward, Year/ number of FAY scores for
developing and rising schools. tested grades and subjects =
school index score)
Subgroup To identify focus schools, individual index scores for (sum of subgroup subject index
Index Scores students within a subgroup, and for each subject, are scores for all students that are
averaged together to produce subgroup subject index Full Academic Year (FAY)) and
scores. belong to subgroup / number of
FAY individual index scores that
belong to subgroup =subgroup
subject index score)
Source: http://osse.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/osse/release_content/attachment:
Florid This section has been revised by S.B. 1642 (2014) but not yet updated here.
oriaa

(3) DESIGNATION OF SCHOOL GRADES.—
(a) Each school that has students who are tested and included in the school grading system shall r


http://www.doe.k12.de.us/aab/accountability/Accountability_Files/DE_Approved-Growth-Model-110906.pdf
http://osse.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/osse/release_content/attachments/11_July_2012_DC_ESEA_Flexibility_Request_Name.pdf

1. Aschool shall not receive a school grade if the number of its students tested and included in the
on accepted professional practice, for statistical reliability and prevention of the unlawful release of p
2. An alternative school may choose to receive a school grade under this section or a school impro
of an alternative school pursuant to State Board of Education rule, the decision to receive a s
3. Aschool that serves any combination of students in kindergarten through grade 3 which does nc
school grading system shall receive the school grade designation of a K-3 feeder pattern school ider
feeder pattern exists if at least 60 percent of the students in the school serving a combination of stud
school.

(b)1. Aschool’s grade shall be based on a combination of:

a. Student achievement scores, including achievement on all FCAT assessments administered und
s. 1008.22(3)(c)2.a., and achievement scores for students seeking a special diploma.

b. Student learning gains in reading and mathematics as measured by FCAT and end-of-course as
students seeking a special diploma, as measured by an alternate assessment tool, shall be ir
c. Improvement of the lowest 25th percentile of students in the school in reading and mathematics
unless these students are exhibiting satisfactory performance.

2. Beginning with the 2009-2010 school year for schools comprised of high school grades 9, 10, 11
on a combination of the factors listed in sub-subparagraphs 1.a.-c. and the remaining 50 percent on-
a. The high school graduation rate of the school,;

b. As valid data becomes available, the performance and participation of the school’s students in C
dual enrollment courses, and Advanced International Certificate of Education courses; and the stude
Certification Funding List, pursuant to rules adopted by the State Board of Education;

c. Postsecondary readiness of the school’s students as measured by the SAT, ACT, or the commor
d. The high school graduation rate of at-risk students who scored at Level 2 or lower on the grade ¢

e. As valid data becomes available, the performance of the school’s students on statewide standar:

c.; and

f. The growth or decline in the components listed in sub-subparagraphs a.-e. from year to year.

(c) Student assessment data used in determining school grades shall include:
1. The aggregate scores of all eligible students enrolled in the school who have been asses:
courses required for high school graduation, including, beginning with the 2010-2011 school y
2012 school year, the end-of-course assessments in geometry and Biology; and beginning wi
assessment in civics education at the middle school level.
2. The aggregate scores of all eligible students enrolled in the school who have been asses:
(c)2.a., and who have scored at or in the lowest 25th percentile of students in the scho
satisfactory performance.
3. The achievement scores and learning gains of eligible students attending alternative schc
to s. 1003.53. The term “eligible students” in this subparagraph does not include studen
policies for expulsion for repeated or serious offenses, who are in dropout retrieval prog
who are in programs operated or contracted by the Department of Juvenile Justice. Th
subparagraph shall be included in the calculation of the home school’s grade. As used
which the student would be assigned if the student were not assigned to an alternative
student performance data for eligible students identified in this subparagraph shall not |
calculation of the alternative school’s grade. A school district that fails to assign the FC,
scores of each of its students to his or her home school or to the alternative school tt
for 1 fiscal year. School districts must require collaboration between the home schoo
collaboration must include an annual discussion between the principal of the alternal
the most appropriate school assighment of the student.

4. For schools comprised of high school grades 9, 10, 11, and 12, or grades 10, 11, and 12, the dat

Education determines such data are valid and available:
a. The high school graduation rate of the school as calculated by the Department of Educati
b. The participation rate of all eligible students enrolled in the school and enrolled in College
enrollment courses; Advanced International Certificate of Education courses; and courses or ¢
Industry Certification Funding List, pursuant to rules adopted by the State Board of Education
c. The aggregate scores of all eligible students enrolled in the school in College Board Adva
International Certificate of Education courses;
d. Earning of college credit by all eligible students enrolled in the school in dual enroliment ¢
e. Earning of a national industry certification identified in the Industry Certification Funding L
f. The aggregate scores of all eligible students enrolled in the school in reading, mathematic
placement test for postsecondary readiness;
g. The high school graduation rate of all eligible at-risk students enrolled in the school who s


http://archive.flsenate.gov/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=1000-1099/1008/Sections/1008.22.html
http://archive.flsenate.gov/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=1000-1099/1003/Sections/1003.53.html

examinations;

h. The performance of the school’s students on statewide standardized end-of-course asses
i. The growth or decline in the data components listed in sub-subparagraphs a.-h. from year
The State Board of Education shall adopt appropriate criteria for each school grade. The crite
designated with a grade of “C,” making satisfactory progress, shall be required to demonstrate
lowest 25th percentile in reading and mathematics on the FCAT and end-of-course assessme
satisfactory performance. Beginning with the 2009-2010 school year for schools compr
criteria for school grades must also give added weight to the graduation rate of all eligit
2010 school year, in order for a high school to be designated as having a grade of “A,”
students, as defined in this paragraph, in the school are making adequate progress.
(4) SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT RATINGS.—The annual report shall identify each school’s performa
improvement rating shall be based on a comparison of the current year’s and previous year’s studen
eligible for school recognition awards pursuant to s.1008.36.

Source: http://archive.flsenate.gov/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Searc

Greatest Gain in Percentage of Students Meeting and Exceeding Standards

Georgia or
Highest Percentage of Students Meeting and Exceeding Standards
The Performance Index recognizes schools with the greatest gains and schools with the high:
* Includes Full Academic Year (FAY) student assessment results.
* Utilizes scores from grades 1-8 for all 5 CRCT subjects (reading, English language arts, mai
» Utilizes scores from 4 GHSGT subjects (English, math, science, social studies) from grade *
The state has a data system with a unique student identifier that allows for assessment data t
The proposed growth model assigns points based on the combination of a student’s performe
Appendix I). The calculations for the content areas of reading and math are done separately.
the NCLB stakeholder group. The model values individual student growth from one year to th
accountability system. This is realized by not misclassifying schools or districts that are indee
proficient and then maintaining proficiency.

Hawaii None specified

Idah 100-point scale. All of the measures are rolled into a cumulative measure.

ano For More details: http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/assessment/docs/Star%20Rating%20Busine
Winois None specified
Indiana Accountability System Review Panel's recommendations (October 2013):

V. SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS

The Panel recommends the following interdependent components for the Indiana school accountabil
(1) The grading scale for the A - F system, currently a 4-point scale, will be changed to a 100-point s:
2) The accountability system model will have different frameworks for grades 1-8 and grades 9-12.
3) The accountability system will have two domains: performance and growth.

4) The model will allow for changes in assessments, including any new assessments that may be se
5) As required under IC 20-31-8-1, the performance of a school's students on the ISTEP program te
approved by the State Board are the primary and majority means of assessing a school's improveme
(6) The model will include the data points to measure reading growth and performance in grades 1-1
(7) The model will measure CCR indicators in both domains of performance and growth.

(8) The CCR indicators will include the PSAT as a data point.
(
(

(
(
(
(

9) The model will measure targeted growth.
10) The targeted growth for each student will be determined annually.


http://archive.flsenate.gov/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=1000-1099/1008/Sections/1008.36.html
http://archive.flsenate.gov/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=1000-1099/1008/Sections/1008.34.html
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/assessment/docs/Star%20Rating%20Business%20Rules%20Spring%202013_FINAL.pdf

(11) The model will measure categorical growth improvement.

(12) The model will allow targeted growth to be measured for high school when data becon
assessments that enable the development of a vertical scale.

(13) The model will use improvement rates as data points for growth in the 10th to 12th grz
(14) The model will retain the CCR goal at 25% student attainment (the current level) and t
an increase in the significance of the CCR goal.

(15) The model will use a categorical improvement indicator for the super subgroups in the
(16) Title | category descriptors will be aligned with the model by identifying terms that ali
makes no recommendation concerning what the terms should be.

(17) The model will be developed to have vertical scale alignment with assessments in grad
(18) The model will expand to at least 5 performance categories that are delineated within th
http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/news/asrpgb1-rp.pdf

None specified

None specified

Process

Individual student data collected from the assessments and rates listed in the chart above are used to generate
a numeric value for each category of Next-Generation Learners — Achievement, Gap, Growth, College/Career
Readiness and Graduation Rate. The value for each category is weighted to create a final overall score for
Next-Generation Learners. The following table illustrates the weights.

Grade Achievement | Gap | Growth College/Career | Graduation | Total

Range Readiness Rate
Elementary 30 30 40 100
Middle 28 28 28 16 100

| High 20 20 20 20 20 100

A staqdard setting process will establish the cut scores to classify a school or district as Distinguished,
Plroﬁc';uent or Needs Improvement. Cut scores are the numeric values where schools or districts enter or exit the
classifications.

Achievement Calculation: For each content area, one point is awarded for each percent of students scoring
proficient or distinguished. One-half point is awarded for each percent of students scoring apprentice. No
points are awarded for novice students.

KBE directed that a bonus for distinguished be added that does not mask or overcompensate for novice
performance. To calculate the bonus, each percent distinguished earns an additional one-half point, and the
percent novice eams a negative one-half point, so that when the distinguished and novice values are
combined, the novice points may offset the distinguished bonus. If the novice performance completely offsets
the distinguished bonus, no points are added to or subtracted from the achievement calculation.

Gap Calculation: Kentucky's goal is 100 percent proficiency for all students. The distance from that goal or
gap is measured by creating a student Gap Group — an aggregate count of student groups that have
historically had achievement gaps. Student groups combined include ethnicity/race (African American,
Hispanic, Native American), Special Education, Poverty (free/reduced-price meals) and Limited English
Proficiency that score at proficient or higher.

(Excerpt from revised, approved ESEA flexibility request:
http://education.ky.gov/comm/UL/Documents/Revised%20Approved%20KY%20ESEA%20flexi

See formula summary.

None specified

The School Progress Index (SPI) and the school’s result on each of the Indicators of the Inde:
targets. Once the School Progress Index is calculated (with values of 0 to 1 or greater), the sc
and recognition to schools. Schools in Strand 1 will be schools meeting all targets and school
will, as always, have very unique profiles, the Maryland State Department of Education (MSD
issues these schools face when meeting their targets. This Strand categorization allows MSD
schools by magnitude of need while precise diagnosis occurs at the school.


http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/news/asrpgb1-rp.pdf
http://education.ky.gov/comm/UL/Documents/Revised%20Approved%20KY%20ESEA%20flexibility%20waiver%20Sept%2028%202012%20final%20version%20mam.pdf

Massachusetts

STRAND 1

If schools fall into Strand 1, the schools have a School Progress Index score of 1.0 or better ¢
(elementary/middle schools) or Achievement, Gap, and College- and Career-Readiness indic
and exceeding the academic standards for all students. Schools that score in this Strand may
achievement gaps but will, through development of the School Improvement Plan (SIP), want
they have that indicate any need whether academic, physical, emotional, or cultural and deve

Monitoring for these schools is left to the LEA and its theory of action. Each year the LEA will
in Strand 1. The LEA Superintendent will report on the examination of these plans through the
inadequacies will be addressed in these and all other SIPs. This will allow MSDE to have insi
perspective and the school will receive feedback that will assist with the continued improveme

STRAND 2

If schools fall into Strand 2, the schools have a School Progress Index score greater than or €
Achievement, Gap, and Growth (elementary/middle schools) or Achievement, Gap, and Colle
successes and challenges of schools in Strand 2 will be varied. Schools may excel at Mathen
Achievement, Growth, Gap Reduction and College- and Career-Readiness Goals can yield re
could lead them to enter Strand 1.

STRAND 3

If schools fall into Strand 3, the schools have a School Progress Index score greater than or €
Achievement, Gap, and Growth (elementary/middle schools) or Achievement, Gap, and Colle
3 schools will show an increase in the intensity of needs identified by the School Improvemen
achieve standards or may have intensive, pervasive problems for one very low-performing su

STRAND 4

If schools fall into Strand 4, the schools have a School Progress Index score greater than or €
and Growth (elementary/middle schools) or Achievement, Gap, and College- and Career-Ree
those that are generally not meeting targets. These schools fall close to the bottom of progres
strand but they are near that point. Rarely will these schools have focused problems with one
address all instruction as well as those ancillary supports, like classroom management trainin
for the improvement of instruction, the retraining of the leadership staff, and intensified outrea
addressed by all schools in this strand and with LEA oversight. LEAs should look carefully at
current path to improvement. Schools with serious needs require the attention and support of
activities to create community involvement.

STRAND 5

If schools fall into Strand 5, the schools have a School Progress Index score lower than 0.9 b
Growth (elementary/middle schools) or Achievement, Gap, and College- and Career-Readine
schools in the State will fall into Strand 5. Schools falling into this strand will generally display
LEA. These schools are also going to present the most need from student services. Required
Improvement Grant (SIG) process. The SIG process provides clear needs assessments and ¢
Strand may have access to additional school improvement dollars with well defined plans for
support from the LEA.

http://msp.msde.state.md.us/SpiStrands.aspx?PV=14:0:15:0812:3

Composite Performance Index or CPI shall mean a 100-point index that assigns 100, 75, 50, 25, «
their performance. The total points assigned to each student are added together and the sum is divi
and 100, which constitutes a district, school or group's CPI for that subject and student group. T
proficiency (a CPI of 100) in English Language Arts (ELA), mathematics, and science. CPls are g
district, school, and studen

Classification of schools. All schools with sufficient data, including charter schools, are class


http://msp.msde.state.md.us/SpiStrands.aspx?PV=14:0:15:0812:3

goals in Level 1 and those that require the most intervention and assistance in Levels 3, 4, ar
school or at least 30 students in a subgroup were assessed on ELA and mathematics MCAS

Approximately eighty percent of schools are classified into Level 1 or 2 based on the cumulati
classified into Level 1, the cumulative PPI for all students and high needs students must be 7:
be assessed on ELA, mathematics, and science MCAS tests. If either condition is not met, thi

A school is classified into Level 3 if: it is among the lowest performing 20 percent relative to of
school percentile; one or more subgroups in the school are among the lowest performing 20
persistently low graduation rates (defined as a 2012 four-year cohort graduation of less than ¢
less than 60 percent) for any student group; or the school has very low MCAS patrticipation ra

The lowest achieving, least improving Level 3 schools are candidates for classification into Le
accountability system. The decision to classify a school into Level 4 or 5 is made by the Com

A small number of schools each year are not classified into a level: very small schools, schoo
sufficient data.
Table 9: School classifications and potential reasons

Level Reason
Insufficient data Insufficient data Very small scho
, , Schools for whic
Level 1 Meeting gap narrowing goals lor higher that dc
. , Schools for whic
Not meeting gap narrowing goals 24 or lower that
Level 2 Schools with les
Low MCAS patrticipation (less than 95%) :
inot otherwise m
Among lowest performing 20% of schools S(_:ho_o Is with scl
icriteria for class
Schools with on
Among lowest performing 20% of lower relat!ve to
lower relative to
subgroups .
otherwise meet
schools
Level 3 Among lowest performing 20% of schools [Schools meeting
and subgroups iclassification int
Schools in whicl
Persistently low graduation rate for one or |graduation of le:
more groups graduation rates
classification int
Very low MCAS participation (less than  |Schools with les
90%) inot otherwise m
Level 4 Among_ lowest achieving and least Level 3 schools
improving schools
Level 5 Chronically underperforming school Level 4 schools

Commendation scho«

A subset of Level 1 schools are recognized as Commendation schools for their academic acc
following reasons:



High achievement: High achieving schools are those with the highest relative performance i
achievement indicators (i.e., CPI, percent Warning/Failing, percent Advanced, annual dropou!
be commended for high achievement, a school must

Be classified in Level 1;
Assess 30 or more high needs students in each of the last four years;
Rank within the top 10 percent of schools (90th percentile) in the same school type categc

Demonstrate improvement on the CPI for all subgroups in both ELA and mathematics ove
For high schools, achieve an aggregate five-year cohort graduation rate of 94 percent or

High progress: High progress schools are those with the highest relative performance on the
both ELA and mathematics for students in the aggregate. To be eligible to be commended for

Be classified in Level 1;

Assess 20 or more students in the aggregate in each of the most recent four years;

Rank within the top 10 percent of schools in the same school type category on the PPI grc
Demonstrate improvement on the CPI in the aggregate and for all subgroups in both ELA.
For high schools, demonstrate improvement in the five-year cohort graduation rate for stuc
an aggregate five-year cohort graduation rate of 94 percent or higher for three consecutive

Narrowing proficiency gaps: Schools commended for narrowing proficiency gaps are those
indicators in both ELA and mathematics for students in the high needs subgroup. To be eligibl

Be classified in Level 1;

Assess 30 or more high-needs students in each of the most recent four years;

Rank within the top 10 percent of schools in the same school type category on the PPI grc
Demonstrate improvement on the CPI for all subgroups in both ELA and mathematics ove
For high schools, demonstrate improvement in the five-year cohort graduation rate for stuc
or achieve a five-year cohort graduation rate of 94 percent or higher for the high needs su

http://www.doe.mass.edu/apa/accountability/
(NOTE: “Criteria for awarding Progress and Performance Index (PPI) points to districts, schoc
http://www.doe.mass.edu/apa/ayp/2013/PPICriteria.pdf)

Michigan

e Reward Schools, based on the top 5% of schools in the ranking as well as the schools witl
which are those schools either outperforming their expected ranking or outperforming o

e Focus Schools, based on the achievement gap component of this list.

e Priority (formerly Persistently Lowest Achieving), Schools based on the bottom 5% of thi:

All schools are included in the ranking if they have two years of assessment data for 30 or n

PRIORITY SCHOOL - Identified in bottom 5% if Michigan’s Top-to-Bottom list of schools

¢ Any school with a graduation rate of less than 60% for three consecutive years

e Any school that received SIG funds to implement a turnaround model

e Any school identified in 2010 or 2011 as a PLA (Persistently Low Achieving) School
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/UnderstandingPriorityStatus_427340 7.pdf?.

FOCUS SCHOOLS - Identified as the ten percent (10%) of MI schools having the widest gap

In student achievement between their lowest and highest performing students.

The top to bottom ranking uses three metrics: Achievement, Improvement in achievement,
REWARD SCHOOLS consist of schools that made AYP and were also identified in one of three
traditional barriers to student achievement and are outperforming schools with similar risk


http://www.doe.mass.edu/apa/accountability/
http://www.doe.mass.edu/apa/ayp/2013/PPICriteria.pdf
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/UnderstandingPriorityStatus_427340_7.pdf?20131010133434

Identification as a Reward School results from:
e Making Adequate Yearly Progress
AND
e Achieving one or more of the following distinctions:

- Being in the top 5% of the Top-to-Bottom ranking
- Being in the top 5% of schools on the improvement metric in the Top-f
- Being a school identified as “Beating the Odds” (BTO). BTO schools wi

e Determined by Based on the Top-to-Bottom (TTB) ranking methodology which includes d
- Achievement results
- Improvement results
- Achievement gap results
o All tested subjects are included in the ranking where possible for a school.
e Aranking is determined for all schools with 2 years of data for:
- 30 or more students
- In 2 or more tested subjects
o After all schools are ranked based on achievement, improvement, and achievement gap

Participation and Proficiency Status | 2011 -Current Participation and Proficiency Index Ratings
2012- Participation and Proficiency Index. New custom targets for each cell designed to ensure gaps between minority and non-
minority groups are reduced 50% by 2018

Multiple Measures
Proficiency Status 2011 -Current Proficiency Index Ratings

2012- Participation and Proficiency Index using new index targets for each cell designed to ensure gaps between minority and non-
minority groups are reduced 50% by 2018

Growth Growth is based on the difference between each student's most recent MCA or MTAS score and their score in the prior year. Using
the Minnesota Growth Model methodology, statewide averages are calculated for each prior year score and subtracted from the most
recently observed score to determine each student's growth. Student growth is averaged to determine school growth rankings.
Growth Gap Answers the question, "In which schools are disadvantaged students outpacing the growth of their more advantaged peers, thereby
contributing to achievement gap closure?" Growth exhibited by students eligible for free or reduced price lunch, English learners,
special education students, and students identifying as American Indian, Asian, Black, or Hispanic is compared to the statewide
average growth targets of advantaged reference groups. Average student growth gaps within each school, weighted by the number of
students in each group, are used to determine school rankings.

Graduation Rate Exclusion Adjusted Cohort Four Year Rate- Cohorts determined annually with first time ninth graders and adjusted for transfers in and
transfers out based on statewide data.

Source: http://education.state.mn.us/mdeprod/idcplg?ldcService=GET_FILE&dDocName=0(

Also see pp. 58-60 of H.F. 630 (enacted May 2013): http://wdoc.house.leg.state.mn.us/leg

See details at: http://ors.mde.k12.ms.us/report/lettergrade.aspx



http://wdoc.house.leg.state.mn.us/leg/LS88/HF0630.4.pdf
http://ors.mde.k12.ms.us/report/lettergrade.aspx

MSIP 5 Generating the APR (Annual Performance Report) Score

Generating the APR Score
Once the scores for Academic Achievement, Subgroup Achievement, College and Career or High School
Readiness, Attendance Rate and Graduation Rate have been generated, they are combined into a single
score. The APR score is used to differentiate among LEA performance, and to make classification

determinations of accreditation; Accredited with Distinction, Accredited, Provisional and Unaccredited

Table 19. Computational Table for Generating a Final Score

Standard 1: Academic Achievement
English Mathematics Science Social Studies K-12 K-8
Language Arts
Status 0-9-12-16 | 0-9-12-16 | 0-9-12-16 | 0-5-6-8
Score
Progress 0-3-6-12 0-3-6-12 | 0-3-6-12 | 0-15-3-6
Score
Growth 0-6-12 0- 6-12
Score
Possible
Points Max Score: 16 Max Score: 16 | Max Score: 16 Max Score: 8 Max: 56 Max: 48
Points
Earned:
Standard 2: Subgroup Achievement
English ) . ; )
. Mathematics Science Social Studies K-12 K-8
:t:“'s 0-2-3-4 0-2-3-4 0-2-3-4 | 0-1-15-2
ore
Progress 0-1-2-3 0-1-2-3 0-1-2-3 | 0-5-1-15
Score
Growth 0-2-3 0-2-3
Score
Possible
Points Max Score: 4 Max Score: 4 Max Score: 4 Max Score: 2 Max: 14 Max: 12
Points
Earned:
Standard 3: College and Career Readiness (K-12) and
Standard 2: High School Readiness (K-8)
CCR*1-3 CCR*4 CCR*S-6 HSR K-12 K-8
Status 0-6-75-10 | 0-6-75-10| 0-6-75-10 | 0-6-75-10
Score
Srapress 0-2-4-75 | 0-2-4-75 | 0-2-4-75 | 0-2-4-75
Score
:::is:'tls’k Max Score: 10 | MaxScore: 10 | Max Score: 10 | Max Score: 10 Max: 30 Max: 10
Points
Earned:

Total points earned is divided by the total points possible for the school or LEA then multipl
tenth. The total percent of points possible earned is then used at the district level to deter
(3) consecutive APRs is then used to inform district classification recommendations to the S

Notes:

» Three (3) APRs, each reflecting three (3) years of performance data, will be used for clas:
districts, the department will review a district’s 2013 APR, 2014 APR, and 2015 APR for MSII
warrants a change from its classification prior to 2015, the district’s fourth cycle APR will b
» The percent of overall points may be earned through Status, Progress or Growth (where a
» APR Reports located in Missouri Comprehensive Data System at http://mcds.dese.mo.gov.

http://www.dese.mo.gov/qs/documents/MSIP-5-comprehensive-guide-3-13.pdf




None specified (except for determining AYP)

None specified

How is the NSPF index score computed?

The Nevada School Performance Framework index score is a composite of several performance ind
performance indicator is itself a composition of multiple factors. The index score is the sum of all
regarding the performance indicators and their factors can be found on the "Index Point Criteria” p

Elementary/Middle School Index (100 points possible)
|Gr0wth (40 points possible)

School Median Growth Percentile (MGP)

Overall % of Students Meeting Adequate Growth Percentile (AGP)
Status (30 points possible)

Overall % of Students Meeting Proficiency Expectations

|Gap (20 points possible)

% of IEP, ELL and FRL Students Meeting AGP
|Other Indicator (10 points possible)

Average Daily Attendance (ADA)

The Nevada School Performance Framework index score is a composite of several performance ind
performance indicator is itself a composition of multiple factors. The index score is the sum of all
regarding the performance indicators and their factors can be found on the "Index Point Criteria” p

High School Index (100 points possible)
Status/Growth (30 points possible)

Overall % of 10th Grade Students Meeting Proficiency Expectations
Cumulative % of 11th Grade Students Meeting Proficiency Expectations
School Median Growth Percentile for 10th Grade (MGP)

Gap (10 points possible)

Cumulative % of 11th Grade IEP, ELL, FRL Proficiency Gap
|Graduati0n (30 points possible)

Overall Graduation Rate

Graduation Rate Gap for IEP, ELL and FRL Students
|College and Career Readiness (16 points possible)
% of Students in NV Colleges Requiring Remediation
% of Students Earning an Advanced Diploma

AP Proficiency
ACT/SAT Participation
|Other Indicators (14 points possible)




\Average Daily Attendance (ADA)

|% of 9th Grade Students who are Credit Deficient
Source: http://nspf.doe.nv.gov/Home/Points

None specified

See for details: http://www.state.nj.us/education/title1/accountability/progress/13/unde

Schools are grouped into categories that have similar proportions of English language learnei
disadvantaged (ED), and mobile students. Different schools are in each category set. A comp
students. Higher ranking schools had more points in that indicator.

Scaled scores (SS) range from 0 to 80, and 40 is the threshold for proficiency (on grade level
http://www.ped.state.nm.us/AssessmentAccountability/AcademicGrowth/NMSBA.html

The Statewide C grade was established in the first year of school grading as the midpoint of ¢
and is not recalculated each year.

Final letter grades are established at the 90th and 50th percentiles, which represent 75 and 5
5-year or 6-year graduation cohorts, the scale is abbreviated and letter grades are adjusted tc
years. However high high schools that were graded on this restricted scale have their points ¢

School growth compares the students enrolled in the current year to students from prior years. While these are partly different
School sets of students, the school that is improving will do a better job each year of impacting their achievement. Unlike Current
Growth Standing, School Growth accounts for improvement of all students, not just those reaching proficient.

School Growth is augmented with Value Added Modeling (VAM) which accounts for the school's size, student mobility, and prior
student performance. Details of VAM can be found in the PED"s School Grading Technical Manual at:
http://webapp2.ped.state.nm.us/SchoolData/SchoolGrading.aspx

Difference from | R€ading Math | school Growth is shown in scaled score points, which range from 0 to 80 for
' both reading and math. A school that grows an average of +2 scaled score
& R T A Gl points a year shows that the school is generally improving their ability to
Points Earned 291 1.29 increase student achievement.

Just like schools, individual student achievement is expected to improve over time. Student growth is shown as the average change

in scaled score (SS) points per year, and is averaged for all students in each group for up to 3 years. Student groups are further

divided into highest and lowest performing subgroups.

Student Scores on the assessment range from 0 to 80, and a score of 40 indicates that a student is proficient or on grade level. A student's

Growth prior test scores are used to estimate how the student should perform today. When growth is positive (+) students score better
than expected in the current year:

* Above 0 means that the group, in general, scored higher than expected. This is an exciting finding, especially when students
are below the proficiency line, because they are closing the achievement gap and catching up to their higher-performing
classmates.

= Near 0 means that the group scored about as expected. While some students may have performed better than anticipated
(positive growth), they were equally balanced by students that did poorer (negative growth).

* Below 0 means that the group performed below expectations and students are losing ground when compared to their
peers.
Details of Student Growth and scaled scores are explained in the Technical Guide on the PED website:
http://webapp2.ped.state.nm.us/SchoolData/SchoolGrading.aspx

Source: http://webapp2.ped.state.nm.us/SchoolData/docs/1112/SchoolGrading/A-F School (

Subdivision (j) establishes the Performance Criteria (Elementary-Middle Level and High Schc
Elementary-Middle Level science and graduation rate) used to make school and school distr
English language arts, mathematics, and science; and the goals and progress targets for the
defines the annual high school cohort, the annual high school alternative cohort, and the gr

Subdivision (k) specifies the processes by which schools will be identified for registration re


http://nspf.doe.nv.gov/Home/Points
http://www.state.nj.us/education/title1/accountability/progress/13/understanding.pdf
http://webapp2.ped.state.nm.us/SchoolData/docs/1112/SchoolGrading/A-F_School_Grading_Technical_Guide_2012_V2.0.pdf

Special Act School Districts.
Excerpt, Regulations:

2. Section 100.18 of the Regulations of the Commissioner of Education is added, effective Septembe
§100.18 ESEA accountability system

(13) Performance criteria shall mean the performance criteria set forth in subdivision (j) of this sectiol
(14) Performance levels shall mean:

(i) for elementary and middle grades:

(a) Level 1 (Below Standards)

(1) not on track to be proficient: a score of level 1 on State assessments in English language arts an
targets as established by the commissioner, the student’s growth percentile does not meet or exceec
percentile target; or a score of level 1 on a State alternate assessment.

(2) on track to be proficient: a score of level 1 on State assessments in English language arts and m
as established by the commissioner, the student’s growth percentile meets or exceeds his or her gro

(3) for science: a score of level 1 on State assessments in science or other State assessments, or a

(b) Level 2 (Meets Basic Standards)

(1) not on track to be proficient: a score of level 2 on State assessments in English language arts an
targets as established by the commissioner, the student’s growth percentile does not meet or exceec
percentile target; or a score of level 2 on a State alternate assessment;

(2) on track to be proficient: a score of level 2 on State assessments in English language arts and m
level 2 on State assessments in English language arts and mathematics, provided that using the stut
the student’s growth percentile meets or exceeds his or her growth percentile target;

(3) for science: a score of level 2 on State assessments in science or other State assessments, or a

(c) Level 3 (Meets Proficiency Standards)

(1) a score of level 3 on State assessments in English language arts, mathematics and science or a

(2) a score of 65 or higher on a Regents Examination in science for students in grade eight pursuan

(d) Level 4 (Exceeds Standards): a score of level 4 on State assessments in English language arts,

(i) for high school:

(a) Level 1 (Below Standards)

(1) a score of 64 or less on the Regents Comprehensive Examination in English
or a Regents mathematics examination;

(2) a failing score on a State-approved alternative examination for those
Regents examinations.

(3) a score of level 1 on a State alternate assessment;

(4) a cohort member who has not been tested on the Regents Comprehensive Examination in Engli:
examination for these Regents examinations;

(b) Level 2 (Meets Basic Standards)

(1) a score between 65 and 74 on the Regents Comprehensive Examination in English or between ¢

(2) a score of level 2 on a State alternate assessment;

(c) Level 3 (Meets Proficiency Standards)

(1) a score between 75 and 89 on the Regents Comprehensive Examination in English or between ¢
alternative to those Regents examinations;

(2) a score of level 3 on a State alternate assessment;

(d) Level 4 (Exceeds Standards)

(1) a score of 90 or higher on the Regents Comprehensive Examination in English or a Regents mai

(2) a score of level 4 on a State alternate assessment;

(14) Performance index shall be calculated based on the student performance levels as follows:

(i) For elementary and middle grades, each student scoring at level 1 who is not on track to be profic
track to be proficient with 100 points, and each student scoring at level 1 or 2 who is on track to be p
accountability group will be calculated by summing the points and dividing by the number of students

(i) For high school, each student scoring at level 1 will be credited with O points, each student scorir
points. The performance index for each accountability group will be calculated by summing the point:

(15) Student growth means the change in student achievement for an individual student between tw

(16) Student growth percentile means the result of a statistical model that calculates each student’s
assessment and compares each student’s performance to that of similarly achieving students.

(17) Median student growth percentile means the result of rank-ordering the student growth percenti

(18) The student growth percentile target means the rate of annual growth necessary in English lanc
years, or by 8th grade, whichever is earlier.



Source: http://www.regents.nysed.gov/meetings/2012Meetings/September2012/912p12a2.

Additional source: Summary of ESEA flexibility waiver - http://www.p12.nysed.gov/account

North
Carolina

Calculation Methodology

To calculate the school performance grades, use the state mean to set the criteria for each
indicator and then translate to a point scale for A, B, C, D, and F reporting. The criteria wil
static, or fixed, and periodically re-visited. This provides schools an opportunity to demons!
progress over time.

The first step is to analyze the statewide data to determine, for each component of the Sct
Performance Grades, the state mean, or average performance, and standard deviation. Usil
state mean as the center of the distribution, values will be converted to a scale for use in ¢
letter grades, consistent with a point scale as specified in the Session Law. In order to previ
extreme values for any given component from skewing the final grade, each component wil
capped on each end of the scale.

The positive outcomes of this methodology are that it allows for each indicator to be report
based on the true statewide performance of students, increasing the validity of the overall
Starting with the state mean as the baseline in year one of calculating school performance
ensures that the grades will meaningfully differentiate between schools. The relative diffic
the indicators are, in some cases, unknown at this point (the new EOCs and EOGs). In the c:
where the relative difficulty of achieving the standards for each indicator are known, they .
quite variable in difficulty. Starting with the state mean to assign points, ensures that the
indicators that are easier to achieve will not inflate all schools’ grades and indicators that ¢
harder to achieve will not deflate all schools’ grades.

Growth
Incorporate growth as a one-step increase in the letter grade for schools that meet or exce:
growth expectations as calculated by EVAAS.

Given this, the NCDPI has recommended increasing a school’s grade by one letter grade if tl
meets or exceeds growth. For example, a school with a letter grade of C that met growth w
have a final letter grade of B.

Source: http://www.ncleg.net/documentsites/committees/JLEOC/Reports%20Received/20

North Dakota

None specified (except for determining AYP)

Ohio

Performance Indicators show how many students have a minimum, or proficient, level of knowledge.
achievement for each student in a grade and subject. For each test, starting in the 2013-14 school ye
“proficient” or better in order to “meet” an indicator. This change signals that more students are expe:

The Performance Index measures the achievement of every student, not just whether or not they ree
student’s level of achievement. The higher the student’s level, the more points the school applies tow
improve the performance of highest and lowest performing students.

Source: http://education.ohio.gov/getattachment/Topics/Data/Report-Card/The-New-A-F-|

Statutory language:

3302.01 Performance standarc

As used in this chapter:

(A) "Performance index score" means the average of the totals derived from calculations for each su
the weighted proportion of untested students and students scoring at each level of skill described in «
prescribed by divisions (A) and (B)(1) of that section. The department of education shall assign weig|


http://www.regents.nysed.gov/meetings/2012Meetings/September2012/912p12a2.pdf
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/accountability/ESEAFlexibilityWaiver.html
http://www.ncleg.net/documentsites/committees/JLEOC/Reports%20Received/2013%20Reports%20Received/School%20Performance%20Grades%20Report.pdf
http://education.ohio.gov/getattachment/Topics/Data/Report-Card/The-New-A-F-Report-Card-1.pdf.aspx
http://codes.ohio.gov/orc/3302.01

Oklahoma

and students who take an assessment receive progressively larger weights dependent upon the leve
weights to students who have been permitted to pass over a subject in accordance with a student ac
student attains the proficient score prescribed under division (A)(2)(c) of section 3301.0710 of the Re
the weight prescribed for the next higher scoring level. If such a student attains the advanced score,
an assessment, the department shall assign to the student an additional proportional weight, as appt
included in the performance index score and the student attains the proficient score on an assessme
basis.

Students shall be included in the "performance index score" in accordance with division (K)(2) of sec
(B) "Subgroup" means a subset of the entire student population of the state, a school district, or a sc
1) Major racial and ethnic groups;

2) Students with disabilities;

3) Economically disadvantaged students;

4) Limited English proficient students;

(5) Students identified as gifted in superior cognitive ability and specific academic ability fields under
academic ability fields, the department shall use data for those students with specific academic abilit
shall also include data for students with specific academic ability in that field.

(6) Students in the lowest quintile for achievement statewide, as determined by a method prescribed
(C) "No Child Left Behind Act of 2001" includes the statutes codified at 20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq. and a
pursuant to those statutes, guidance documents, and any other policy directives regarding implemen
(D) "Adequate yearly progress" means a measure of annual academic performance as calculated in
(E) "Supplemental educational services" means additional academic assistance, such as tutoring, re
the regular school day by a provider approved by the department in accordance with the "No Child L
(F) "Value-added progress dimension" means a measure of academic gain for a student or group of :
methodology to individual student achievement data derived from the achievement assessments pre
dimension" shall be developed and implemented in accordance with section 3302.021 of the Revisec
(G)

(1) "Four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate" means the number of students who graduate in four
students who form the adjusted cohort for the graduating class.

(2) "Five-year adjusted cohort graduation rate" means the number of students who graduate in five y
form the adjusted cohort for the four-year graduation rate.

(H) "State institution of higher education" has the same meaning as in section 3345.011 of the Revis:
(I) "Annual measurable objectives" means a measure of student progress determined in accordance
department of education.

(
(
(
(

§70-1210.545 (D through G)

D. The grade of a school shall be based on a combination of:

1. Fifty percent (50%) on whole school performance, as measured by allocating one point for each s
end-of-instruction tests administered under Section 1210.508 of this title and alternative test scores ¢
number of students taking the tests;

2. Twenty-five percent (25%) on whole school growth, as measured by allocating one point for each
proficiency level on criterion-referenced tests and end-of-instruction tests administered under Sectior
3. Twenty-five percent (25%) on growth in the bottom quartile of students, as measured by allocating
levels or improves substantially within a proficiency level on criterion-referenced tests and end-of-ins
number of students taking the tests.

E. In addition to the components outlined in subsection D of this section, the following bonus points
1. For schools comprised of high school grades:

a. five points for meeting the criteria for an "A" for the high school graduation rate of the school, as ¢
b. one point for meeting the criteria for an "A" for performance or participation of students in College
concurrent enrollment courses, Advanced International Certificate of Education courses, or the achie
by the Board,

c. one point for meeting the criteria for an "A" for participation or performance in SAT tests administe
rules adopted by the Board,

d. one point for meeting the criteria for an "A" for the high school graduation rate of students who sc
referenced tests in reading and mathematics,

e. as valid data becomes available, one point for the performance of students on the end-of-instructi
adopted by the Board, and

f. one point for the growth or decline in the components listed in subparagraphs a through e of this |
2. For schools comprised of middle school grades:

a. two points for meeting the criteria for an "A" for the drop-out rate of the school, as defined by rule



Oregon

Pennsylvania

b. two points for meeting the criteria for an "A" for the percentage of students who are taking higher
the Board, and

c. six points for meeting the criteria for an "A" for attendance, as defined by rules adopted by the Bo.
3. For schools comprised of elementary school grades, ten points for meeting the criteria for an "A" 1
F. Student test data used in determining school grades shall include:

1. The aggregate scores of all eligible students enrolled in the school who have been administered t
Section 1210.508 of this title; and

2. For schools comprised of high school grades, the data listed in paragraph 1 of this subsection, an
are valid and available:

a. the high school graduation rate of the school as calculated by the Department,

b. the participation rate of all eligible students enrolled in the school in College Board Advanced Plac
regional site of the Oklahoma School of Science and Mathematics, International Baccalaureate cour:
Education courses, courses or sequence of courses leading to national industry certification identifie
granted cooperative college alliance credit taken at a technology center school, and science, technol
Oklahoma School of Science and Mathematics,

c. the aggregate scores of all eligible students enrolled in the school in College Board Advanced Pla
regional site of the Oklahoma School of Science and Mathematics, International Baccalaureate cour:
d. earning of college credit by all eligible students enrolled in the school in concurrent enrollment prc
alliance courses taken at a technology center school,

e. earning of a national industry certification identified pursuant to rules adopted by the Board,

f. the aggregate scores of all eligible students enrolled in the school in reading, mathematics, and o
and the ACT,

g. the high school graduation rate of all eligible students enrolled in the school who scored at limited
reading and mathematics,

h. the performance of students on statewide end-of-instruction tests administered under Section 121
i. the growth or decline in the data components listed in subparagraphs a through h of this paragrag
G. Grades shall be calculated by combining the points earned for whole school performance, whole
to subsection D of this section, and any bonus points earned pursuant to subsection E of this section
Ninety-seven percent (97%) to one hundred percent (100%) = A+;

Ninety-three percent (93%) to ninety-six percent (96%) =

Ninety percent (90%) to ninety-two percent (92%) = A-;

Eighty-seven percent (87%) to eighty-nine percent (89%) = B+;

Eighty-three percent (83%) to eighty-six percent (86%) = B;

Eighty percent (80%) to eighty-two percent (82%) = B-;

Seventy-seven percent (77%) to seventy-nine percent (79%) = C+;

Seventy-three percent (73%) to seventy-six percent (76%) = C

Seventy percent (70%) to seventy-two percent (72%) = C-;

10 Sixty-seven percent (67%) to sixty-nine percent (69%) = D+;

11. Sixty-three percent (63%) to sixty-six percent (66%) = D;

12. Sixty percent (60%) to sixty-two percent (62%) = D-; and

13. Fifty-nine percent (59%) and below = F.

CoNoOO~WN =

Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) are targets set for student achievement in the subjects of rea
ESEA Flexibility Waiver revised the AMOs for reading and math and also changed the way these AV
Yearly Progress (AYP) will no longer be reported. Instead, the new Oregon Report Card will provide «
the ratings received in each of the following five indicators:

Achievement

Growth

Subgroup Growth

Graduation (high schools only)

Subgroup Graduation (high schools only)

AMO targets are incorporated into the Achievement, Graduation, and Subgroup Graduation ratings.
Source: http://www.ode.state.or.us/wma/data/schoolanddistrict/reportcard/docs/amosurr

The Growth Model recognizes the efforts of schools and districts/LEAs whose students have not acl
exams. The Growth Model will be calculated for Performance Indicators (i.e., the all student grou
including students who are proficient. If a projected score cannot be calculated for a partic
be applied to an AYP Performance Indicator only if the indicator cohort has not met AYP pe
PASA scores, PSSA-M scores, 3rd grade scores, and 11th grade scores are always used, as wel

projection.


http://www.ode.state.or.us/wma/data/schoolanddistrict/reportcard/docs/amosummary1213.pdf

Rhode Island

South
Carolina

Source: http://paayp.emetric.net/Home/About

Each of Rhode Island’s schools will have a Composite Index Score (CIS) ranging from 20 to 100 poil
applicable level (i.e. elementary, middle and high). The scores will be earned within each of the seve
divide the range of scores into five levels of performance. There are also three metrics which are not
the classification of schools and districts. These are the Graduation Rate Target, the Participation Ra

Each of the metrics of the accountability system, except for the high school graduation rate, is compr
and mathematics) and different student population subgroups. The subgroups used include:

1. All Students who were tested;

2. The Consolidated Minority and Economically Disadvantaged Subgroup, which includes African-An
as students receiving Free/Reduced Price Lunch (FRPL);

3. The Consolidated Program Subgroup, which includes students with an Individualized Education P
Language Learner (ELL) students; IEP students include those who are actively receiving IEP service
ELL students included Monitored Year 1 and Monitored Year 2 students and

4. The Performance Reference Subgroup, which includes students who are not economically disadv:
not used for independent measurements but is used for calculating gaps.

5. ESEA Subgroups, which are subgroups required to be measured by the Elementary and Seconda
Flexibility Request.

For all of the metrics, each subcomponent is measured separately. For the point-bearing metrics, sul
scores is then calculated to create a score for each metric. The scores for each individual metric are
30 points, together totaling a possible maximum of 100 points. The individual scores for each metric
provides a summary of the metrics of performance, the subcomponents, and the weights assigned.

For more details: http://www.eride.ri.gov/eride40/reportcards/13/documents/RI%20Accoun

South Carolina uses a separate set of metrics for schools enrolling students in only grade
Since February 2006, the state has used the following criteria:

¢ To ensure that sufficient data are available, ratings are calculated only for schools that
calculated for primary schools in operation for less than four years.

¢ Prime instructional time: Prime instructional time is a measure of the amount of school
and is calculated in the same manner as for other South Carolina schools. (See Appendix

e Pupil-teacher ratios: Pupil-teacher ratio is calculated by dividing the number of student
number of teachers in the school (excluding counselors, librarians, administrative persol
education).

e Parent involvement: Involvement is calculated by dividing the number of students in the
conference (unduplicated count) during the school year by the 135th-day average daily |

e External accreditation: Accreditation that is early childhood specific is determined by a|
Department of Education (SCDE) accreditation through early childhood specific accredit:
accreditation by the American Montessori Society or the National Association for the Edt

¢ Professional development: The professional development time devoted exclusively to kn
calculated.

e Percentage of teachers having advanced degrees: Percentage of teachers having advanc
is calculated in the same manner as for other South Carolina schools. (See Appendix A of

e Percentage of teachers returning from the previous school year: Percentage of teachers
continuity and stability, is calculated in the same manner as for other South Carolina sct

The Absolute Ratings are calculated using a mathematical formula that results in an index.
Growth Ratings: For schools enrolling students in only grade two or below, the rating will be
index from year to year. The Growth Ratings are calculated using a mathematical formula t
Absolute Rating index for the prior year from the Absolute Rating index for the year on whi

For other schools and districts:

For Schools with grades 3-8:


http://paayp.emetric.net/Home/About
http://www.eride.ri.gov/eride40/reportcards/13/documents/RI%20Accountability%20System%20-%20Techn%20Bulletin-May%202013.pdf

Absolute Ratings are calculated using a process that results in a number (the Absolute Inde)
The Absolute Index is converted to the Absolute Rating, a verbal description of the overall «
& Rating, indices are first created for each of four subject areas: ELA, Mathematics, Scienc
subject areas are then combined to create an Absolute Index. The Absolute Index is then cc

When a school contains both elementary school grades, the computation is more complex b
absolute index differ from the subject area weights for creating a middle school absolute ir
type, creating the absolute index for a school with both elementary and middle school occt
1) Create an absolute index using data from any elementary grades (3, 4, & 5).

2) Create an absolute index using data from any middle grades (6, 7, & 8).

3) Create the school absolute index as a weighted average of the elementary absolute inde;
in the elementary school grades and the middle school grades.

The EOC adopted the following Growth Value Table to be used in the calculation of element
report cards. Students scoring Not Met 1 or Not Met 2 receive 20 additional points for incre:
alternative 2. Further increases in achievement are rewarded by an additional 10 points.

The Growth Ratings are calculated using a mathematical formula that results in an index. T
for the prior year from the Absolute Rating index for the year on which the report card is b

High Schools

http://www.eoc.sc.gov/Reports%20%20Publications/Current%20Reports%202008-14/Accoun
14%20Accountability%20Manual.pdf

Absolute Ratings—School Districts

The district Absolute Rating index is calculated based on the following components:

(1) Student data used for the ratings calculations are listed in the table below. (data from s
are not to be included in the calculation of the local school district ratings. Ratings for chai
separately on the school district report card.)

Table 29
Students Whose Data Are Used to Calculate District Absolute Ratings
Rating Measure Students
Palmetto Assessments of Enrolled in district by 45" day and on first day of testing of

State Standards (PASS), End- | year for which Absolute Rating is calculated.
of-Course Assessments
administered in middle
schools, & SC-Alt, Grades 3-8
HSAP First Attempt and SC-Alt | Enrolled in district during school year for which Absolute
Rating is calculated; this includes students enrolled in junior
high schools or other school organizations which include
grade 9 and in which students are tested with HSAP in
addition to students enrolled in high school. Also includes
students tested with SC-Alt assessment.

On-time Graduation Rate Enrolled in grade 9 first time four years prior to year on-time
graduation rate calculated (e.g., expected senior year)
(includes data from summer following current school year.)
End-of-Course Test Results Enrolled in district during school year for which Absolute
Rating is calculated (includes data from summer following
current school year.)

5-year Graduation Rate Members of the prior year's on-time graduation cohort

(2) An index calculated using PASS and End-of-Course assessment performance and SC-Alt
Assessment performance of district students in grades three through eight using the same
mathematical formula for calculating an Absolute rating index for schools enrolling student
in grades three through eight. The index should be calculated using the subject area
weights for grades 3-5 and grades 6-8 specified in Act 254. The district index is an average
of the indices from grades 3-5 and grades 6-8 weighted by the total number of test scores
across grades 3-8. Students who should be tested on PASS or HSAP but are not tested will



be assighed a weight of zero points in the Absolute rating.

Note: Since the performance rating categories Not Met 1 and Not Met 2 are not available fri
Absolute and Growth Indices should be used:

Table 30
Weights for Calculation of Indices Using SC-Alt Data
SC-Alt Score Point Weight
Level 1 15
Level 2 3
Level 3 4
Level 4 5

(3) Points for district high school student performance based on the criteria in Table 31. These
performance requirements were approved by the EOC in August 2010.

Table 31

High School Components of School District Absolute Ratings
Component 5 Points 4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point
On-time 88.3% or 79.7%- 69.0%- 63.6%- 63.5% or
Graduation more 88.2% 79.6% 68.9% less
Rate
1* Attempt 87.2% or 79.9%- 65.3%- 58.1%- 58.0% or
HSAP more 87.1% 79.8% 65.2% less
End-of-Course 74.3% or 65.0%- 46.2%- 36.9%- 36.8% or
Tests more 74.2% 64.9% 46.1% less
5-year 95.2% or 84.2%- 73.2%- 67.7%- 67.6% or
Graduation more 95.1% 84.1% 73.1% less
Rate

(4) A district index based on the data weights listed in the table below.

Table 32
Weights for Components of District Absolute Ratings
District Rating Component Weight for
Calculating Rating
Elementary and Middle School
Component
PASS, SC-Alt and middle school End-of- 50%
Course results, Grades 3-8
High School Components:
On-time Graduation Rate 30%
HSAP First Attempt Passing Rate 5%
End-of-Course Test Results 5%
Five-Year Graduation Rate 10%
Total 100%

(5) The sum of the weighted index points awarded to each component in the district index.
Round the sum to the nearest hundredth; this is the district Absolute rating index.
The resulting index determines the school district’s Absolute rating as follows:




Table 33
District Absolute Rating Criteria

Range of Indices Corresponding to District Absolute Rating
Excellent Good Average Below Average At Risk
3.4 or above 3.18-3.39 2.65-3.17 2.32-2.64 2.31 or below
Table 34
Sample Calculation of an Absolute Rating for a School District
School Level Measure Performance | Points Weight Weighted
Level Assigned Index
Points
Elementary/Middle | PASS 292 2.92 X 10.50 = |11.460
Grades 3-8
High School HSAP 1% 79.4% 3 X'10.05 = 10.150
Attempt
End-of- 70.2% 4 X 10.05 = 10.200
Course
Tests
On-time 81.3% 4 X 10.30 = 11.200
Graduation
Rate
5-year 80.0% 3 X 10.10 0.300
Graduation
Rate
District Index 3.310
District index rounded to nearest hundredth: 3.31
Absolute Rating: Good

Source: http://www.eoc.sc.gov/Reports%20%20Publications/Current%20Reports%202008-14
14%20Accountability%20Manual.pdf

School Performance Index - Elementary/Middle Schools

INDICATOR #1: q'#"é'?'CATOR INDICATOR | INDICATOR #4: L"é[_
SCHOOL ' #3: '
YEAR Student Academic Effective Teachers & Sc
Achievement Attendance|Principals .
Growth Cli
Fall 2012 Points: 80 Points: 0 Points: 20 | [Points: 0 Po
(transition)
2012-13 & o . o L
2013-14 Points: 80 Points: 0 Points: 20 |[Points: 0 Po
2014-15 & Points: 25 Points: 25 Points: 20 ||Points: 20 Po
beyond

School Performance Index — High Schools

L’jP'CATOR INDICATOR #2: |INDICATOR #3: |INDICATOR #4: q'#"é
SCHOOL '
YEAR Student High School College & Effective Teachers & Sc
Achievement Completion Career Ready |Principals E
Fall 2(.).12 Points: 50 Points: 25 Points: 25 Points: 0 Pc
(transition) -
2012-13 & . o o L
2013-14 Points: 50 Points: 25 Points: 25 Points: 0 E
2014-15&  |points: 25  |Points: 25 Points: 20 Points: 20 Pc



http://www.eoc.sc.gov/Reports%20%20Publications/Current%20Reports%202008-14/Accountability/2013-14%20Accountability%20Manual/2013-14%20Accountability%20Manual.pdf

beyond || I I
CLASSIFICATION OF SCHOOLS

Based on SPI scores, the Department of Education classifies schools as follows:

» Exemplary schools = SPI score at or above the top 5 percent of schools

« Status schools = SPI score at or above the top 10 percent (minus Exemplary schools)

* Progressing schools = SPI score less than top 10 percent and greater than bottom 5 perce
* Priority schools =

- SPI score at or below the bottom 5 percent OR

- Title I eligible high school with graduation rate below 60 percent for last two years

* Focus schools are classified based on specific SPI indicators, as they relate to the performe
schools.

One piece of the formula:

AAS Composite: State of Tennessee,

Il Schools

The Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) is a statistical analysis used to measure
the impact of districts, schools and teachers on the academic progress rates of groups of students
from year-to-year. The TVAAS Composites listed here are scores that assess growth at the school or
district level based on student performance on statewide assessments across all available subjects
and grades. For districts that opted to test students in grades K-2 in 2012-13, those scores are
included in the composite.

TVAAS Composite scores listed here are based on growth for one year from the previous academic
year. The scores are given on a 1-5 scale with 1 being the lowest and 5 being the highest.

The Overall score includes all available data in math, reading/language arts, science and social
studies. The Numeracy score includes all available data in math. The Literacy score includes all
available data in reading/language arts. The Literacy and Numeracy score includes math and
reading/language arts but excludes science and social studies.

Grade Scale
Grade }Statu S mlrltmg ig«chlevemm
ssessment -8
‘ }Goal: 4 Reading/
Language
A |Exemplary 4—-6 >=55
B |Above Average |3.5-3.9 50-54
C |Average 3-34 45-49
D |Below Average [2.5-2.9 140-44
F |Deficient 0-24 l<=39
‘Grade Status ‘Mean Gain F
Reading/
Language
A |[Exceptional >=1.75

B |[Exceeds State Growth Standard [[0.5 to 1.74
[ (| (|




‘c ‘Maintains State Growth Standard H-o.49 to 0.49
D |Below State Growth Standard -2 to -0.50
F |Deficient <-2.0

Note: The 2009 baseline provides a fixed transition point prior to the 2009-10 school year im
reflective of national and international student performance in the 21st Century. The 2009 ach
considered the new baseline for future public reporting. These converted achievement scores
scale that are updated to reflect the current status of educational attainment in the state. The
achievement reporting including state, district, and school-level scores and grades. For 2009
level data.

(*3-yr average of state CRT NCE's)
Status:

Above means that students in this school made significantly more progress in this subject the
Below means that students in this school made significantly less progress in this subject thar
NDD means that the progress of students in this school was Not Detectably Different from the

Source: http://edu.reportcard.state.tn.us/pls/apex/f?p=200:504:167227483463527

Performance index framework that considers four areas (including student groups that are pa

o Student Achievement — Represents a snapshot of performance across all subjects, on b
standard. (All Students)

o Student Progress — Provides an opportunity for diverse campuses to show improvement:
subject and student group. (All Students; Student Groups by Race/Ethnicity; English Lang

¢ Closing Performance Gaps — Emphasizes advanced academic achievement of the econ
race/ethnicity student groups at each campus or district. (All Students; Student Groups by

o Postsecondary Readiness — Includes measures of high school completion, and beginnir
performance at the postsecondary readiness standard. This measure emphasizes the imp
foundation necessary for success in college, the workforce, job training programs or the
Learners; Special Education)

District and campuses with students in Grade 9 or above must meet targets on all four indexe
targets on the first three indexes (excluding Postsecondary Readiness).
Districts, campuses and charters will receive one of three ratings:

e Met Standard — Met accountability targets on all indexes for which they have performance
o Met Alternative Standard — Met modified performance index targets for alternative educe
¢ Improvement Required — Did not meet one or more performance index targets

http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/account/2013/20130328coe/overview 20130423.p:«

See formula summary o S.B. 209, enacted 2014:http://le.utah.gov/~2014/bills/static/SB02

None specified



http://edu.reportcard.state.tn.us/pls/apex/f?p=200:504:167227483463527
http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/account/2013/20130328coe/overview_20130423.pdf

Graduation & Completion Index
The GCI calculation comprises students in the cohort
of expected on-time graduates (students who were
first-time ninth graders four years earlier, plus
transfers in and minus transfers out) and students
carried over from previous cohorts. A student earning
a diploma who entered ninth grade for the first time
five years ago is an example of a carryover student.
Carryover students are included in annual GCI
calculations until they graduate or otherwise leave
school. Students with disabilities and limited-English
proficient students are included in the GCI calculation
when they earn a diploma, GED or certificate of
completion; drop out or otherwise exit high school; or
are no longer eligible for free public education

services.
OUTCOME POINT VALUE
Board-Recognized Diploma 100
GED 75
Still in School 70
Certificate of Program Completion 25
Dropout 0

The weighted index points are totaled and then
divided by the sum of cohort students and carryover
students who earmned a credential or stayed in school,
plus all cohort and carryover students who dropped
out or left school without earning a credential. In the
following example, the 80 students in a school earn a
total of 7,155 points and achieve a GCI of 89.

OUTCOME CALCULATION RESULTS

#of Point  # of students
students value x Point Value

Diplomas 66 100 6,600
GEDs 3 75 225
Certificates of Completion 2 25 50
Students still in school 4 70 280
Dropouts 5 0 0
TOTALS 80 7,155

GCI: 7,155 + 80 = 89

A GCI of at least 85 is required for full accreditation.
High schools are eligible for a rating of provisionally
accredited-graduation rate until 2015-2016, as shown
in the following table.

PROVISIONAL ACCREDITATION BENCHMARKS

Index

There are four indicators: achievement by students who are not from low-income families,
achievement by students from low-income families, achievement vs. a school’s “statistical
peers,” and a school’s improvement from the previous year. A separate achievement gap mat
measures the progress a school is making in closing achievement gaps by comparing White
Asian student achievement (combined) to Hispanic, Black, American Indian/Alaska Native, ar
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander student achievement (combined). The achievement gap measure

indicates improvement from one year to the next as well as a peers rating.




West Virginia

Numbers and tiers:

Each cell of the matrix is rated on a 7-point scale (from 1 to 7). The 7-point scale gives
sufficient “spread” in the results. Each of the four subjects is rated using the same set of
benchmarks across the entire school/district (i.e., all subjects have the same set of
benchmarks and the assessment results are the aggregate totals for all the tested grades).
The overall Index is the simple average of all 20 ratings, ranging from 1.0 to 7.0. The higher
the Index score, the better the performance level of the school/district. The 7- point scale
lines up to a 5-level tier scale ranging from Exemplary to Struggling.

A Learning Index is used to calculate Achievement vs. Peers and Improvement.

The Achievement vs. Peers measure is determined by predicting the average level of
achievement that would occur in schools and districts with similar student characteristics —
that is, similar percentages of students who are from low-income families, are English
Language Learners, are mobile, or who are in special education or gifted programs. Ratings
are based on how far a school or district is above or below the predicted level.

The Learning Index measures Achievement vs. Peers in reading, writing, math, and science.
This Index is based on the percentage of students who score at each proficiency level on
Washington’s standards-based tests:

4 = exceeds standards

3 = meets standards

2 = partially meets standard
1 = well below standard

The Learning Index averages all the student results. The Learning Index ranges from 0 to 4 a
Thus, if a school’s Learning Index is above what is predicted by .20 (similar to a difference in
This score recognizes that the school outperformed those with similar student characteristics.

is performing on par with peers with similar student characteristics. Scores at the bottom of th

A distinctive feature of the Learning Index is that it includes a measure for students who exce:
reward for having students meet the highest level of achievement.

The Learning Index is also used to measure Improvement. The improvement score is the am«
Higher ratings are given when the Learning Index increases and lower ratings are given wher
decline.

Source: http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/FAQ%20Achievement%20Index. pdf

100-point Index

Elementary
Proficiency: 95% of the index

Attendance: 5% of the index

Intermediate

Proficiency: 40% of the index

Achievement gaps closed: 20% of the index
Observed growth: 15% of the index
Adequate growth: 20% of the index
Attendance: 5% of the index

High School
Proficiency: 35% of the index


http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/FAQ%20Achievement%20Index.pdf

Wisconsin

Wyoming

Achievement gaps closed: 20% of the index

Observed growth: 5% of the index

Adequate growth: 10% of the index

Graduation rate: 30% of the index

Source: http://wvde.state.wv.us/esea/performance/scores.php

Beginning in 2011-12, a comprehensive accountability index replaced the Adequate Yearly F
classifies schools along a rating continuum. The ratings determine the level of support a sct
schools to state intervention for the lowest performing schools in the state. Accountability
the School Report Card.

Accountability report cards include outcomes in four priority areas:

e Student Achievement measures the level of knowledge and skills among students in the
of reading and mathematics performance by the “all students” group in the Wisconsin St

e Student Growth describes how much student knowledge of reading and mathematics in 1
positive credit for students progressing toward higher performance levels, and negative
attainment, but the pace of improvement in student performance, no matter where stu
performance and little room to grow are not penalized.

¢ Closing Gaps shows how the performance of student groups experiencing statewide gaps
the importance of having all students improve, while focusing on the need to close gaps
students with disabilities, economically disadvantaged students, and English language le

e On-Track to Graduation and Postsecondary Readiness indicates the success of students ir
postsecondary success. It includes the graduation rate for schools that graduate student
third-grade reading and eighth-grade mathematics achievement, and ACT participation .

Accountability scores are provided for each priority area. Student Engagement Indicators ar
the soundness of the index. Each indicator has a goal, and schools that fail to meet that go:
looking at statewide data and establishing thresholds that identify schools contributing the

1. Test Participation (minimum 95%) - The calculation is based on three years of data. The |
2. Absenteeism (below 13%) - Related to attendance, the absenteeism rate is the percentag
3. Dropout Rates (below 6%)

Schools not meeting the threshold for any Student Engagement Indicator will have points de
than 95 percent, but at least 85 percent, five points are deducted from the school’s overall
absenteeism rate in the school is 13 percent or more, 5 points are deducted from its score.
less than 6 percent. If the school does not meet that goal, 5 points are deducted from its sc
Accountability Rating a school receives.

Source: http://acct.dpi.wi.gov/acct_home

21-2-204. Wyoming Accountability in Education Act; statewide education accountability syste

(h) Measured performance results obtained and collected pursuant to this section, together with subs
and measures maintained and acquired under W.S. 21-2-202(a)(xxi), 21-2-304(a)(v)(H), 21-3-110(a)
providing periodic and uniform reporting on the progress of state public education achievement comg
process for consolidating, coordinating and analyzing existing performance data and reports for purp
student achievement incorporated into the statewide system. In establishing a reporting system unde
school in Wyoming. The performance report shall:

(i) Include an overall school performance rating along with ratings for each of the indicators and cont
(A) Supports the overall school performance rating; and

(B) Provides detailed information for analysis of school performance on the various components of tr


http://wvde.state.wv.us/esea/performance/scores.php

(i) In a manner to maintain student confidentiality, be disaggregated as appropriate by content level,
this paragraph, reported subgroups of students shall include at minimum, economically disadvantage
students with disabilities;

(iif) Provide longitudinal information to track student performance on a school, district and statewide |

(iv) Include, through the use of data visualization techniques, the development of longitudinal studen
information to parents, teachers and other school personnel regarding student progress toward colle
maintained by the district in each student's permanent record within the district's student data systen

(v) Provide valid and reliable data on the operation and impact of the accountability system establish
and to identify system improvements that may be necessary.

(j) Beginning school year 2014-2015, and each school year thereafter, the state board shall through 1
including but not limited to a review of the appropriateness of the performance indicators, the measu
performance, the target levels and statewide, district and school attainment of those levels and the s
2015, and each September 1 thereafter, the state board shall report to the joint education interim cor
accountability system for each school in the state.

(k) As used in this section, the "January 2012 education accountability report" means the report prep
addresses phase one of the statewide accountability in education system and establishes the design
inspection from the legislative service office.

http://legisweb.state.wy.us/statutes/statutes.aspx?file=titles/Title21/T21CH2.htm

None evident

See summary.

See formula summary

None evident
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Introduction

Accountability 1s important
But hard to do well

Trade-offs and misperceptions

Accountability done well can improve
student outcomes; done poorly can make
things worse




Summary

* Today

* Summarize criteria for evaluating almost any
accountability system

* Describe key elements of teacher, school, and
district accountability for the state

- Evaluate the accountability system based on the
criteria

* Later
* Recommendations for improving accountability




Criteria 1-3: Alignment

1. Align performance measures with
educational objectives

2. Align measures and 1incentives across
system levels (teacher, school, district)

3. Align accountability with other
elements of the school system, such as
funding, standards, and information




Criteria 4-6: Incentives

4. Follow the cardinal rule of
accountability: hold people accountable
for what they can control by focusing on
student learning

. Create incentives for everyone to
improve; avoid performance “cliffs”

. Attach stakes that are proportional to the
validity and reliability of the measures




Criteria 7-8: Other

7. Diagnose problems and strengths and
rigorously evaluate the system

8. Keep the system as simple as possible,
but no simpler than 1s necessary to
meet the other criteria




Broader Themes on
Accountability

e These criteria can conflict with one
another

» Aligning across levels v. cardinal rule
» Sitmplicity v. everything else

* Highlights the challenge of doing
accountability well

 Criteria based on education and social
science research




Overall Evaluation

(Range: Needs Improvement (NI) to Good)

1. Align measures w/ objectives Good/OK
. Align across system levels NI/OK
. Align accountability w/ other policies Good

. Accountable for what educators control NI

. Avoid cliffs NI
. Stakes proportional to measure validity OK
. Diagnose/evaluate accountability system OK

. Simplicity OK




Louisiana Compared with
Other States

 No, above evaluation based on what we
know 1s feasible, not on how Louisiana 1s
doing compared with other states

* Many of the problems apply in other states
as well

* This 1s a real opportunity to move Louisiana
ahead of the rest of the nation




Good News First

* (General agreement that the main (not only)

objective of schools 1s to generate basic
academic skaills

» Test-based accountability aligns with this
criterion

» Also need good standards and tests

* System 1s aligned with standards




School and District
Accountability




School and District
Accountability Policy Summary

School accountability based on the School
Performance Score (SPS)

SPS 1s a weighted average of student
achievement levels

District accountability 1s a “roll up” of the
SPS to the district level




Problem #1: Focus on Levels

Schools can control student learning/growth, but this is
not what they are held accountable for

Students start schools at different levels (outside the
control of schools)—"starting gate inequality”

Differences in initial achievement not accounted for in
the SPS

This 1s not only unfair but counter-productive

A valid accountability system focuses mainly on student
learning/growth
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LDOE has taken some steps,
but not enough

* Each student provides a max of 150 points
on the above levels portion

* Some consideration of growth:

» “Progress points” based on non-proficient students
doing better than expected on tests (Max 10 points
added to SPS)

+ “Top gains” based on SPS growth over time (No
additional points to SPS; just the Top Gains label)

* Cohort-to-cohort growth




Solution: Focus more on
student growth

» This would better align the system with teacher
accountability (which 1s also focused on growth).

» It would also do a better job of measuring school
performance




Any Counter-Arguments?

* The main reason most state accountability systems
focus on levels 1s the misperception that this would
“set lower expectations” for some students

Not true, we should expect all students to reach
Basic, but expectations # performance measures

The best way to help students meet expectations is to
provide incentives for schools to help students
learn—that’s what growth does




Problem #2: Clifts

» Test scores measure small changes in learning (a
continuous measure)

» For various reasons, we lump students into groups
based on performance standards (Basic, etc.)

* This can become a problem if there are too few
groups OR 1f there are strong incentives for school
to focus on getting students over one particular bar




Falling Off Chift #

Unsat. Appr. Basic Mast. Adv. LEAP



Falling Oft Clhiff

A

Limited incentive to help Unsatisfactory students

4




Falling Oft Clhiff




Counter-Arguments?

* Misperception that use of cliffs help low-
performing students

Clffs create incentives to focus on those near
clift, not those far below, or far above

* We can focus attention on student growth of all low-
performing students using student growth

- If we want to focus attention on particular groups, give
more weight to their growth




Another Cliff

SPS 1s on a scale of 0-150 points (with some limited
progress points)

Again, we break schools into groups (A-F)

Schools in the middle of a grade range have less
incentive to improve

* Getting from the middle of the B range to A is
extremely difficult




Teacher Accountability




Teacher Accountability

Compass evaluates teachers based on 50% student
growth and 50% classroom observations

In tested grades and subjects (1/3 of teachers), student growth is
measured by value-added (VA) and Student Learning Targets

In non-tested areas (2/3 of teachers), use Student Learning Targets
(SLTs) alone, established with principal

Combination yields single index score, which 1s used
to place each teacher into a performance category
Ineffective, Effective:Emerging, Effective:Proficient, Highly Effective

For VA portion four categories based on statewide
percentiles: 0-10- 11-50, 51-80, 81+




Teacher Accountability (cont.)

 The “over-ride”: If a teacher is Ineffective on either student
outcomes (including VA) or classroom observation, then
automatically Ineffective overall

Implication: High-VA teachers can be Ineffective and Low-VA
teachers can NEVER be Effective or above

Goal: Make sure low-performers don’t get “off the hook”
* Principals have discretion over the classroom observations

* 4% Ineffective statewide last year (because most teachers
don’t have VA measures and evaluators are not as stringent
as the VA system)




Teacher Stakes

e Tenure

 To obtain tenure, have to be Highly Effective for five years
within a six-year period

+ A teacher deemed Ineffective for a single year loses tenure

» Grandfather clause; teachers with tenure keep it until receiving
Ineffective rating

e Dismissal

* Districts must takes steps to dismiss teachers who are
Ineffective for two consecutive years

* Act 1 1s winding its way through the courts




Evaluation of Teacher
Accountability

e Strengths:

Focused on what educators contribute to learning

Fairly well aligned with objectives (multiple
measures)

Classroom observations provide actionable info
Some diagnostics on value-added by LDOE

* Weaknesses:
Lack of system evaluation

Over-ride means stakes disproportionate to validity
and reliability




Confidence Intervals

I have generally recommended reporting
confidence intervals

+ Reflect the uncertainty in the “true” performance level

LDOE does not—reason for concern?

On the one hand, uncertainty in measures 1s
accounted for in other ways, €.g., have to be
Ineffective for three years in a row

On the other hand, lose tenure 1f Ineffective for
two years




Evaluating the Overall
System of
Accountability




Problem #3: System Alignment

 Why does teacher accountability focus on
student growth but school accountability
does not?
* There 1s no educational reason for this

* In fact, school value-added 1s more valid and
reliable than teacher value-added

* This 1s yet another reason to focus the SPS
on growth




Misalignment Yields
Inconsistent Results

* In the June Accountability Commission
meeting, LDOE staff showed F schools with
many “Highly Effective” teachers and A
schools with many “Ineffective” teachers

* This 1s exactly what we would expect

« SPS 1s a weak measure of school
performance




But We Can’t Rely Entirely on
Growth

Most tests are subject to “ceiling effects” so it’s
difficult to produce growth in students who start at
very high levels

Also, testing regime starts in Grade 3, so can only
get growth starting in Grade 4

- Shift entirely to growth would create incentives to
reduce achievement among K-3 students

Need a balance of levels and growth




Other Resources

My book: Value-Added Measures in Education
(Harvard Education Press, 2011)

Recent podcast from the Lens on teacher
value-added

Recent Education Week articles

Carnegie Foundation’s Knowledge Network
on Value-Added
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