WASHINGTON STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

OLD CAPITOL BUILDING.*ROOM 253.¢P.0O. Box 47206.2600 S.E. WASHINGTON.*OLYMPIA, WA 98504-7206

SYSTEM PERFORMANCE ACCOUNTABILITY UPDATE

SUMMARY OF POLICY ISSUE /STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (SBE) STRATEGIC
PLAN GOAL

In 2005, the Washington State Legislature directed the Washington State Board of Education
(SBE) to create a statewide system of accountability and support that would identify the state’s
most successful and least successful schools, and improve achievement in the latter. One of
the Board'’s three goals is to improve student achievement.

BACKGROUND

The Board has focused on how to strengthen a system of continuous improvement in student
achievement for all schools and districts. Why has the Board engaged in this work aside from
the fact that the legislature tasked the Board with the duty to create a system? The Board
believes that all students deserve a quality education that prepares them for success in the 21
century. It plans to recognize schools that are doing an outstanding job and many of them are.
The Board is also concerned about the 70,500 students?® enrolled (one out of 14 students in the
K-12 system) in struggling schools (identified by our Accountability Index) where there has not
been improvement looking at a variety of different indicators.

There are no state incentives or consequences for making transformational changes in these
schools and districts, thus the urgent need for the Board’s work to help students in those
schools. The Board has received the final Mass Insight Report dated December 2008, which
provided a set of recommendations for the Board as it considers the transformational changes
needed for struggling schools and districts.

A background memo, documenting the Board’s work over the last two years, was provided at
the September 2008 Board meeting (See the Board’s Web site under the System Performance
Accountability Initiative for a copy: www.wa.sbe.gov ).

In the fall of 2008, the Board examined two key areas of its accountability system:

1) an accountability index to identify schools and districts to be recognized and those who are
struggling and need a targeted strategy, and

1 Note: this number will change as Pete makes modifications to the proposal he will share with you in
January so we will need to update our accountability pieces when this is done
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2) a targeted strategy of programs for a state/local partnership for struggling schools, called
Priority Schools, which includes an Innovation Zone and a range of possible intervention
options if all else fails, called Academic Watch.

Based on the November Board meeting, staff drafted an accountability resolution, dated
December 4, 2008, that examines the principles required to improve the state’s accountability
system. Staff has updated the December 4 resolution to a December 23 resolution that shows
track changes based on feedback received in the last few weeks, to that resolution. The Board
will receive copies of the December 4 and December 23 versions.

The Board maintains that its accountability proposal needs to be a part of any revisions to the
basic education funding package. In December 2008, the Joint Basic Education Task Force
adopted the Board’s accountability principles as part of their recommendations (in addition to
the CORE 24 minimum high school graduation requirements).

The Board’s consultant, Pete Bylsma, has made some changes to the Accountability Index
based on fall feedback (e.g. changing the scale system, splitting low income and non-low
income for achievement, options to address accountability for alternative education schools,
ELL students, and schools with high levels of achievement). A detailed appendix on those
changes is provided at the back of Pete Bylsma’s executive summary on the Accountability
Index.

POLICY CONSIDERATION:

The Board has conducted outreach with a variety of stakeholders on these proposals. The
accountability resolution and the Index have been refined and modified, based on initial
feedback from the Board and stakeholders for the Board’s deliberation at its January meeting.
The Board will consider the resolution for adoption to submit to the 2009 legislature. The Board
will give guidance to staff on the accountability index to prepare for the February 17 work
session.

The Board will also review a work plan for 2009 that outlines the intention of staff and the Board
to work with stakeholders and the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) on
refining the details of the accountability index, state support to struggling schools and districts,
and recognition program. Based on the work plan, we would propose working with OSPI to
request the U.S. Department of Education to agree to let Washington use the new Index in
place of the current federal system under No Child Left Behind this spring.

EXPECTED ACTION:

The Board will make any necessary revisions and adopt the accountability resolution to submit
to the 2009 legislature.
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Washington State
/Board of Education

Working to Raise Student Achievement Dramatically

System Performance Accountability Work Plan 2009
January 2009

Objectives:

e Approve the state accountability index draft by May 2009. Work with OSPI to
request U.S. Department of Education to substitute our state accountability index in
place of current federal AYP system for 2010-11 school year.

¢ Finalize the joint OSPI-SBE recognition program by July 2009 for 2010-11 school
year, using new Accountability Index.

e Work with OSPI and stakeholders to refine continuous improvement model
processes, which include OSPI programs plus Innovation Zone and Academic
Watch, by July 2009.

e Develop further indicators for SBE accountability system by July 2009.

e Develop proposed new rule on school improvement planning by November 2009.

Draft Timeline for System Performance Accountability (SPA)
Work 2009

Dates Activities

January 14-15 Board meeting to review:

o Draft resolution for action

e Feedback on Accountability Index and Pete Bylsma’s revisions
e Work Plan for 2009

e Achievement Gap Data Overview for Commissions’ Work

o ELL Issues for state oversight by Howard DelLeeuw, OSPI

January- March Edie and Pete will meet with superintendents at ESD meetings across
state to review the Accountability Index, Innovation Zone and Academic
Watch proposals. Pete will meet with technical advisers from school
districts and OSPI at least twice regarding refinements to the index.

February 17 SPA Work session

Refinements to accountability index, including ELL issues
Discussion with OSPI on changes to NCLB

Discussion of recognition program,

OSPI presentation on Summit District work

Discuss with OSPI, programs to support continuous district and
school improvement including Innovation Zone

February-March Edie and Pete will seek input from several national experts from OSPI's
National Technical Advisory Committee to review the SBE proposed
accountability index, and begin work with OSPI to begin preparing
proposal to the U.S. Education Department (ED) to propose state
accountability system in place of NCLB federal system.




Dates

Activities

March 12-13 Board meeting:
e Hear update from SPA work session
April 21 SPA Work session
e Review continued refinements on Accountability Index, Innovation
Zone, Academic Watch, and recognition program
¢ Work on accountability indicators for OSPI Report Card as well as
SBE strategic plan
e Discuss Bridges Drop Out Report and Commissions’ Achievement
Gaps recommendations for accountability issues
May 14-15 Board meeting to review:
¢ Update from SPA work session
o Finalize Draft Accountability Index

May-June Outreach to different stakeholder groups on Accountability Index,
Innovation Zone, and Academic Watch.

June 16 SPA work session to complete work with OSPI on State Support to
Districts, including Innovation Zone, Academic Watch, and to examine
key indicators for report card and strategic plan.

July 15-17 Board meeting:

e Finalize proposal on Innovation Zone, Academic Watch, and
recognition program; key indicators

September 17-18

Board meeting:
¢ Potential policy legislative proposals (wait until 2011 session for
budget proposals)

October 14

SPA work session
¢ Draft rule language on school improvement plans

November 12-13

Board meeting:
e Review draft school improvement plan rule revisions




WASHINGTON STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
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Draft SBE Accountability Resolution
December 23, 2008

WHEREAS, the State Board of Education believes that all students deserve a quality education
and that there is an urgent need to strengthen a system of continuous improvement in student
achievement for all schools and districts; and

WHEREAS, the legislature charged the State Board of Education to develop criteria to identify
schools and districts that are successful, in heed of assistance, and those where students
persistently fail as well as to identify a range of intervention strategies and performance
incentive systems; and

WHEREAS, the State Board of Education affirms the call for stronger accountability must be
reciprocal between the state and local school district and accompanied by comprehensive
funding reform for basic education that demonstrates “taxpayer money at work” in improving
student achievement; and

WHEREAS, the State Board of Education will work with its education partners to create a
unified system of federal and state accountability to improve student achievement; and

WHEREAS, the State Board of Education recognizes the need for a proactive, collaborative
accountability system with support from the local school board, parents, students, staff in the
schools and districts, regional educational service districts, business partners, and state officials
to improve student achievement; and

WHEREAS, the State Board of Education believes that schools and districts should be
recognized for best practices and exemplary work in improving student achievement; and

WHEREAS, the State Board of Education recognizes the critical role of local school boards in
addressing student achievement in developing a new state accountability system as well as the
need to create a new collaborative mechanism to require certain school district actions if student
achievement does not improve;

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the State Board of Education will develop an
accountability index to identify schools and districts based on student achievement using criteria
that are fair, consistent, transparent and easily understood for the purposes of providing
feedback to schools and districts to self-assess their progress as well as to identify schools with
exemplary performance and those with poor performance; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED:; that the State Board of Education will work with its education
partners to build the capacity of districts to help their schools improve student achievement.
Programs will be offered tailored to the magnitude of need. As part of this system of assistance,
the Board will ensure that all efforts are administered as part of one unified system of state
assistance including the Innovation Zone — a new effort to help districts dramatically improve
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achievement levels; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that after a time set by the State Board of Education where there
is no significant improvement based on the Accountability Index and other measures as defined
by the Board, the district will be placed on Academic Watch and the State Board of Education
will:
¢ Direct the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction to conduct an academic
performance audit using a peer review team. Based on the findings of the peer

review team

¢ Request the local school board, in collaboration with the Office of Superintendent of
Public Instruction, develop an Academic Watch Plan based on the review findings

o Review,;modify,-and-approve, or send back for modification the local board’s
Academic Watch plan, which once approved becomes a binding performance
contract between the state and district

e Ensure that the local school board will remain responsible for implementation

¢ Request the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction to monitor implementation
of the plan and provide updates to the State Board of Education, which may require
additional actions be taken until performance improvement is realized

e Report jointly to the local community with the local school board on the progress of

the Academic Watch Plan—and

e Declare a district is not longer on Academic Watch when the Office of
Superintendent reports to the Board that the district’'s school or schools are no
longer in Priority status: and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board believes this accountability framework needs to be
a part of the revisions made to the basic education funding system and that the Legislature will
need to provide the Board and the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction with the
appropriate legal authority and resources to implement and_continue during its duration the new
system; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board will continue to refine the details of the
accountability system by working with its education, parent, business and community partners
over the next year.

Adopted: (date)

Attest: Mary Jean Ryan, Chair
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WASHINGTON STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

OLD CAPITOL BUILDING.*ROOM 253.¢P.0. Box 47206.2600 S.E. WASHINGTON.*OLYMPIA, WA 98504-7206

Draft SBE Accountability Resolution
December 4, 2008

WHEREAS, the State Board of Education believes that all students deserve a quality education
and that there is an urgent need to strengthen a system of continuous improvement in student
achievement for all schools and districts; and

WHEREAS, the legislature charged the State Board of Education to develop criteria to identify
schools and districts that are successful, in need of assistance, and those where students
persistently fail as well as to identify a range of intervention strategies and performance
incentive systems; and

WHEREAS, the State Board of Education affirms the call for stronger accountability must be
reciprocal between the state and local school district and accompanied by comprehensive
funding reform for basic education that demonstrates “taxpayer money at work” in improving
student achievement; and

WHEREAS, the State Board of Education will work with its education partners to create a
unified system of federal and state accountability to improve student achievement; and

WHEREAS, the State Board of Education recognizes the need for a proactive, collaborative
accountability system with support from the local school board, parents, students, staff in the
schools and districts, regional educational service districts, business partners, and state officials
to improve student achievement; and

WHEREAS, the State Board of Education believes that schools and districts should be
recognized for best practices and exemplary work in improving student achievement; and

WHEREAS, the State Board of Education recognizes the critical role of local school boards in
addressing student achievement in developing a new state accountability system as well as the
need to create a new collaborative mechanism to require certain school district actions if student
achievement does not improve;

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the State Board of Education will develop an
accountability index to identify schools and districts based on student achievement using criteria
that are fair, consistent, transparent and easily understood for the purposes of providing
feedback to schools and districts to self-assess their progress as well as to identify schools with
exemplary performance and those with poor performance; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the State Board of Education will work with its education
partners to build the capacity of districts to help their schools improve student achievement.
Programs will be offered tailored to the magnitude of need. As part of this system of assistance,
the Board will ensure that all efforts are administered as part of one unified system of state
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assistance including the Innovation Zone — a new effort to help districts dramatically improve
achievement levels; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that after a time set by the State Board of Education where there
is no significant improvement based on the Accountability Index and other measures as defined
by the Board, the district will be placed on Academic Watch and the State Board of Education
will:
¢ Direct the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction to conduct an academic
performance audit using a peer review team. Based on the findings of the peer

review team

e Request the local school board, in collaboration with the Office of Superintendent of
Public Instruction, develop an Academic Watch Plan based on the review findings

¢ Review, modify, and approve the local board’s Academic Watch plan, which once
approved becomes a binding performance contract between the state and district

o Ensure that the local school board will remain responsible for implementation

Request the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction to monitor implementation
of the plan and provide updates to the State Board of Education, which may require
additional actions be taken until performance improvement is realized

e Report jointly to the local community with the local school board on the progress of
the Academic Watch Plan; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board believes this accountability framework needs to be
a part of the revisions made to the basic education funding system and that the Legislature will
need to provide the Board and the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction with the
appropriate legal authority and resources to implement the new system; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board will continue to refine the details of the
accountability system by working with its education, parent, business and community partners
over the next year.
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RESOLUTION

Washington State School Directors’ Association Board of Directors

WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board supports accountability and desires a fair system of
accountability for the students we serve; and

WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board understands the urgency of addressing the needs of all
students; and

WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board acknowledges the responsiveness, of the State Board
of Education, to input received from school directors regarding the State Board’s
accountability system proposal; and

WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board believes that stronger accountability must be reciprocal
and therefore be accompanied by comprehensive funding reform; and

WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board supports an accountability index that is fair, consistent,
transparent, and easily understood; and

WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board believes in, and understands, that transparency
includes assessing, reviewing, analyzing, and illuminating educational needs at the local
level; and

WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board recognizes that organizational, legal, and contractual
conditions exist that can limit a school board’s flexibility in addressing continuous
improvement in student achievement; and

WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board appreciates the State Board of Education’s recognition
of the critical role of local school boards in addressing continuous improvement in
student achievement; and

WHEREAS, the WSSDA Board supports a proactive, collaborative, accountability
system that requires appropriate action at the most local level if student achievement
does not improve; and

WHEREAS, the delegates at WSSDA's recent Legislative Assembly affirmed their
support for an accountability system by overwhelmingly accepting the following position:

“The WSSDA shall initiate and or support legislation that retains local control over
restructuring efforts (school/district improvement), and modifies the teacher evaluation
process to allow for accountability at the school level. Specifically, all mandated
corrective action shall be solely authorized and implemented by the local school board.
The local board may seek assistance and support from the Office of Superintendent of
Public Instruction.”



NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that the WSSDA Board of Directors supports an
accountability system that:

= Recognizes the ultimate authority of local school directors, communities, parents,
school staff, and business partners to improve achievement for public school
students within their communities; and

= Provides full funding to local districts to implement the accountability system; and

= Creates a collaborative, flexible process that builds and maintains the capacity for
local school directors to improve student achievement.

ADOPTED November 22, 2008



Executive Summary

Updated Recommendations
to the

State Board of Education
for a

State Accountability Index

January 2009

Pete Bylsma, EdD, MPA



This summary about the proposed accountability index includes updated policies that reflect
recent stakeholder input. Revised results have been generated using these policies and are
included in this document. Appendix A provides a detailed description of the policy changes.
The full document about the index is available on the State Board of Education Web site.

CREATING THE ACCOUNTABILITY INDEX

The legislature requires the State Board of Education to develop a statewide accountability system
that will help improve academic performance among all students in the state. Part of that
requirement is to “adopt objective, systematic criteria” to identify schools and districts for
recognition and for receiving additional state support. To meet this requirement, the Board has
developed an accountability index to sort schools and districts into different “tiers” based on
multiple measures. The Board believes the index plays a key role in providing feedback about the
status of education reform in schools and districts and supporting continuous improvement efforts.
Schools and districts in most need are given “Priority” status, making them eligible to receive more
significant support. These Priority schools and districts will be required to participate in a state
system of support if initial offers of more support are not accepted and substantial improvement does
not occur after two years.

Various principles guided the development of the index. The accountability system will (1) be
transparent and simple to understand, (2) use existing data, (3) rely on multiple measures, (4) include
assessment results from all grades and subjects tested statewide, (5) use concepts of the federal No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and its Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) system when appropriate,
(6) be fair, reasonable, and consistent, (7) be valid and accurate, (8) focus at both the school and
district levels, (9) apply to as many schools and districts as possible, (10) use familiar concepts when
possible, (11) rely mainly on criterion-referenced measures instead of norm-referenced measures,
and (12) provide multiple ways to reward success.

The proposed index is based on how schools and districts perform on a set of five outcomes and four
indicators. The five outcomes are the results of state assessments in four subjects (reading, writing,
mathematics, science) and the “extended” graduation rate (for high schools and districts). These five
outcomes are examined using four indicators: achievement of students from non-low income
families, low-income students, and by all students compared to similar schools (controlling for the
percentage of students who are learning English, have a disability, live in low-income homes, and
are mobile), and the level of improvement in the achievement of all students from the previous year.
The results of the 20 measures form the 5x4 matrix shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Matrix of Accountability Measures
OUTCOMES

Ext. Grad.
INDICATORS Reading | Writing | Math | Science Rate
Achievement of non-low
income students
Achievement of low
income students
Achievement vs. peers

Improvement




Each cell of the matrix is rated on a 7-point scale (from 1 to 7) using fixed benchmarks. Each of the
four subjects is rated using the same set of benchmarks across the entire school (i.e., all subjects have
the same set of benchmarks, and the assessment results are the aggregate totals for all the tested
grades). The index is the simple average of all 20 ratings. The index ranges from 1.0 to 7.0. Table 2
shows how each of the five outcomes are measured using the four indicators and the benchmarks that
produce the ratings. Tier assignments are determined based on the index score. Schools and districts
fall into five tiers, with an in-depth analysis of the data and conditions of those in the lowest tier to
see if they merit being placed in a 6™ (Priority) tier.

Table 2: Benchmarks and Ratings for Outcomes and Indicators

READING WRITING MATH SCIENCE EXT. GRAD. RATE!
ACHIEVEMENT 9% MET STANDARD RATING RATE RATING
(NON-Low 90.1-100%......... 7 >05 e, 7
INCOME) 80.1-90%............ 6 90.1 - 95%......... 6
70.1-80%............ 5 85.1 - 90%......... 5
ACHIEVEMENT 60.1-70%............. 4 80.1-85%......... 4
(LOow INCOME) 50.1-60%......... 3 75.1 - 80%........ 3
40 - 50% ..o, 2 70 - 75%......... 2
< B80% oo, 1 < 70%..connnn.. 1
ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCE IN DIFFERENCE
VS. PEERS? LEARNING INDEX RATING IN RATE RATING
> 20, 7 >12 e, 7
151 t0.20............ 6 611012 oo, 6
051 t0.15 ........... 5 31106 ... 5
-05 10 .05 ............. 4 3103, 4
051 t0-.15......... 3 31106, 3
-151 t0-.20......... 2 6.110-12.......... 2
<20 e, 1 <12, 1
IMPROVEMENT? CHANGE IN CHANGE
LEARNING INDEX RATING IN RATE RATING
> 15 e, 7 > 6 e, 7
10110 .15 ... 6 41106 ... 6
0511t0.10...o........ 5 21104 ., 5
-05t0.05.............. 4 2102, 4
-051 t0-.10......... 3 2110 4., 3
-101 t0-.15......... 2 4110 -6........... 2
S L T 1 - T 1

Note: Assessment results are the combined results from both the WASL and WAAS (assessments for students

with disabilities) from all grades.

! This outcome only applies to schools and districts that are authorized to graduate students.

2 This indicator adjusts the outcomes using statistical methods (multiple regression) to control for four student
characteristics beyond a school’s control: the percentage of low-income, ELL, special education, and mobile students.
(Mobile students are those who are not continuously enrolled from October 1 through the testing period.) Scores are
the difference between the actual level and the predicted level. Scores above 0 are “beating the odds” and negative
scores are below the predicted level. Separate analyses are conducted for schools for each of the four assessments for
each type of school (elementary, middle, high). District calculations also control for the level of current expenditures.

3 Measured in terms of the change from the previous year.



The proposed index does not include AYP results. Feedback from all stakeholders revealed a lack of
confidence in the current AYP results for accountability purposes. The index is more valid because it
is based on the performance of all students in more subjects, is more differentiated than a “Yes/No”
system, does not count students multiple times, and addresses several unintended consequences
created by the current system. The index is more inclusive because it uses a smaller minimum
number for reporting (10 students across the entire school/district), includes the results of all
students, regardless of how long they have been attending school or district, includes both writing
and science (this helps prevent a narrowing of the curriculum), and uses the Learning Index to
measures performance across the range of assessment results (this reduces the focus on students who
perform close to the proficiency cut point at the expense of students who are farther above and
below that level). The index is less volatile over time because assessment results are combined
across all grades in a school and district rather than using results for individual grades. Finally, the
index is more transparent because it does not include a margin of error, the benchmarks are the
same over time and among the different subjects for both schools and districts, there are fewer
subgroups and rules, and schools and districts have the same minimum number for reporting.

INITIAL RESULTS

Table 3 shows the ranges for the tier assignments and the number of schools and districts that would
have been placed in each tier in 2007 using the above criteria. Schools show a greater range than
districts—far fewer districts were in the top and bottom tiers compared to the school results.

Table 3: Tier Ranges and Preliminary Results (2007)

Index # of % of # of # of % of # of
Tier Range Schools | Schools | Students® | Districts | Districts | Students!
Exemplary 5.50 —7.00 81 4.0% 28,650 1 3% 360
Very Good 5.00 -5.49 131 6.5% 64,500 9 3.1% 31,500
Good 4.00 — 4.99 591 29.4% 314,700 87 29.9% | 278,500
Acceptable 2.50-3.99 980 48.7% 523,000 177 60.8% | 692,500
Struggling 1.00 — 2.49 228 11.3% 74,000 17 5.8% | 17,500
Priority (eligible forl 1 55 _599| TBD | TBD TBD TBD | TBD TBD
Innovation Zone)

IApproximate number (some schools did not provide enrollment data).
2To be determined after in-depth analyses of the data and local conditions of those in the struggling tier.

The 228 schools in the Struggling tier enrolled 74,000 students (1 in 14 students statewide). Of the
schools in this tier, 98 (43%) were alternative schools or served other special populations, and
enrolled 12,400 students. The 130 “regular” schools in the Struggling tier enrolled 61,600 students.
Over the 2-year period, 149 schools (7.4%) had an average index below 2.50, and 89 were regular
schools that enrolled approximately 39,000 students (roughly 4% of statewide enroliment).

The 17 districts in the Struggling tier in 2007 tended to be rather small (averaging roughly 1,000
students). However, some larger districts had many schools in a struggling tier—17 districts had at
least two regular schools and four districts had at least five regular schools with a 2-year index
average below 2.50.

Table 4 provides an example of the ratings for an actual high school and how the average of the
individual ratings generates the index/tier assignment. The school’s average rating of 3.45 is the



index score, which puts the school in the middle of the Acceptable tier. The average ratings are color-
coded, and a set of “stars” indicate the rating so the overall results can be seen at a glance. These
types of results could be made public on the state Web site (the format for presenting the results must
still be determined). Results presented in this “dashboard” give policymakers, educators, and the
public a quick snapshot of where a school is strong and weak, its overall rating, and where it falls
within the tier. It also provides transparency about how the index number is determined.

Table 4: “Actual” High School, 2007

Indicator Reading | Writing Math Science | Grad Rate | Average
Non-low inc. ach. 5 6 3 1 5 4.00
Low-inc. ach. 4 4 1 1 7 3.40
Ach. vs. peers 2 2 2 2 Al
Improvement 1 4 1 4 7 3.40
Average 3.00 400 [NINEEN 200 | 6.5 3.40
Non-low inc. ach, | ***** Fkkhkk Hkk * —

Low-inc. ach. faiakaked Fkkk * * FkkkAkk

Ach. vs. peers okl fakl ** o R

Improvement * *kkK * *kAk O

The proposed system holds districts accountable using the same indicators, outcomes, and criteria
that are used for schools. The results are based on districtwide data for all grades rather than being
disaggregated by grade bands (elementary, middle, high). In addition, financial data are used in the
“peers” analysis to control for the amount of total operating expenditures per pupil (adjusted for
student need). A deeper analyses would also occur for districts that have an index number in the
Struggling tier to determine if they merit receiving extra support.

Other tables and charts can illustrate school and district results as well. For example, Figure 1 shows
the distribution of the number of schools in each tier for an actual district. Table 5 shows all the
results across multiple years in a hypothetical district.

Figure 1: Accountability Results in “Actual” District, 2007
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Table 5: Showing Accountability Results Over Time (Hypothetical District)

YEAR
Indicator/Outcome | 2004 2005 2006 2007
Non-low inc. ach. 2.75 3.00 3.20 3.80
Read | n g **k*k *Kkkk*k **kkkk **kkkk
Writing **k*k **kkk *kk*k **kkkk
Math ** ** *%* *kkk
Science * * * *
Ext.grad. rate  [IONARE = | xxxx | xoxxx
Low-income ach. 2.00 2.00 2.40 2.40
Read | n g *** **kk*k *kk*k *kk*k
Writing *** *** *kk*k *kk*k
Math * * * *%*
Science * * * *
Ext. grad. rate NA * el *
Ach. vs. peers 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Read | n g *kkk *kk*k *kkk *kkk
Writing *kk*k **kkk *kkk *kkk
Math *kk*k **kkk *kkk *kkk
SCIenCE *kkk *kk*k *kkk *kkk
Extgrad.rate___ [JINAT ~ | o | oo
Improvement 5.67 5.25 4.60 3.60
Read | n g *kkkkik *hkkkikk *kkk *kkk
Writing *kkkk *kkkkk *kkk
Math *kkkkk *kkkk *kkk *kkk
SCIenCE *Kkkkk *hkkhkk *kkk *kkk
Ext. grad. rate faaioioll *x
INDEX 3.47 3.47 3.55 3.45

HANDLING SPECIAL CASES

The accountability system needs to be flexible enough to accommodate some special situations.
These include holding alternative schools accountable, possibly excluding some ELL results from
the index calculations, and not counting improvement cells when achievement is at very high levels.

Holding alternative schools accountable poses unique challenges. Many alternative schools exist in
the state, and they vary greatly in their focus, structure, and clientele. Most are relatively small (total
enrollment is less than 4% statewide). More than half serve at-risk students in grades 9-12. Some
believe these schools have taken on more challenging students while allowing traditional schools to
generate better outcomes with their remaining students. On the other hand, some alternative schools
offer special programs for students who are not at-risk and who meet rigorous academic requirements
for admission. Some are considered “alternative” because they do not use a normal school approach,
and a growing number of schools serve students through digital learning via the Internet. Parent
Partnership Programs are a type of “school” where parents are the primary instructor and the district
provides instructional support. Some target special student populations (e.g., special education,
gifted, ELL). Given this variation, no “peer” indicator is computed for these schools. Moreover,
alternative schools may need to be held accountable through more than just an index score because in
many cases, they have intentionally targeted student populations facing significant challenges.



Two options should be considered for holding alternative schools accountable. First, these schools
would receive the normal index score using the calculations used for all schools. Alternative schools
will likely be over-represented in the Struggling tier, and these schools are examined more closely
(see the next section) to determine if they need additional support. A second approach is to have the
alternative schools that serve highly mobile and at-risk students (including those in correctional
facilities) volunteer to be held accountable using other outcomes over an extended period of time
(e.g., 3 years). This approach is used in California. For example, a school could choose to be
evaluated by the number of credits earned, attendance rates, and gains on pre-post tests given during
the year. This system is very complex, but it is viewed in California as being a more valid system for
these types of schools. OSPI could use concepts in this approach in its analysis of alternative schools
that fall in the Struggling tier.

Results for ELL students are currently included in AYP determinations in the student’s second
year of enrollment in a U.S. public school. OSPI has requested that ELL results not be included until
an ELL student has been enrolled in a U.S. public school for three years or until an ELL student
achieves an intermediate level of English proficiency on the WLPT, whichever comes first.! This
request is based on research that shows it takes many years for an ELL student to acquire
“academic” proficiency in English, the state assessments are given entirely in English, no translated
versions are administered, and the students must be able to read and write English in order to
understand and respond to the test items. Moreover, testing these students in English violates
widely-adopted testing standards and ethics because of threats to validity and mistreatment of human
subjects. However, the U.S. Education Department has denied OSPI’s request to change the way
ELL students are included in AYP calculations.

Nevertheless, computations for the proposed state accountability system could exclude the results
for ELL students who had not achieved intermediate English proficiency (Level 3 composite) on the
WLPT or for three years in a U.S. public school, whichever comes first, whenever a test requires
reading and writing in only English. WLPT results would also need to be made public on the OSPI
Report Card, which is not current OSPI practice. This would provide more accountability for
progress among ELL students. This policy would still include the results of a very large percentage
of ELL students. About 70% of ELL students statewide enter school in kindergarten, and they will
have attended school for three years before taking the state assessment for the first time in grade 3.
Of the ELL students who were enrolled in grades assessed by the WASL/WAAS (grades 3-8 and
10), more than 81% had reached the intermediate level of the WLPT in 2008 and would have their
scores included in the accountability calculations. While very few ELL students would have their
results excluded, this policy would increase the fairness and validity of the accountability results.

Schools and districts that perform at very high levels are not able to improve much more. To
avoid “penalizing” these schools for a lack of improvement, the ratings for this indicator will not be
included in the index calculations under certain conditions. Without this policy, schools and districts
with nearly all of their students achieving Level 4 on an assessment and graduating nearly all their
students would not be able to achieve a rating above 4. Specifically, a school or district can request
that the improvement indicator not be used to compute the accountability index when a Learning
Index reaches 3.85 out of 4.00 and remains at or above that level for two consecutive years. (A

! The composite score from the annual Washington Language Proficiency Test (WLPT) reflects proficiency in reading,
writing, speaking, and listening.



school or district needs to improve by more than .15 to receive a rating of 7, which is impossible
when their Learning Index is at or greater than 3.85.) The first year the Index falls above 3.85, the
school/district would get a rating based on its improvement. If the Index stays at or above 3.85, the
maximum rating is not possible, so the indicator would not be calculated.? The same policy applies
to the extended graduation rate outcome. A school or district can request the extended graduation
rate results not be used when computing the accountability index when the rate reaches or exceeds
94% and remains at that level for two consecutive years (the graduation rate must improve by more
than 6 percentage points to earn a rating of 7). Of the schools with graduation data, 11% had a rate
that was at least 94% in two consecutive years.

IDENTIFYING “PRIORITY” SCHOOLS AND DISTRICTS (LOWEST TIER)

Various quantitative and qualitative data will be used to determine which schools and districts that
fall in the Struggling tier should be placed in the Priority tier and be eligible to receive significant
support. The data fall in four categories:

« Contextual Data:
Type of school
Changes in student population
Programs served by the school
Level of student mobility
o Assessment Results (WASL/WAAS/WLPT)
Trends over multiple years for each subject area
Subgroup trends
Results for students who have been enrolled for at least two years
o AYP Results:
Distance from the annual goal
Type of cells not making AYP
Percentage of cells not making AYP
o Other Data:
Graduation and dropout rates for subgroups
Student/teacher ratio
Teacher education and experience levels
Funding from local levies/bonds and outside sources
Recent changes in leadership (key central office staff and principals) and teachers
Problems with data that generate the index (e.g., reporting errors related to graduates)

Each year, the process begins when OSPI computes the index using the most recent data and
prepares a set of preliminary results. Given the relatively large number of schools that may fall into
the Struggling tier,® the schools must be screened to eliminate those that clearly should not fall into
the Priority tier. This reduces the number of schools and districts that require a deeper analysis.
OSPI staff then review the index results for each school and district in the Struggling tier and sort
them into two categories:

2 Of the schools and districts with reportable data (at least 10 students assessed), two schools reached this level on the
Learning Index in 2006 (one in both reading and writing and the other in writing), no district reached this level in 2006,
and no school or district reached this level in any subject in 2007.

% The number will still be far fewer than those not making AYP or identified for “improvement” under NCLB.



(1) Schools/districts that remain in the struggling tier are those that have not been in this tier in the
past two years or have obvious data problems that affected their results (e.g., errors in reporting the
number of graduates, missing data for ELL, special education, and low income students that can
affect the results of the “peers”).

(2) The remaining schools/districts are placed in a possible Priority tier category pending a deeper
analysis (and additional information for high schools and districts using August results).

OSPI staff then conduct a deeper analysis using available data for the schools and districts that have
the possibility of being placed in the Priority tier. This may require contacting the district and/or
local ESD to get more information. Based on this review, schools and districts are sorted again into
the same two categories. Those placed in the Priority tier are notified of the possible designation and
the reasons why this designation is possible. The district/school is given a chance to avoid the
Priority designation by providing more information, including what explains the low index results.
Appeals are made to OSPI with local school board approval. OSPI then reviews the additional
information, and then recommend a final Priority list to the State Board of Education for review and
approval. Schools and districts that are placed in the Priority tier would be offered additional state
support, which would be tailored to meet their specific needs.

INTEGRATING THE SYSTEMS

Federal law requires states to have a single accountability system. Many states combine their state
accountability system with the federal NCLB system. The State Board of Education will work with
OSPI in the coming months to prepare a unified accountability plan for the U.S. Education
Department that will recommend using the proposed state accountability system in place of the
current federal system. A new administration may provide more flexibility to states that design
alternative systems. The proposed system has many desirable features that could make it a viable
alternative to the current rules used to measure AYP. A new method for determining AYP and what
constitutes being “in improvement” still must be determined, and the consequences of not making
AYP could remain the same or be different.

The assessment and participation results will continue to be disaggregated for all student subgroups
and be made public, as required by federal law. These disaggregated data will be used in the process
of determining which schools and districts are in need of improvement and what type and level of
support should be provided by the state.

RECOGNITION

The Board intends to provide recognition based on sustained exemplary performance. The
accountability system will provide multiple ways to reward success and will rely on criterion-
referenced measures using the results from the accountability matrix.

Three options can be considered: providing recognition for (1) each of the 30 cells of the matrix, (2)
the 20 “inner” cells of the matrix, and (3) the 10 “average” cells of the matrix. The advisors
recommended providing recognition in all 30 cells because they believe people are motivated to
improve the most when they can experience success. A minimum rating is required to receive
recognition—>5.50 in the 20 “inner” cells and 5.25 in the “averaged” cells (see Table 6). Any cell
with a rating of 6.00 or above would receive recognition “with honors.” The ratings will be



calculated every year, and recognition is given when the two-year average rating meets the
minimum requirement. This ensures recognition is given only for sustained exemplary performance.

Table 6: Minimum 2-Year Average Required for Recognition**

Indicator Reading | Writing Math Science | Grad Rate | Average
Non-low inc. ach. 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25
Low-inc. ach. 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25
Ach. vs. peers 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25
Improvement 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25
Average 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25

**Any cell of the matrix with a 2-year average rating of 6.00 or above would be recognized “with honor.”

Figure 2 shows the number of schools that would have received awards if the proposed system was
in place in 2007 for the 2,011 schools and all 30 cells were eligible to receive recognition. The
largest number of schools would have received recognition in just one or two of the 30 areas, and
348 schools (17%) would not have received any recognition. At the other extreme, 242 schools
(12%) would have received recognition in 10 or more areas, and one school would have received
recognition in 21 of the 30 cells of the matrix. The largest number of schools (57%) met the criteria
for reading achievement among their non-low income students. Achievement in math, science, and
among low-income students had far fewer schools meeting the minimum criteria. Less than 4% had
an overall average of 5.25 on the accountability index over the 2-year period. Of the 149 schools that
had a 2-year index average of less than 2.50 (i.e., those in the Struggling tier), 71% would not have
received any recognition in any of the 30 cells, 22% would have received recognition in one cell,
and 7% would have received recognition in two or three areas (most often in writing improvement).

Figure 2: Number of Schools with Recognition, by Number of Recognitions (2007)
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This system of recognition will supplement and could replace some types of recognition currently in
place. The federal government provides funding to schools for three awards, primarily those



receiving Title | funds. OSPI also provides awards for improvement but no extra funding as part of
its recognition. Schools and districts that receive recognition in the proposed system will not be
compensated monetarily, except possibly for schoolwide bonuses for all school staff based on
“multiple measures of student performance.” These bonuses have been recommended by the Basic
Education Finance Task Force in its December 2008 report to the Legislature. The proposed
recognition system could be used as a basis for these rewards. For example, staff in schools that
have a 2-year average in overall improvement of at least 5.25 could be given the schoolwide bonus.
In 2007, about 12% of the schools statewide met this criterion. The amount of the bonus suggested
by OSPI was $20 to $50 per student FTE. Other types of recognition, with or without financial
awards, could be developed. These could be available to all that meet certain criteria and/or be
competitive in nature.

The proposed accountability system will need to remain flexible. It must adapt to changes in NCLB
and graduation requirements, the assessment system, and other factors that may impact the results.
Moreover, a number of issues must still be resolved before the index can be implemented
effectively. For example, further review of the results should occur to ensure the index measures the
achievement and improvement the Board intends. Various OSPI and State Board activities need to
be integrated and aligned with one another (e.g., how the index relates to NCLB requirements, how
to use the index to identify Priority schools and districts, how and when assistance and recognition
occur, how index results are represented and made available to the public). The methods for
measuring improvement and holding alternative schools accountable need further review. Finally,
some method of measuring community and legislative support needs to be incorporated to ensure
“reciprocal accountability.”



APPENDIX A
RECOMMENDED CHANGES IN THE ACCOUNTABILITY INDEX

This appendix lists eight recommended changes to the accountabililty index, the reasons for the
changes, and the effect the changes have on the proposed system and results. Changes 1-4 have been
made and are reflected in the Executive Summary; changes 5-8 are presented for Board consideration.

1. Change the first indicator, achievement by all students, to be achievement
by non-low income students.

Rationale: Using results for non-low income students separate from those from low income
families (used as the second indicator) means no student is double counted.* In the original
indicator using “all” students, low-income students end up being counted in both indicators. The
suggested change was suggested by some stakeholders and reflects the belief that all students have
equal value and no group of students is more important than any other group. This policy will
reveal more clearly the size of the achievement gap based on family income level, which is the
strongest predictor of student achievement. It would also reveal when low-income students
perform better than their better-off classmates.

Effect of the Change: This change has relatively little impact on higher SES schools and districts
because the 7all” students group does not include many low-income students. It has a larger impact
on those with higher percentages of low-income students because it would not double-count as
many stuents, who tend to perform and graduate at lower levels. A comparison of the results using
the original “all students” indicator and the “non-low income” indicator shows the index a small
increase in the index, with slightly larger increases (in the .2 to .3 range on a 7-point scale). The
overall effect is relatively small because this indicator counts for only 25% in the index. Finally,
the policy would reduce the relationship between the index and SES to even lower levels.

2. Change the scale from 5 points (0-4) to 7 points (1-7).

Rationale: This change provides greater differentiation, or “spread”, to the results (like a + or —
when giving letter grades). It also avoids the comparison with the grade point average. Several
comments were made about the need for more points on the scale and starting the ratings at 1
rather than at 0.

Effect of the Change: Changes were made to the benchmarks, it is more difficult to achieve the
highest ratings, there are more tiers and more schools in the struggling tiers (now the bottom two
tiers — see the next bullet).

Table Al shows the new benchmarks and ratings using the 7-point scale, which can be compared
to the original set using a 5-point scale, shown in Table A2. A few minor changes were made in
the highest and lowest benchmarks (see highlighted numbers).

4 Under the current AYP rules, student results are reported for all students as well as in 8 subgroups: the 5 race/ethnic
groups (American Indian, Asian/Pacific Islanders, African American, Hispanic, and White), ELL students, low-income
students, and students with disabilities. As a result, some students are counted as many as five times, while others are
counted only once or twice. These 9 groups are measured in terms of their achievement and “participation rate” in
reading and math, and recent federal regulations required accountability for each of the groups for the graduation rate. If
any group does not meet the annual grade-level target, the school or district does not make AYP.
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Table Al: Revised Benchmarks and Ratings (7-pt scale)

READING | WRITING | MATH | SCIENCE EXT. GRAD. RATE
ACHIEVEMENT % MET STANDARD RATING RATE RATING
(NoN-Low INC.) 90.1-100% ............... 7 > 095 7
80.1-90%................. 6 90.1-95%........... 6
70.1-80%................. 5 85.1-90%........... 5
ACHIEVEMENT 60.1-70%......c......... 4 80.1-85%........... 4
(LOW INCOME) 501 - 60% ................. 3 751 - 80% ........... 3
40 - 50% ...cccceiviinnnns 2 70 - 75%............. 2
< 40% .o 1 <T70% ..ovvevvnn 1
ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCE IN DIFFERENCE
VS. PEERS LEARNING INDEX RATING IN RATE RATING
> .20 7 b R 7
151 t0.20......u...ee. 6 6.1t012.....c........ 6
.051 to.15 ................ 5 3.1t06.iiiins 5
-05 t0.05...ccccevunene. 4 3103 4
-051 to-.15.............. 3 -3.1t0-6............. 3
-151 t0-.20.............. 2 -6.1t0-12............ 2
<-20 i, 1 <12 1
IMPROVEMENT CHANGE IN CHANGE
LEARNING INDEX RATING IN RATE RATING
> A5 e, 7 b TR 7
101t0.15. i, 6 411t06...cccuuveene.. 6
.051t0.10...ccccccvviunnen 5 21104, 5
-051t0.05.....ccccvvieennn. 4 2102, 4
-.051 to-.10.............. 3 21to4.............. 3
-101 to-.15............. 2 41106 .............. 2
<-15 1 <6 i 1

Table A2: Initial Benchmarks and Ratings (5-pt scale)

READING | WRITING | MATH SCIENCE EXT. GRAD. RATE
ACHIEVEMENT % MET STANDARD RATING RATE RATING
(ALL STUDENTS) 86-100% 4 > 95 4
70-85.9% 3 85-95% 3
ACHIEVEMENT 55-69.9% 2 75-84.9% 2
(LOw INCOME) 40-54.9% 1 65-74.9% 1
<40% 0 <65% 0
ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCE IN DIFFERENCE
VS. PEERS LEARNING INDEX RATING IN RATE RATING
>.20 4 >12 4
.10 to .20 3 5.01to 12 3
-.099 to .099 2 -5t05 2
-.20 to-.10 1 -5.01t0 -12 1
<-.20 0 <-12 0
IMPROVEMENT CHANGE IN CHANGE
LEARNING INDEX RATING IN RATE RATING
> .12 4 >6 4
.051 to .12 3 3.01to 6 3
-.05 to .05 2 -3t0 3 2
-.051 to-.12 1 -3.01to-6 1
<-12 0 <-6 0
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3. Change from 4 initial tiers to 5 initial tiers (before deeper analysis identifies those that
should enter the Priority tier) and adjust the tier ranges accordingly.

Rationale: These changes provide greater differentiation and is more aligned with the revised 7-
point rating scale.

Effect of the Change: One more tier was added. “Very Good” was placed between “Exemplary”
and “Good” tiers. The percentage of schools and districts in most of the tiers remained about the
same (Very Good and Good schools represent roughly the same percentage of Good schools in the
original rating system).

Tables A3 and A4 show the revised and original set of tiers, their range, and the school results for
2007. Tables A5 and A6 show the revised and original results for districts for 2007. (The N is
lower in the revised results because no schools and districts with less than 10 assessed students
received an index score.)

Table A3: Revised Tier Ranges and 2007 School Results (N=2,011)

Index Number of Percent of
Tier Range Schools Schools
Exemplary 5.50 —7.00 81 4.0%
Very Good 5.00 - 5.49 131 6.5%
Good 4.00 - 4.99 591 29.4%
Acceptable 2.50-3.99 980 48.7%
Struggling 1.00-2.49 228 11.3%

Note: Schools averaged 3.71, with 4.00 being the mid-point on a 7-point scale.

Table A4: Original Tier Ranges and 2007 School Results (N=2,046)

Index Number of | Percent of
Tier Range Schools Schools
Exemplary 3.00-4.00 72 3.5%
Good 2.00-2.99 664 32.5%
Acceptable 1.00-1.99 1,043 51.0%
Struggling 0.00-0.99 267 13.0%

Table A5: Revised Tier Ranges and 2007 District Results (N=291)

Index Number of | Percent of
Tier Range Districts Districts
Exemplary 5.50-7.00 1 3%
Very Good 5.00 — 5.49 9 3.1%
Good 4.00—4.99 87 29.9%
Acceptable 3.00-3.99 177 60.8%
Struggling 1.00-2.49 17 5.8%

Table A6: Original Tier Ranges and 2007 District Results (N=296)

Index Number of | Percent of
Tier Range Districts Districts
Exemplary 3.00-4.00 3 1.0%
Good 2.00-2.99 102 34.5%
Acceptable 1.00-1.99 175 59.1%
Struggling 0.00-0.99 16 5.4%

13




4. Change the recognition criteria to align with the 7-point rating scale.

Rationale: This change adjusts the recognition criteria to be in alignment with the revised 7-point
rating scale. The criteria were adjusted to produce similar results as the original criteria based on
the 5-point scale (in both cases, ratings in the top 20-21% of the scale would receive recogntion).

Effect of the Change: The number of schools and districts being recognized stays about the same.
Tables A7 and A8 show the revised criteria and the original criteria for recognition. Figure Al

shows the number of recogntions a school would receive using the revised and original criteria and
rating scales.

Table A7: Revised Minimum Requirements for Recognition (1-7 Scale)

Indicator Reading | Writing Math Science | Ext. Grad. Rate | Average
Non-low inc. ach. 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25
Low-inc. ach. 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25
Ach. vs. peers 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25
Improvement 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.50 5.25
Average 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25

Any cell of the matrix with a 2-year average rating of 6.00 or above would be recognized “with honor.”

Table A8: Original Minimum Requirements for Recognition (0-4 Scale)

Indicator Reading | Writing Math Science | Ext. Grad. Rate | Average
Non-low inc. ach. 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.75
Low-inc. ach. 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.75
Ach. vs. peers 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.75
Improvement 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.75
Average 2.75 2.75 2.75 2.75 2.75 2.75

Any cell of the matrix with a 2-year average rating of 3.50 or above would be recognized “with honor.”

Figure Al: Number of Schools Receiving Recognition, 5-Point vs. 7-Point Scales

350 -

300 -

250 A

200 A

150 -

Number of schools

100 -

50 -

O -

M 5-PointScale

7-PointScale

0123 456 7 8 9510111213141516171819202122

Number of recognitions at a school

14




5. Propose exempting ELL results in the first 3 years of enrollment or until acquiring
intermediate proficiency in English, whichever comes first.

Rationale: Results for ELL students who are in their second year of enrollment in a U.S. public
school are currently included in AYP calculations. OSPI has requested that ELL results be counted
using the proposed policy. This request is based on research that shows it takes many years for an
ELL student to acquire “academic” proficiency in English, the state assessments are given entirely
in English, no translated versions are administered, and the students must be able to read and write
English in order to understand and respond to the test items. Moreover, testing these students in
English violates widely-adopted testing standards and ethics because of threats to validity and
mistreatment of human subjects. However, the U.S. Education Department has denied OSPI’s
request to change the way ELL students are included in AYP calculations.

Several stakeholders voiced strong concern about including ELL results in the index calculations
using the current federal requirements. They believe the current policy supports inhumane
assessment practices, produces invalid results, and has a negative impact on the acquisition of
English language proficiency. Computations in the state accountability system can exclude the
results for ELL students who had not achieved intermediate English proficiency (Level 3
composite) on the WLPT or for three years in a U.S. public school, whichever comes first,
whenever a test requires reading and writing in only English.®> Although research has shown it
takes longer than three years to acquire proficiency in English in an academic setting, this time
period reflects OSPI’s position in its response to the federal regulations, and it provides motivation
to help ELL students acquire English language skills. WASL testing would still take place after the
ELL’s first year of enrollment, but the results would not count for accountability purposes until the
student met one of the two criteria. WLPT results would be made public on the OSPI Report Card
(this is not current OSPI practice) to provide more accountability for progress among ELL
students.

Expected Effect of the Change: The effect of this policy will be rather small, and it will increase
the validity of the index results while proposing sound assessment practices. The results of a very
large percentage of ELL students will still be included because about 70% of all ELL students
statewide enter school in kindergarten, and they will have attended school for three years before
taking the state assessment for the first time in grade 3. Of the ELL students who were enrolled in
the grades assessed by the WASL/WAAS (grades 3-8 and 10), more than 81% had reached the
intermediate level of the WLPT in 2008 and would have their scores included in the accountability
calculations (see Figure A2). Sensitivity analysis using data from a large district with a high
percentage of ELL students found that this policy created little change (less than .2) in the
district’s accountability index. So while very few ELL students would have their results excluded,
this policy would increase both the actual and perceived fairness of the accountability results.

® The Washington Language Proficiency Test (WLPT-II) is currently the only assessment Washington State uses to
assess English language comprehension for English language learners (ELLS). This holistic test is used to determine one
composite English language proficiency score. The composite score from the annual WLPT-I1 reflects proficiency in
reading, writing, speaking, and listening.
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Figure A2: WLPT Results in 2008
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6. Propose using other means for holding alternative schools accountable.

Rationale: Many different types of alternative schools exist throughout the state. More than half
the “schools” with this designation serve at-risk students in grades 9-12. Some schools are
considered “alternative” because they do not use a normal school approach. A growing number of
schools serve students through digital learning via the Internet. Parent Partnership Programs are a
type of “school” where parents are the primary instructor and the district provides instructional
support. Some schools with this designation target special student populations (e.g., special
education, gifted, ELL), and some are held on college campuses or at night. Given this diversity,
no “peer” indicator is computed for these schools.

While most of these schools are relatively small (their total 2007 enroliment was less than 4% of
enrollment statewide), many of them purposely serve student populations facing significant
challenges. As a result, some alternative schools have a very low index and are more likely to fall
in the “struggling” tiers. Consequently, alternative schools may need to be held accountable
through more than just an index score.

e Option 1: Use the regular process for computing the index, then use the in-depth examiniation
of data for schools in the Struggling tier. OSPI would be responsible for determining if an
alternative school was following best practices and showing progress and therefore not be
placed in the Priority tier. The role, status, and available resources of alternative programs
within the district are important factors to be examined during this process.

e Option 2: Allow the schools that serve high-risk and special populations to use additionial
measures when determining their tier. This approach is similar to what is used in California.
Alternative schools in California that serve highly mobile and at-risk students (including those
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in correctional facilities) can volunteer to be evaluated using three other outcomes over at least
a 3-year period. For example, a school could choose to be evaluated by the number of credits
earned, attendance rates, and gains on pre-post tests given during the year. This system has
become very complex, but it has been approved for federal accountability purposes and is
viewed as being a more valid system for holding these types of schools accountable. OSPI
could use concepts in this approach in its analysis of alternative schools that fall in the
Struggling tier.

Expected Effects: Adopting additional steps when assessing alternative schools would provide
greater validity and accuracy when making accountability decisions. Option 1 would be simpler
and easier to implement than Option 2. Also, Option 2 gives schools more chance to pick a narrow
set of outcomes that could be more easily attained.

7. Propose allowing schools and districts to choose to exclude the improvement indicator
when they are performing at the highest achievement levels.

Rationale: Schools and districts that perform at very high levels are not able to improve much
more. The ratings for this indicator would not be included in the index calculations to avoid
“penalizing” these schools for a lack of improvement when they cannot achieve the maximum
improvement rating. Specifically, the improvement indicator would not be used to compute the
accountability index when a Learning Index reaches 3.85 out of 4.00 and remains at or above that
level for two consecutive years. (A school or district needs to improve by more than .15 to receive
a rating of 7, which is impossible when the Learning Index is at or greater than 3.85.) The first
year the Index falls above 3.85, the school/district would get a rating based on their improvement.
If the Index stays at or above 3.85, the maximum rating is not possible, so the indicator would not
be calculated if desired. For the extended graduation rate outcome, the improvement indicator will
not be used to compute the accountability index when the extended graduation rate reaches or
exceeds 94% and remains at that level for two consecutive years (the graduation rate must improve
by more than 6 percentage points to earn a rating of 7).

Expected Effects: This policy would affect very few schools and districts. Of the schools and
districts with reportable data (at least 10 students assessed), two schools reached 3.85 on the
Learning Index in 2006 (one in both reading and writing and the other in writing), no district
reached this level in 2006, and no school or district reached this level in any subject in 2007. So
none would have qualified for excluding assessment results in 2007. Of the schools with
graduation data, 11% had a rate that was at least 94% in two consecutive years and could have
chosen to not have this indicator counted. Some schools and districts may decide to include the
results in the second year, even if the maximum rating is not possible, if the improvement helps
their accountability index results. Providing this option allows schools and districts performing at
very high levels to maintain very high index scores.

8. Propose counting the highest grade 10 results through August of grade 10.

Rationale: Schools and districts have the option to allow high school students to take the state
assessments in grade 9 and to retake the assessments in the spring and summer of grade 10. In
some cases, 10" graders miss the spring exam, and they usually retake the exam(s) in August. The
original policy was to count only the high school assessment results that were generated in the
spring of grade 10 (or earlier if a student passed the test as a 9" grader). However, AYP results are
now calculated using the results through August of grade 10. This policy would align the
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accountability system with current practice, give credit for a student’s highest score, and ensure
that students who did not take the test(s) in the spring would have their August results counted.

Expected Effects: This policy would have little effect on the results. Relatively few students take
the exam(s) in August of grade 10. Results during grades 11 and 12 will still be considered when
looking at those in the Struggling tier to recognize the effort that some districts undergo to help
students who are in danger of not graduating unless they pass the required assessments.
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