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STATE ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEMS
Policy Considerations
Between July 2012 and September 2013, SBE will consider the following policy questions:
1. What is the theory of action for the revised Index?
For example: the goal of the Index will be aligned with the goal of the educational system,
which is to ensure that schools are preparing all students for post-secondary education,
gainful employment, and citizenship. For all students to achieve this level of preparation,
high degrees of both student growth and proficiency are necessary at every grade level.
In contrast with the existing No Child Left Behind accountability system, in which most
schools are judged unsuccessful based upon student proficiency data in only two content
areas, the revised Index will include both proficiency on multiple content areas and student
growth data to provide a clearer and more equitable evaluation of school and district
performance over time.
This will enable schools to better self-assess their own performance, and will enable
districts to better differentiate support to schools. At the state level the Index will identify
high-performing schools for recognition and reward, including schools with high rates of
student growth that may not have been recognized in a proficiency-only system. The Index
will also identify lower performing schools, including schools with low rates of student
growth, for support and intervention.
2. What Performance Indicators will be included in the revised Index?
The Board will consider the possible inclusion and relative importance or value of the
following:
a. Proficiency indicators (percent of students meeting standard in reading, writing, math,
science).
b. Growth indicators (student growth rates (median student growth percentile), percent
of students making a year’s growth, percent of students making adequate growth to
be on track in reading and math)).
c. Workforce and postsecondary readiness indicators (percent of students
demonstrating readiness on one of multiple indicators of workforce or college
preparedness).
d. Other performance indicators (participation rates, etc.).
The Board will also determine the relative importance or weight of each of the performance
indicators chosen.
3. How will data be disaggregated in the Index?
Should the Index collapse subgroups into an “at-risk” subgroup in order to look at growth
gaps? One option is to utilize a super-subgroup of students with disabilities, English
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learners, former English learners, and low income students. Another option would
specifically analyze growth for each of the following: low-income students, minorities,
students with disabilities, English learners, and students who need remediation.
4. How will OSPI and SBE make the data actionable and transparent for teachers,
parents, schools, and districts?
For example, what type of interface/documents will be available to parents, community
members, teachers, schools, and districts? What kinds of support and training materials will
be produced?

Summary
Key Elements of an Accountability System
Beginning in July 2012 and culminating with an approved revised Index in September 2013,
SBE, in partnership with OSPI, will consider necessary elements of a revised Achievement
Index to fulfill the responsibility of SBE as defined in Senate Bill 6696, which included
expectations for two phases of development of an accountability system (for more information,
please see SBE Statutory Authority for Accountability Framework in this board packet).
Phase I:
1. Principles to guide the development and implementation of the accountability system.
2. Goals, which includes the purposes, uses, and theory of action of the system.
3. Performance Indicators to measure performance and improvement.
4. Design decisions, including relative weight of performance indicators, additional data to
include such as ELL data, and tier labels.
5. Consequences including rewards, sanctions, and interventions.
Phase II:
6. Communication designed to provide data to stakeholders and the public.
7. Support for schools and districts that increases based upon the magnitude of need.
8. System evaluation, monitoring, and improvement to continually ensure goals are being met.
Principles
At the July 2012 meeting, SBE will discuss a set of recommended accountability system
principles that are most relevant to Index revision, including:






Alignment of performance indicators to rigorous standards.
Meaningful differentiation of school performance.
Inclusion of multiple student outcomes (proficiency and growth).
Subgroup disaggregation.
Engagement with stakeholders.

These principles are reflected in the draft resolution which is presented for approval at the July
meeting.
Future SBE meetings will include discussion of additional principles that are relevant to Phase
II:
 Diagnostic reviews to link determinations to supports/interventions.
 Building school and district capacity with support and intervention.
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Targeting the lowest performing schools for significant interventions.
Innovation, evaluation, and continuous improvement of the accountability system over time.

Performance Indicators
SBE will consider including a range of possible performance indicators and sub-indicators
including:
Performance Indicators
Proficiency (percent of
students meeting or
exceeding state standards)

Growth

Growth Gaps
Post-secondary / career
readiness

Sub-Indicators
 Reading
 Math
 Writing
 Science
 Washington English Language Proficiency Assessment
 Participation rates
 Student Growth Percentiles (SGP) for
reading and math
 Percent of students with adequate growth to be on grade
level
Differences among subgroup SGP performance
 Dual credit participation and/or attainment
 Industry certification
 SAT/ACT
 Enrollment in post-secondary apprenticeships, certification
programs, military, or 2- or 4- year college
 College remediation rates

Timeline
The proposed timeline for the discussion and decisions about key elements of the
accountability system is outlined in the table below. The Achievement and Accountability
Workgroup will provide stakeholder input and feedback at each step of the process.
In July, the Board will discuss accountability system principles; and goals, purpose, and a
theory of action. The Board will be asked to approve a resolution and a workgroup charter.
By November 2012, the Board will formally approve a set of performance indicators. In
January 2013, the Board will approve sub-indicators (specific measures for a performance
indicator) and a prototype Index. This prototype will serve as a framework for the revised
Index. It will outline the performance indicators and subindicators but will not necessarily
define relative weight of each indicator, specific design decisions such as the ‘tier’ labels for
various outcomes, or consequences for schools beyond what is already proposed in the ESEA
flexibility application.
By March 2013, specific design decisions will be discussed by the Board. In May 2013, a
revised Index will be presented for Board review. Two months later in July 2013, the Board will
be asked to approve the revised Index and by September 2013, the Board is expected to adopt
a final revised Index. Assuming that the US Department of Education gives its final approval of
the Index, it will then be implemented as the single tool to identify schools for recognition and
reward, as well as lower performing schools for support and intervention.
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Timeline
Board Meeting
July 2012

November 2012
January 2013
March 2013
May 2013
July 2013
September 2013

Topic/Decision
Index Principles
Goals, Purpose, Theory of Action
Resolution
Charter
Performance Indicators
Sub-Indicators
Prototype Index
Design decisions
Revised Index Review
Revised Index Approval
Revised Index Adoption

Discussion
X
X

Decision

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Background
Discussion of Principles
A critical first step in building a state accountability system is to establish a set of principles to
guide decision making. The existing Achievement Index was grounded in state statute and a set
of principles that appeared in the January 2009 Final Accountability Resolution1, including the
importance of creating a unified system of federal and state accountability; collaboration with
stakeholders; and the use of fair, consistent, transparent, easily understood information to
provide feedback to schools for self-assessment as well as identifying schools for recognition
and support. While all of the original principles still apply, the opportunity to propose a revised
Index for federal approval as well as the availability of new types of data warrants a fresh look at
underlying principles for the Index revision.
SBE staff has analyzed multiple recent policy documents on state accountability systems. The
table below summarizes these recommendations for accountability system principles. The
column labeled CCSSO Roadmap summarizes the recommendations from The Roadmap for
Next-Generation State Accountability Systems, Edition 22, by the Council of Chief State School
Officers (included in the May 2012 Board packet). The column labeled Fordham Foundation
summarizes the principles recommended by Defining Strong State Accountability Systems3, by
the Fordham Institute. The column labeled 6696/Current Index aligns these recommendations
with the accountability system expectations defined in Engrossed Second Substitute Senate Bill
66964 and the principles of the current Achievement Index. The column labeled ESEA Flexibility
provides relevant portions from the ESEA Flexibility Request5, which outlined specific proposals
for the state’s accountability system. The final column provides a staff recommendation for a set
of principles to guide the revision and implementation of the revised Index and accountability
1

Final Accountability Resolution, January 2009
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/Final%20SBE%202009.01.15%20Accountability%20Resolution.pdf
2
Roadmap for Next-Generation State Accountability Systems, Edition 2; Gene Wilhoit, David Steiner, Joe Morton;
Council of Chief State School Officers; http://www.ccsso.org/Documents/2011/Roadmap_for_NextGeneration_Accountability_2011.pdf.
3
Defining Strong State Accountability Systems: How Can Better Standards Gain Greater Traction? Eileen Reed,
Janie Scull, Gerilyn Slicker, and Amber M. Winkler, April 2012. The Thomas Fordham Institute:
http://www.edexcellence.net/publications/defining-strong-state-accountability-systems.html.
4
Engrossed Second Substitute Senate Bill 6696: http://apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billdocs/200910/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Law%202010/6696-S2.SL.pdf.
5
Washington State ESEA Flexibility Application;
http://www.k12.wa.us/ESEA/pubdocs/WAStateESEAFlexibilityRequestRe-submittedJune5_2012.pdf.
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system, which aligns with recent policy recommendations, state statute, and Washington
commitments to the US Department of Education. These principles will be used to guide the
decisions of SBE during the development of the Index and the accountability system.
CCSSO
Roadmap
Alignment of
performance
goals to collegeand careerready standards.

Fordham
Foundation
Adoption of
demanding,
clear, and
specific
standards in all
core content
areas, and
rigorous
assessment of
those
standards.

Annual
determinations
for each school
and district that
meaningfully
differentiate
between schools
and districts and
direct the
provision of
supports and
interventions.

Annual
determinations
and
designations for
each school
and district that
meaningfully
differentiate
their
performance.

Proficiency
and
growth

Focus on student
outcomes on a
variety of
indicators,
including those
of both status
and growth.

NA

Subgroup
gaps

Commitment to
disaggregation;
including
disaggregation of
data by student
subgroup (for
reporting and
accountability).
Reporting of
timely,
actionable, and
accessible data
to all
stakeholders,
including

Alignment of
Performance
Indicators

Meaningful
differentiation
of higher and
lower
performing
schools

Reporting
and
communicating clear,
timely, and
actionable
data

Reporting of
accessible and
actionable data
and other
formative data
to drive
continuous
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6696/Current
Index
Improvement of
student
achievement for
all students to
prepare
them for
postsecondary
education, work,
and global
citizenship in the
twenty-first
century.
Identification of
schools and
districts for both
recognitions and
support.

Measure
performance
using multiple
outcomes and
indicators
including, but
not limited to,
graduation rates
and results from
statewide
assessments.
Measure the
closing of the
achievement
gap.

Reporting that is
fair, consistent,
transparent,
and easy to
understand by
educators and
the public.

ESEA Flexibility

Staff Recommendation

Articulation of state's
expectations for school
and district
performance so all
stakeholders' actions and
decisions are aligned
towards ensuring all
students are ready for
college and careers.

Alignment of
performance indicators
and goals to career- and
college- ready
standards to prepare
students for
postsecondary
education, work, and
global citizenship.

Differentiation of the
performance of schools
and districts in valid,
reliable, and meaningful
ways so that:
(1) Lower performing
schools and districts
receive
support and interventions
and build capacity to
meet expectations, and
(2) Top performing/
high-growth schools and
districts can be
recognized and shared
as models of
excellence.

Annual determinations
for each school and
district that meaningfully
differentiate between
schools and districts
and direct the provision
of supports and
interventions.

Include at least
performance in reading,
mathematics, science,
and writing, graduation
rates, and student
growth.

(1) Identify top
performing and high
growth schools for
recognition (Reward).
(2) Low performing
schools for intervention
and support (Priority
and Consistently Low
Achieving).
(3) Schools with low
performing subgroups
for intervention and
support to close
achievement/opportunity
gaps (Focus).
Focus on multiple
student outcomes
including reading,
mathematics, science,
writing, graduation
rates, and student
growth percentiles.

Distinguish between
higher performing
schools with lowperforming subgroups
and schools with overall
low performance.

Commitment to
disaggregation by
student subgroups for
reporting and
accountability.

Reporting that empowers
and engages educators,
policy/law makers,
parents, and the public
through communication
and transparent, timely
reporting of actionable

Reporting that engages
educators, policy
makers, parents, and
the public with frequent
communication and
transparent, timely
reporting of actionable

Diagnostic
reviews

CCSSO
Roadmap
outcome and
richer data to
drive continuous
improvement.
Deeper
diagnostic
reviews to link
accountability
determinations to
meaningful
supports and
interventions.

School and
district
capacity

Building school
and district
capacity for
sustained
improvement
through supports
and
interventions.

Intervention
for lowest
performing
schools

Targeting the
lowest
performing
schools for
significant
interventions.

Continuous
improvement
of accountability system

6

Fordham
Foundation
improvement.

6696/Current
Index

Academic
performance
audits of the
district and each
persistently
lowest-achieving
school in a
6
RAD to identify
reasons for low
performance
and lack of
progress.

Developing and
implementing
the
accountability
tools to build
district capacity.

Maintaining a
system of
rewards and
consequences
to drive
improvement at
the school,
district,
individual
student, and
individual
teacher and
administrator
levels.

Innovation,
evaluation, and
continuous
improvement in
accountability
systems over
time.

Required Action District
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ESEA Flexibility

Staff Recommendation

data.

data.

Required participation
(for the lowestperforming schools) in an
external Needs
Assessment/Academic
Performance Audit.

Deeper diagnostic
reviews, to better link
accountability
determinations to
meaningful supports
and interventions.

Required use of findings
from the Needs
Assessment/Academic
Performance Audit,
research, and locallydeveloped data to
develop improvement
plan to be submitted and
approved annually by
OSPI.
District and school
capacity built via
professional
development and
coaching and incentives
that is differentiated,
research-based, and
anchored in locallydeveloped data and
needs assessments.

For a specific
group of
challenged
schools, defined
as persistently
lowest-achieving
schools…to
provide a
required action
process.

Building school and
district capacity for
sustained improvement
through supports and
interventions.

Targeting the lowest
performing schools for
significant interventions,
including use of a
required action process
to intervene with lowest
performing schools
showing the least
improvement.

Identification of
schools in need
of improvement,
(including nonTitle I schools)
and the use of
state and local
intervention
models and
state funds
through a
required action
process in
2013.
Commitment to
innovation and
continuous improvement
of the system to
increase achievement
and efficiency.

Commitment to
innovation, evaluation,
and continuous
improvement of the
accountability
system over time.

Discussion of Key Elements of an Accountability System
Staff has analyzed recent policy documents written for state policy makers as they redesign
their state accountability systems. These include:
 Key Elements for Educational Accountability Models7 (2007).
 Key Elements for Educational Accountability Models in Transition: A Guide for
Policymakers8 (Appendix A).
 ESEA flexibility applications from ten states, which outline approved accountability
systems in detail9 (for a summary, see additional materials folder).
The table below outlines key elements for state accountability systems in column one. Column
two highlights relevant state statute or commitments made in the ESEA Flexibility Request.
Column two essentially defines what the accountability system must accomplish according to
law or commitments made to the US Department of Education. Column three presents other
considerations for the Board. This final column presents some options for enhancement of the
Index.
Key Elements

Statute and
ESEA Flexibility Commitment

Other Considerations

Goals:

RCW 28A.150.220 (1): “School
districts must provide instruction of
sufficient quantity and quality and
give students the opportunity to
complete graduation requirements
that are intended to prepare them for
postsecondary education, gainful
employment, and citizenship.”

A specific statement of a theory of
action, such as:
The goal of the Index is to ensure
schools are preparing students for
post-secondary education, gainful
employment, and citizenship. For all
students to achieve this level of
preparation, high levels of both
student growth and proficiency are
necessary at every grade level. The
Index provides transparent,
actionable data to identify high
performing schools for recognition
and reward, and to identify lower
performing schools for support and
intervention.

What are the purposes, uses, and
theory of action for the
accountability system?

RCW 28A.657.005:
“The legislature finds that it is the
state's responsibility to create a
coherent and effective accountability
framework for the continuous
improvement for all schools and
districts. This system must provide
an excellent and equitable education
for all students; an aligned
federal/state accountability system;
and the tools necessary for schools
and districts to be accountable.
These tools include the necessary
accounting and data reporting
systems, assessment systems to
monitor student achievement, and a
system of general support, targeted
assistance, and if necessary,
intervention.”

7

Key Elements for Educational Accountability Models, Marianne Perie, Judy Park, and Kenneth Klau, December
2007. CCSSO:
http://www.ccsso.org/Resources/Publications/Key_Elements_for_Educational_Accountability_Models.h
tml.
8
Key Elements for Educational Accountability Models in Transition: A Guide for Policymakers. Kenneth Klau, William
Auty, Pat Roxchewski, June 2010. CCSSO:
http://www.ccsso.org/Resources/Publications/Key_Elements_for_Educational_Accountability_Models_i
n_Transition_A_Guide_for_Policymakers.html.
9
Available online at http://www.ed.gov/esea/flexibility/requests.
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Key Elements

Statute and
ESEA Flexibility Commitment

Other Considerations

Performance Indicators:

Proficiency in reading, math, writing,
and science.

Post-secondary / career readiness
(e.g. dual credit participation or
attainment; industry certification;
SAT/ACT; enrollment in postsecondary apprenticeships,
certification, or two- or four- year
college).

What indicators will be used to
measure performance and
improvement?

Must include minimum 95%
participation in assessments.
Growth in reading and math.

Design decisions:
How will indicators be used to
make decisions about school and
district effectiveness?

Consequences
What rewards or sanctions will be
tied to the accountability system?
(for Phase I work, this is already
defined by the ESEA flexibility
proposal)

Support:
What resources and services will
support schools and districts as
they try to attain the goals of the
accountability system?

Graduation rates (five-year).

Improvement from one year to the
next, or across a three year period.

The new Index will identify four types
of schools:

Weighting of performance indicators;
for example, proficiency versus
growth. Equally weighted or one
more than the other?

1. Reward: high-progress / high
performing schools for recognition.
2. Priority: chronically lowest
performing schools for turnaround
efforts.
3. Focus: schools with greatest
subgroup gaps for intervention.
4. Consistently Low Achieving
schools with consistently low
performance for additional
assistance.

Districts with Priority, Focus, or CLA
schools will dedicate up to 20% of
their Title I funds to implement
turnaround strategies in schools,
including a review of the
effectiveness of the principal, a
commitment to retain only teachers
with the skills and ability to assist in
the intervention effort, professional
development to support teachers,
additional time for instruction and
teacher collaboration, a full review of
the school’s instructional program to
ensure it is rigorous, aligns with
standards, and provides additional
support to students who need it;
building family engagement, and
implementing specific strategies to
help ELLs, student with disabilities,
and lowest achieving students.
OSPI School Improvement will
provide differentiated support to
Priority, Focus, and CLA schools
with existing Title I funds.
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Inclusion of English Language
Learner data, such as language
acquisition.
Tier labels, such as struggling, fair,
good, very good, exemplary (current
Index) or letter grades A-F.
Additional recognition for closing
achievement gaps; improvement;
content-specific awards such as
science, math, Language Arts.
Phase II of 6696 outlines an
expectation that “state and local
intervention models through a
required action process” will be
implemented beginning in 2013.
The Joint Select Committee on
Educational Accountability will
provide a recommendation to the
Legislature regarding lowestperforming schools that do not
improve.
SBE anticipates discussing rewards,
sanctions, and additional supports
for schools after the revised Index is
finalized, beginning in September
2013.

Key Elements

Statute and
ESEA Flexibility Commitment

Other Considerations

Communication:

Not addressed.

The Index will change from an SBE
product created with the assistance
of OSPI, to a joint SBE/OSPI product
that supplements the current Annual
Yearly Progress determinations.
Communication strategies will need
to be developed in partnership with
OSPI.
Periodic re-evaluation of the Index
and accountability system. What new
forms of data should be added to the
Index? Are schools that were
identified for support and intervention
improving? If not, what should be
done differently?

How will data be provided to
stakeholders and the general
public in a manner that is both
understandable and useful?

System evaluation, monitoring,
and improvement:

Not addressed.

What are the mechanisms for
continually analyzing and
adjusting the model to ensure that
the goals are met?

Action
SBE will discuss accountability system principles, goals, theory of action, and performance
indicators and will approve a resolution and charter to lay the groundwork for next steps.
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CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

Next‐Generation Performance

Accountability 2.0
Next-Generation Design & Performance
Richard J. Wenning

• Dramatic, not incremental improvements
required for students that need to catch up to
become college & career ready (CCR)
– From a system where most students that start behind
stay behind to a system where they catch up

The SchoolView® Foundation
Changing Conversations about Education®

• Implies that our accountability systems should
provide information that fuels a consensus for
change & capacity for improvement
2

CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

Accountability Complexity

Next‐Generation
Accountability Systems
• Coherent systems focused on learning &
building performance management capacity
at all levels
– Maximize student progress toward &
attainment of college and career readiness
– Support local ownership of high quality
information to drive insight and action

3

• Accountability for educator effectiveness now
layered onto systems for student, school,
district, state & federal accountability
• Better when these multiple layers are aligned
to support the business we are in

4
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CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

Policy Perspective on Growth

Our Business

• Why is measuring student growth so
important?

• Maximize student progress toward &
attainment of college and career readiness

– NCLB (Accountability 1.0) had right intent but…
• AYP metric not useful for school performance
management
• Incentives focused on short‐term increases in percent
proficient, on “bubble” kids, invited moral hazard
• Instead of long‐term effectiveness and progress for all
kids toward college & career readiness

– Bright line: all kids ready by exit
– Requires a definition of readiness & the content &
performance standards leading there
– Requires measurement system that determines
how well students are progressing toward &
reaching the destination

– ESEA waivers & design of educator effectiveness
systems provides opportunity to get the measures
& incentives right
5
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CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

Next‐Generation
Accountability Systems
What can we learn from Moneyball?
• In Moneyball, Peter Brand shares a
key insight with Billy Beane, the GM
of the Oakland A’s…

2
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CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

Moneyball & Public Education

Speedometers & Mile Markers

There is an epidemic failure within
education to understand what is really
happening and this leads people who run
school systems to misjudge their students
and educators and mismanage their
schools and districts

Rate x Time = Distance
Consider two buses heading to the
same destination but starting from
different places…..
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AN04rc5crXw&feature=
plcp
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CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

Consequential Validity

Marshaling a Consensus for Change

• Henry Braun (2008)
There is a difference between retrospectively identifying
fault and blame-worthiness and a prospective strategy for
corrective actions and building a consensus for a vision of
change.
- Christopher Edley (2006)

– Assessment practices and systems of
accountability are consequentially valid if they
generate useful information and constructive
responses that support one or more policy goals
without causing undue deterioration with respect
to other goals.

11
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CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

Understanding Performance

Coherent Design Serves
Multiple Purposes

High

Achievement
Status

Low

High Status

High Status

Low Growth

High Growth

Low Status

Low Status

Low Growth

High Growth

Longitudinal
Growth

Low

High
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Coherent Design Serves Multiple Purposes

What Models?

External Accountability Purposes: Public,
Fed, State, District

1. External
evaluation

• What statistical models of longitudinal student
growth will promote the most coherence and
alignment in our accountability system?

2. External
inquiry
Inquiry
Purposes
(perspectives)

Evaluation
Purposes
(judgments)

3. Internal
evaluation

4. Internal
inquiry

Internal Improvement Purposes:
School, Educator, Student

15
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CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

Questions Set the Table

Some Framing Ideas

• Growth models address specific questions
– Different techniques are good at answering
different questions
– Different questions lead to different conversations
which lead to different uses and outcomes
– Starting with the right questions simplifies
development and motivates the proper use of the
growth model results

• We understand best those things we see emerge
from their very beginnings.
‐ Aristotle
• All Models are wrong but some are useful.
‐ George E. P. Box

• It is better to have an approximate answer to the
right question than a precise answer to the wrong
question.
‐ John Tukey

17
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Ed Effectiveness Policy Questions
• Answers to policy questions about purpose,
values, use, and desired impact should shape
the SEA’s design approach and selection of
technical solutions
– Rather than the other way around, which seems
to be happening quite a bit

18
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Some Key Policy Questions
• What questions do we want to answer about growth rates of
students associated with educators?
– Normative and criterion‐referenced growth?
– Individual and collective attribution?

• How many categories of effectiveness and ineffectiveness are
important and which are consequential?
• What body of evidence will be combined to infer educator
effectiveness individually and collectively?
– How will evidence be weighted and combined and by whom?
– How will stakeholders be involved in reviewing simulations of options?

• How will evidence about educator effectiveness be
communicated to the public and what is its connection
to information received by parents about their
students’ and schools’ performance?
20
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How much growth did a student
make & is it good enough?

Describing Student Growth
• Discussing student growth, even with a vertical scale,
is not a simple task
• Growth and change require context. Consider, for
example, height:

• Describing growth versus ascribing responsibility
– The Colorado Growth Model began by separating the
description of growth from discussions of responsibility/
accountability
– Incorporating growth into accountability followed from the
accepted description of growth
– The description of growth facilitated stakeholder engagement
and investigations of responsibility for good/bad growth
– That in turn led to greater stakeholder support

– A child might grow 4 inches between ages 3 and 4
• 4 inches is a well understood quantity

– The 4 inch increase becomes meaningful only when
understood alongside the growth of other 3 to 4 year olds

• Student growth percentiles were developed to
provide a norm‐referenced basis for describing
student growth
21
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Who/What is Responsible for
Student Growth?

Student Growth Percentile Model
What is?  How much growth did a child make in

• Some analyses of student growth attempt to
determine the amount of student progress that can
be attributed to the school or teacher

one year?

– Called value‐added analyses, these techniques attempt to
estimate the teacher/school contribution to student
academic growth

• Value added is an inference – a causal conclusion
drawn from the data
• All growth models can be used for value‐added
purposes

23

What should be?



How much growth is enough to reach
college & career readiness?

What could be?



How much growth have other students
made with the same starting point?

24
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Student Growth Percentiles
• Should we be surprised with a child’s current achievement given
their prior achievement?
– Student growth percentiles answer this question

• Consider a low achieving student with 90th percentile growth and
a high achieving student with 10th percentile growth
– The low achieving student grew at a rate exceeding 90 percent of similar
students
– The high achieving student grew at a rate exceeding just 10 percent of
similar students
– The low achiever’s growth is more exemplary than the high achiever’s

• Judgments about the adequacy of student growth require
external criteria together with standard setting

Establishing Growth Standards
Based on Growth Norms
• The most common adequacy criterion is judging growth
toward an achievement goal (i.e., growth‐to‐standard)
• Results from student growth percentile analyses can be
used to calculate growth trajectories for each student
• These trajectories indicate what future rates of growth
will lead to and are used to make adequacy judgments
• This growth‐to‐standard approach was approved as part
of Colorado’s successful application to the Growth Model
Pilot Program and ESEA Flexibility Request

25
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Understanding Student Growth Percentiles

+
My prior CSAP
Achievement

Academic
Peers

=

Student
Growth
Percentile

Prior Year
CSAP Achievement

(

Low

High
Typical

My Growth Compared
to My Academic Peers

Summary: SGPs Measure…

)

What is Student Adequate Growth Percentile (AGP)?

+
My Prior CSAP
Achievement

+

Distance to or from Proficiency

26

=

3 Years or
By Grade 10*

Adequate
Growth
Percentile

• Each student’s norm‐ and criterion‐referenced progress
compared to other students in the state with similar score
history on statewide and interim assessments
• The adequacy of Individual year‐to‐year and shorter cycle
student progress toward state standards
• The growth rate needed for groups of students to catch up or
keep up to be on track to reach college and career readiness
• Norm‐ and criterion‐referenced growth rates among different
groups of students at the state, district, school, and classroom
levels
• Statewide and cross‐state growth benchmarks for schools,
districts, and education service providers

*Whichever comes first.

27
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One Student’s Growth Percentiles

29
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Students within a Grade

Schools within a District

31
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Districts within a State
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Developing a Common and Open
Measure: The SGP Model
• The Student Growth Percentile (SGP)
methodology (The Colorado Growth
Model) was developed by the Colorado
Department of Education in partnership
with Dr. Damian Betebenner and made
available for free to public and private
entities
– Code available on http://cran.r‐
project.org/
– Creative Commons‐Share Alike‐
Attribution‐Commercial Use License

CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

Open Code & Collaboration:

CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

SchoolView®

Changing Conversations about Education®

• The SchoolView® and R‐based
visualizations of SGPs can be used for free
for public purposes and cannot be used
for commercial purposes
• State‐owned brand – not a vendor
– Creative Commons–Share Alike‐Attribution‐
Noncommercial License

Open Code & Collaboration
• 18 states have signed an MOU to share
the Student Growth Percentile
methodology and SchoolView® display
tools:
– Arizona, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana,
Kansas, Massachusetts, Missouri, Nevada,
New Hampshire, New York, Oregon, Rhode
Island, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia,
Wisconsin, Wyoming

10
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SchoolView Platform:
Promoting Coherence

Fostering Collaboration:
The SchoolView Foundation
Mission:
Enable dramatic improvement in education
performance and delivery by revolutionizing
data access and engagement with insightful
information about student and school
performance—within and across states.

CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

• Provide and safeguard definitive data and
analyses…
• So states, districts, educators,
foundations, and service providers can
work together…
• With a common evidence base to support
student achievement & school
improvement

CHANGING CONVERSATIONS ABOUT EDUCATION

SchoolView Platform Visualizations

Plots achievement
on state
assessments…

…with pop-up
details when user
“mouses over”

…against academic
growth compared to
peers…

43
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
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Differentiated Accountability &
Support ‐ Key Components

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs)

Key Performance Indicators
Multi‐Measure Framework
Incentives for Change & Innovation
Unified Planning Process
Service Mix & Delivery
Evaluation & Validation
Rollout Strategy ‐ Communications, Stakeholder
Engagement, Training

• Establish KPI’s and a multi‐measure
performance framework used for District,
School, and educator accountability purposes.
– Growth, Status, College & Career Readiness, Gaps
& others…

45
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Multi‐Measure Framework

Multi‐Measure Framework, cont.

• Develop a multi‐measure framework with
measures, metrics, and targets for each big
indicator
– Use the framework evidence to identify schools for
Reward, Focus, Priority & other state categories

• Balance normative and criterion‐referenced
growth & status evidence
– Take note of variance in state assessment cutpoints by
subject
– Consider different normative & criterion‐referenced
weightings for teacher, school, district, state purposes
47

At least two functions:
• Improvement ‐ diagnostic feedback to support
a solid planning process
• Accountability ‐ summative evaluation with a
set of performance categories that describe
overall performance across KPIs & signal
rewards (money, autonomy) and
consequences (intervention)
48
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Incentives for Change & Innovation

Planning Process
• Develop a unified planning process based on
the feedback from the multi‐measure
framework

Rewards, sanctions, and disclosure
• Recognition and financial awards for high
growth schools & incentives to replicate
• State authority to close schools
• Public access to insightful information about
student, school, district & state performance

• Requires a robust qualitative review component

• Promote focused statewide inquiry into
evidence, root causes, planning, and
improvement

49
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Service Mix

Service Delivery Strategy

• Determine the differentiated service mix for tiers
of schools based on the performance categories
– Key support for all tiers is building solid district,
school, educator performance management capacity
(incorporates standards and assessments & cuts
across federal program silos)
– Service mix for middle tier?
– Intervention mix for Gap schools? Measures matter a
great deal in diagnosing the problem (status vs.
growth gaps)
– Intensive intervention for bottom 5% (Transformation,
Turnaround, Replacement – consider grade span)
51

• Role of SEA central (delivery across silos)
– Local control or not, foundation is quantitative &
qualitative review of performance & practice with
a consistent planning & evaluation process

• Role of regional delivery structures (education
service agencies)?
• Role of Third Parties (EMOs, CMOs,
Consultants) & SEA due diligence?

52
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Evaluation Strategy

Rollout Strategy Considerations

• Multi‐measure framework, implementation
benchmarks, qualitative reviews provide
formative & summative feedback on success of
support & interventions
• Key validation of measures:
– extent of regular, constructive, and coherent use in
discourse & practice across system levels
– observed improvement in what different growth rates
obtain in proficiency and CCR @ transitions

• Establish a third‐party evaluation process to
compliment internal review of evidence
53

• Plan to bring all stakeholders along,
establishing ownership, setting expectations
that the SEA & they can deliver on
• Rollout of evidence: Is there time for
sequence of no, low, then high stakes
implementation?
• Sequence of statewide & local
communications & training
54
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Contact Information
Richard J. Wenning
President & Co‐Founder
The SchoolView Foundation
PO Box 1508, Dillon, CO 80435
rwenning99@gmail.com
303.601.7454
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Old Capitol Building, Room 253
P.O. Box 47206
600 Washington St. SE
Olympia, Washington 98504

Questions for Richard Wenning

Mr. Wenning’s presentation on July 12 will be structured around Board questions from his July 11
presentation. Please write down any questions that you would like Mr. Wenning to address the morning of
July 12. Hand this sheet to Sarah Rich by the end of July 11.

Board Member: _____________________

Questions:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.
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I NTRODUCTION : E DUCATIONAL A CCOUNTABILITY M ODELS IN
T RANSITION
State educational accountability models are in transition. Whether modifying the
present accountability system to comply with existing state and federal requirements or
anticipating new ones—such as the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Race to the Top
competition—recording the experiences of state education agencies (SEAs) that are
currently undergoing transitions is both informative and important. Despite varied
contexts, demands, and priorities, states charged with implementing transitions in their
accountability models may find the experiences of the Accountability Systems and
Reporting (ASR) collaborative member states useful in their own planning.
Defining accountability has
The purpose of accountability is not
become more complex as our
simply to identify and punish ineffective
understanding of it has grown. In schools and districts, but to provide
the past, definitions have
appropriate supports to cultivate
focused primarily on the
effectiveness.
interaction of goals, indicators,
decision rules, and
consequences. Although those components are still central to any accountability model,
more recently the focus has expanded to include building capacity and providing
appropriate supports. The state experiences described herein reflect the changing
purpose of accountability from identifying and punishing ineffective schools and districts
to providing appropriate supports and cultivating effectiveness.
In 2007 the ASR collaborative commissioned a paper titled Key Elements for Educational
Accountability Models (Perie, Park, & Klau 2007). The paper was the culmination of
discussions and analysis conducted by state members and consultants concerning the
theory, research, and practice of educational accountability. The authors identified
seven components they believe must be considered in developing or modifying an
accountability system: goals, performance indicators, design decisions, consequences,
communication, support, and system evaluation, monitoring, and improvement.1 Given
the dynamic nature of accountability in many states, the advent of a new federal
education administration, and the prospect of a coming reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), a follow-up paper on several states’
experiences undergoing transitions is both timely and worthwhile.
The audience for this paper is educational leaders responsible for the development,
implementation, and evaluation of large-scale, school- and district-based state
accountability systems.

1

For a broader discussion of these components, please refer to (Perie, Park, & Klau 2007) Key Elements
for Educational Accountability Models, available online at
www.ccsso.org/publications/details.cfm?PublicationID=359.
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M ETHODOLOGY
We asked representatives from 10 ASR collaborative member states to contribute their
insights with respect to accountability transitions that were implemented in the last few
years or are planned in future years.
Using the Key Elements paper as a starting point for identifying possible topics, we asked
state education leaders from participating states to share their experiences of an
accountability transition in their state. Each member was asked the following:
1. State event producing transition: What was the accountability transition in
your state?
2. Context of transition: What triggered this transition? What was the event or
policy decision?
3. Effects of transition: What components of the state accountability system
were or will be affected by the transition?
4. Lessons learned: What lessons were learned from the transition in your
state?
5. Changes in goals: How have the goals of your state accountability system
changed due to this transition?
6. Communication, training, and support: What were or will be your plans for
communication, training, and support?
7. Evaluation and system monitoring: What were or will be your plans for
evaluation and system monitoring?
ASR project consultants and staff collated and edited the responses, which were then
provided to the initiating SEA leader as well as a second SEA leader for validation
purposes. Contributing states were then given the opportunity to review the final text
prior to publication.
Please note that the information contained herein does not necessarily provide a
comprehensive picture of a state’s experience with transitions; details were selected
based on responses from ASR members.
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H OW

TO

U SE T HIS G UIDE

To help the reader locate the information that is most useful to them, the content is
organized in two ways:


Components of accountability: Readers wishing to understand how ASR states
have dealt with transition within a particular accountability component (e.g.,
goals of accountability) can read just those sections.



Individual state case studies: Readers interested in the context underlying a
given state’s transition—particularly if a certain component above resonates
with them—will find this section useful.

C OMPONENTS OF A CCOUNTABILITY
G OALS : W HAT

ARE THE PURPOSES , USES , AND CONTEXTS FOR THE
ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTE M ?

Goals refer to the purposes, uses, and contexts for the accountability system. We
distinguish between the purposes, which provide an overarching reason for using an
accountability system, and the goals, which specify the intended outcomes. The key
activity is to develop an “explicit theory of action” linking intended outcomes to the
various indicators and supports provided.


Alabama is implementing the National Governor’s Association (NGA) cohort
graduation rate (pages 10–11).



Hawaii is developing new codes to account for transfer students in four-year
graduation rate calculations (pages 11–12).



Iowa is improving the accuracy of cohort graduation rate data (pages 12–14).



Kansas is aligning its high school end-of-course tests to successful course
completion (pages 14–15).



Kentucky is responding to a legislative push to develop a new system of
standards and assessments, coupled with the desire to minimize the time spent
by teachers and students on the state assessment (pages 15–17).



Massachusetts is incorporating the four-year cohort graduation rate as a
component of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) determinations (pages 17–21).



Michigan is developing a work skills assessment and college entrance
examinations (pages 21–24).



Minnesota is implementing a “second generation of high school assessments”
(pages 24–25).
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P ERFORMANCE I NDICATORS : W HAT

INDICATORS WILL BE USED TO
MEASURE PERFORMA NCE AND IMPROVEMENT ?

A major issue in any accountability system is the question of what to measure—
performance indicators. One must examine the data that are available, the targets of
the data collection, and the timing of the data collection. Consideration also needs to be
given to ensuring the reliability and validity of the data.


Alabama is implementing a new data collection process (pages 10–11).



Kansas is increasing flexibility and accuracy of high school course completion
(pages 14–15).



Hawaii is reporting adjusted graduation rates alongside standard cohort
graduation rates so that local educators can map the progress and attainment of
students continuously enrolled in their schools (pages 11–12).



Iowa’s expanded data collection system allows expanded analyses at the point
when students enter and exit the public education system (pages 12–14).



Michigan’s schools had to transition from a three-week testing window at the
high school level to giving the test to all students on the same day for each of
three days (pages 21–24).



Minnesota is aligning passing grades in high school courses to No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) proficiency levels (pages 24–25).



Nebraska is shifting from a locally based state assessment system to a common
system statewide, in part to ensure more valid comparisons among districts
(pages 25–27).



West Virginia is employing multiple indicators of student performance to create
a holistic picture of student performance (pages 28–31).

D ESIGN D ECISIONS : H OW

WILL INDICAT ORS B E USED TO MAKE
DECISIONS ABOUT TEACHER , SCHOOL , AN D DISTRICT EFFECTI VENESS ?

Once policymakers have decided on a set of indicators, the next question is how to use
them to make decisions about teacher, school, and district effectiveness—the design
decisions. This issue gets at one of the main points of discussion about the ESEA
regulations—whether, for example, school effectiveness is best measured using a
status, improvement, or growth model—or some combination of these. Policymakers
face design decisions such as how to combine indicators to make decisions about
students, teachers, schools, and districts. For example, will the indicators be combined
in a compensatory fashion, where low performance on one measure can be offset by
high performance on another? Or will there be a minimum level of performance set for
each measure? In addition, decisions must be made regarding school classification, such
as how high to set a bar, how often to raise a bar, and how to balance reliability and
validity concerns. In all cases, the decisions are guided by the goals of the system.
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Kansas found the need to develop consistent policies, procedures, and business
rules governing when students would be eligible to take retests in subjects
covered under its Opportunity to Learn (OTL) program (pages 14–15).



Massachusetts recognized the need to report graduation rates in a timely way,
but that objective had to be balanced with ensuring that the reported rates are
as accurate as possible (pages 17–21).



West Virginia is tying its accountability index to school accreditation (pages 28–
31).

C ONSEQUENCES : W HAT

REWARDS OR SANCT IONS WILL BE TIED TO THE
ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTE M ?

Policymakers implement consequences tied to the goals of the accountability system. In
most accountability models, schools that meet the goals are rewarded, and schools that
fail to meet the goals are sanctioned and receive some type of intervention or support.
States must determine appropriate consequences, target them to the appropriate
people and organizations, apply them effectively, and monitor their impact on student
achievement and other outcomes.


Massachusetts is incorporating accountability for student subgroups in
graduation rate calculations (pages 17–21).

C OMMUNICATION : H OW

WILL DATA BE PROV IDED TO STAKEHOL DERS AND THE

GENERAL PUBL IC IN A MANNER THAT IS BOTH UNDERSTAND AB LE AND USEFUL ?

Communication includes communication about the goals and consequences of the
accountability system as well as the communication of results, such as score reporting.
This element focuses on providing data to stakeholders and the general public in a
manner that is both understandable and useful.


Alabama has placed a priority on communicating details about its transition to
the NGA cohort graduation rate via multiple, yet cost-effective means, including
“living documents” and webcasts (pages 10–11).



Hawaii is using two separate graduation rates over a two-year transition period
(pages 11–12).



Iowa is implementing a coding process beginning in 2008, which will affect AYP
in 2010 (pages 12–14).



Kansas is utilizing a two-year cycle to communicate its new approach to
assessment to stakeholders (pages 14–15).



Kentucky is working collaboratively with state legislators to craft the final
language defining the state’s accountability system (pages 15–17).
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Massachusetts convened stakeholders from across the state to address
graduation rates with respect to AYP determinations and build school/district
capacity in increasing graduation rates (pages 17–21).



Minnesota is phasing in one high school assessment per year (pages 24–25).



Nebraska is leveraging the expertise of local educators in developing its
statewide assessment system amid rapid changes in legislation (pages 25–27).



West Virginia is working on changes to standards and assessments as part of a
five-year process (pages 28–31).

S UPPORT : W HAT

RESOURCES AND SE RVICES WILL SUPPORT SCHOOLS AND

DISTRICTS AS THEY TR Y TO ATTAIN THE GOAL S OF THE ACCOUNTABIL ITY
SYSTEM ?

Support focuses on resources and services that support schools and districts as they try
to attain the goals of the accountability system. The focus is on the roles of state,
district, and school agents in developing a plan for school improvement, communicating
this plan, and providing the necessary resources to ensure that each school can meet
the overarching goals.


Alabama has placed a priority on using multiple, yet cost-effective, training and
support mechanisms, including “living documents” and webcasts, to convey
information about its transition to the NGA cohort graduation rate (pages 10–
11).



Iowa utilizes the state’s fiber optic network, the Iowa Communications Network,
as well as a series of larger, all-inclusive, face-to-face meetings on data topics
(pages 12–14).



Massachusetts piloted an early warning system to help local educators identify
and intervene with students at risk of not graduating on time (pages 17–21).



West Virginia provides extensive training to educators on standards and
assessments (pages 28–31).

S YSTEM E VALUATION , M ONITORING ,

AND I MPROVEMENT :

W HAT

ARE THE

MECHANISMS FOR CONTI NUALLY ANALYZING AND AD JUST ING THE MODEL TO
ENSURE THAT THE GOAL S ARE MET ?

System evaluation, monitoring, and improvement focuses on the mechanisms for
continually analyzing and adjusting the accountability system appropriately. Successful
systems develop an evaluation plan and use the results of the evaluation to make
improvements. This evaluation should also answer questions regarding the effectiveness
of various rewards and sanctions as well as other intervention or support strategies.


Alabama incorporates an opportunity for district review in conjunction with
quality checks (pages 10–11).
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Hawaii convened an adjusted graduation cohort workgroup (pages 11–12).



Iowa utilizes a three-step data collection process: training, testing, and
production (pages 12–14).



Kentucky works with special advisory groups that represent those involved,
including the state board of education, superintendents advisory, DAC advisory
and other key groups (pages 15–17).



Nebraska leverages a long-standing evaluation contract with the University of
Nebraska as well as many external experts (pages 25–27).

S TATE C ASE S TUDIES
A LABAMA ’ S T RANSITION TO THE NCLB/N ATIONAL G OVERNOR ’ S
A SSOCIATION M ETHODOLOGY FOR C ALCULATING C OHORT G RADUATION
R ATES
In 2007 Alabama adopted the
National Governor’s Association
(NGA) methodology for calculating
cohort graduation rates, with the
goal of reporting the new rate
beginning with the 2012
graduating cohort. It replaced the
National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) leaver rate as the
additional AYP indicator for high
schools.
The NGA rate, as recalculated
under this transition, will be lower
than previous rates, which is being
communicated to stakeholders in
advance.
Alabama has learned a number of
lessons that can be shared with
other states undergoing similar
transitions:


Transfers versus dropouts:
Because of the
accountability implications
associated with low
graduation rates, the
accurate reporting of

Communication and support
Alabama has invested considerable effort in
communicating details of this transition both
within the different departments of the state
education agency and externally through
training sessions with local school districts,
accountability coordinators, principals,
counselors, and other parties.
Training has focused specifically on ensuring
a clear understanding of the transition details
and timeline, with special attention given to
the new data documentation required.
Communication devices include the posting of
a “living document” on the state’s website, to
which changes are made and communicated
to stakeholders on a regular basis. The
website also hosts a variety of supporting
materials, including presentations and a
transition timeline. Costs for communication,
training, and support have been intentionally
kept low due to economic constraints at the
state and local levels. As such, Alabama uses
webcasts as the primary communication tool.
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students who transfer out of high school versus those who drop out has been a
matter for concern. This concern has been mitigated by Alabama’s recent
legislative act requiring exit interviews with any students wishing to leave school
prior to graduation. An additional byproduct of these exit interviews, which are
designed to encourage students to stay in school, is that a school is able to
accurately determine if the student is simply transferring or if the student is
dropping out.


Missing records: Missing records in data collection resulted in the need to use
unofficial replicated data from the local systems in order to accurately track
student movement through the four years of high school.



Midyear promotion and first-time status: The majority of students begin high
school in ninth grade; however, the system required business rules to handle the
tracking of students promoted at midyear.



Mobility tracking: Alabama discovered that tracking students as they enter and
leave schools and districts is a difficult and complex process. Solutions include
the use of a unique student identifier for all students in the state, performing
sufficient data quality checks, and ensuring that local school districts have the
opportunity to review the data and make corrections prior to the public release.



Communication and support: In addition to the need to communicate the
difference between the NCES and NGA methodologies—and their impact on
accountability decisions—Alabama has found that professional development to
all stakeholders is essential, especially with regard to accurate data reporting at
the district level. At the state level, Alabama has learned the importance of
involving all offices in the transition process.

At the time of this writing, Alabama is considering plans for monitoring and evaluating
the system, such as an interactive online portal that would allow stakeholders with
access to student data the opportunity to track and verify the status of individual
students as they move through high school, as well as perform calculations.

H AWAII ’ S I NCORPORATION OF N EW C ODES
INTO G RADUATION R ATE C AL CULATIONS

TO I NCLUDE

“T RANSFERS -I N ”

Hawaii’s current four-year graduation rate methodology does not include students who
transfer in after the cohort of first-time ninth graders is established. The state is now in
the process of changing this procedure to include transfer-in students in the four-year
adjusted cohort graduation rate calculation.
The draft and final publishing of the October 2008 Title I regulations governing NCLB
data and reporting triggered state action on this issue.
As required by regulation, Hawaii plans to report the new adjusted cohort rate in its
2011 State and School Accountability Reports (i.e., report cards). The 2007 ninth grade
cohort that graduates in 2010 will be the lagged cohort reported in these reports. The
new adjusted cohort rate will not be used for 2011 AYP determinations as allowed by
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the regulations; at the time of this writing, Hawaii intends to use the current “old”
graduation rate on the 2010 cohort for AYP determinations.
At present the primary stakeholders impacted by this transition are those state
educational agency offices charged with generating graduation rate calculations. These
offices will be responsible for defining transfer-in and identifying the related impact on
student registration procedures at the local level as data are entered into the state’s
information management system. Hawaii has decided to continue its original cohort
graduation rate calculation that
does not include transfers-in as
Hawaii established an adjusted graduation
well as initiate the calculation of
cohort workgroup composed of
the new adjusted cohort
representatives from schools, state
graduation rate that includes
officials, experts in curriculum and
transfers-in. The intent of this
instruction, and operational support
dual set of calculations is to
specialists
better identify the four-year
The workgroup reviewed the new graduation
impact a school has on those
rate requirements, discussed options and
students experiencing the
issues, and proposed guideline
school’s entire instructional
recommendations to the state superintendent
program. However, Hawaii will
to facilitate the planning, development, and
continue to communicate the
implementation of the adjusted cohort
importance of helping all
graduation rate. Should these
students reach proficiency,
recommendations be approved, the
regardless of when they transfer
procedures, graduation rate targets and
into state schools.
criteria will be submitted to ED for peer
Training, professional
review in early 2010. Upon approval by ED,
development, and support will
information about the new graduation
methodology will be shared with
commence once
stakeholders, including high schools, relevant
recommendations are approved
department administrative offices, and the
by the state superintendent and
state board of education.
related documentation is
prepared for peer review.
At the time of this writing,
Hawaii is reexamining the Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) established in 2002.
Possible revisions include the incorporation of the extended adjusted graduation rate.
Hawaii plans to monitor the use of the new adjusted cohort rate and concurrently
compute the old graduation rate to analyze the differences. The use of a five-year
extended adjusted cohort graduation rate will also be evaluated in the first two of years
of implementation.

I OWA ’ S D ECISION

TO

E XPAND

THE

C OLLECTION

OF

E NROLLMENT D ATA

To improve its statewide data system, Iowa expanded the enrollment data it collects,
with a particular emphasis on the collection of information and data at the point when
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students enter and exit the public education system. In addition to requiring an exit
code and date, destination codes and destination locations are also required. As a
result, between-district transfers can be verified by matching exits with entries, and
more accurate accountability decisions are rendered.
The transition arose as a result of Iowa’s decision to calculate and report more accurate
cohort graduation rates. As a result of this transition, graduation rates may actually be
reduced in some instances; however, Iowa recognizes the importance of basing policy
and the related accountability
decisions upon meaningful and
Iowa utilizes a three-step data collection
reliable data. As such, the
process: training, testing, and production
transition and the elated impact
At the same time training is occurring, the
on local school districts were
state’s data collection site is available to the
discussed beforehand with the
field to test their data. One month prior to the
attorney for the state
beginning of the real collection, the field may
department of education,
upload and process test files. This process
district administrators, and other allows them to identify data errors and
stakeholders charged with data
incongruent data through a variety of available
reports. Throughout the testing and final
collection and reporting. Iowa
submission periods, staff members are available
likewise found it useful to learn
to provide assistance. All training materials and
what has worked in other states.
timelines for key dates are posted on the state’s
Iowa maintains a policy of
website.
communicating any and all data
decisions as early as possible in
order to familiarize all key parties with upcoming changes. Beginning in January,
decisions regarding changes to current data elements as well as the addition of new
data elements are discussed within the department of education. Phone calls with all
student information system vendors are held during the month of March to discuss the
next year’s reporting requirement changes to the required extracts. Ongoing
communications between the state and student information system vendors help
ensure a timely and accurate release of the next year’s reporting module. Training
sessions with districts are held during April and completed by early May. The sessions
involve communicating reporting requirements for the end-of-year submissions as well
as previewing data reporting changes to be implemented in the next year. In August and
September, training sessions are held to communicate changes to districts for the new
school year.
Training sessions vary in format. The state’s fiber optic network, the Iowa
Communications Network, has been utilized to provide statewide training to many in a
short period of time with little travel required. Regional sessions have also proven to be
popular, allowing face-to-face interaction. Approximately once every two or three years,
a statewide conference is held on multiple data topics. The target audience includes
district and building administrators, secretaries, technology directors, guidance
counselors, and food service directors.
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Iowa has implemented a series of data validity checks. Validity checks are run at the
student level at the time of data submission and at the district level before a district is
allowed to sign off on the accuracy of the data. At the state level, Iowa is now
implementing cross-submission validity checks at the conclusion of a submission period.
Students reported as actively enrolled during one submission are reported as missing
during the subsequent reporting period if no records were received from the same
district. Students marked as graduates in the spring for whom records are reported in
the subsequent fall collection are identified and resolved. The state also maintains a
policy of documenting all data changes in case of system audits.

K ANSAS ’ I MPLEMENTATION

OF AN

O PPORTUNITY

TO

L EARN A SSESSMENT

Like those in many states,
While it benefits Kansas’ high school
Kansas’ high schools differ in
students and improves the accountability
their curricula and course
system, Opportunity to Learn (OTL) adds a
sequences. A topic or subject
new layer of complexity to the system
covered in one grade in one high
school, for example, may be
New infrastructure had to be planned and
addressed at a different grade in
built; scores and assessment results had to be
another. Yet prior to the 2006–
stored or banked and new reports generated
07 school year, the state
so that schools, districts, and the state could
assessment for high school
track which students had yet to be tested,
mathematics was given in grade
which had failed to meet standards and were
10, and the reading test was
eligible for testing, which had completed the
test, and which had not been tested. The
given in grade 11. Kansas’
agency’s new rules had to cover all of these
implementation of Opportunity
situations.
to Learn (OTL) gives local
educators the flexibility to
schedule state assessments in
these subjects after students have had the opportunity to learn the knowledge, skills,
and concepts addressed in Kansas’ content standards. Moreover, OTL gives a second
opportunity for students scoring below “meets standard.”
OTL was proposed by a former state commissioner of education prior to the advent of
NCLB. Plans for high school history and science tests had also included a two-part test—
students would be given partial tests in life science and physical science—each after
completing the respective courses. Similarly, partial tests would cover U.S. History and
World History. The parts, though administered on separate occasions, would be treated
as the same test.
Although Kansas had developed OTL beginning in the 2005–06 school year, the
implementation of new state assessments that year postponed its launch until 2006–07.
This also coincided with ED’s decision to allow high school students who failed to meet
state standards to be tested again.
A great deal of communication and clarification regarding policy, guidance, and tracking
of individual students has been an important and ongoing effort by the state education
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agency. For example, when a student is tested in school A and does not meet standard,
and then transfers to school B, does school B have one or two opportunities to assess
the student? If the student does not meet standard in school B, in which school—A or
B—will the student’s results count for AYP? If a student is officially enrolled in grade 10,
and then, because of a large number of credits being awarded, officially becomes a
grade 12 student, in what testing cohort is the student’s results included? Can a student
be tested more than once in a semester?
Kansas’ lessons that can be shared with other states undergoing or considering similar
transitions include:


Anticipate all possible scenarios: While it benefits Kansas’ high school students
and improves the accountability system, OTL adds a new layer of complexity to
the system. A clear set of business rules needed to be developed to cover them.



Communication: Establish clear channels of dissemination of the new rules and
regular communication with schools and districts about any questions that arise.



Reporting: Generate reports that make it easy for schools to know the testing
status of their students.



If possible, keep the rules consistent for each subject: Kansas’ schools can retest
a student who has failed to meet standards in mathematics or reading; however,
they cannot do so in science, history and government, or writing. With two-part
assessments in science and history and government, it is not practical, or valid,
to make the claim that a student who failed a partial test on the first opportunity
should be retested on a partial test. Variations in rules by subject can be a source
of confusion.

K ENTUCKY ’ S D EVELOPMENT
A SSESSMENTS

OF A

N EW S YSTEM

OF

S TANDARD S

AND

In early 2009 the Kentucky State Legislature passed Senate Bill 1, requiring the SEA to
rewrite its content standards and develop new assessments for state and federal
accountability. The state accountability system—which had been in effect since 2000
and set biennial targets for schools through the 2013–14 school year—was eliminated.
The previous system included assessments in seven content areas (reading,
mathematics, science, social studies, writing on-demand, arts/humanities, and practical
living/vocational studies) with an additional writing portfolio assessment. The results
from these assessments along with results from PLAN, ACT, and nonacademic indicators
(attendance, dropout, retention, transition, and graduation rates) were included in the
state accountability index.
Bills introduced in prior legislative sessions proposed substantive changes to assessment
and accountability systems. Senate Bill 1 appeared to be the result of growing
agreement that the assessment system was taking up too much of the instructional time
available to students and teachers; additionally, there were longstanding concerns
about the state’s locally assessed writing portfolios.
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Senate Bill 1 replaced the arts/humanities, practical living/vocational studies, and
writing portfolio assessments with a program review system to ensure schools
continued delivering instruction
in those subjects. Until a new
Communication
state assessment system is
Throughout its transition, Kentucky has
created in 2012, Kentucky will
learned
rely on the accountability
 shaping policy is as important as policy
provisions contained in NCLB for
implementation
all schools and districts, whether
or not they receive federal Title I
 monitor the implementation of the
funds. Kentucky underwent an
accountability system
earlier transition with the
 when possible, take the long view
redesign of the state assessment
system as a result of the federal
 use varied means of communication
requirement for annual reading
 in linking different assessments for
and mathematics assessments in
accountability purposes, avoid
grades 3–8 and in high school.
communicating changes in highly
Through 2005–06, the final year
statistical terms
of Kentucky’s contract with its
existing assessment vendor, the
state had used an augmented norm-referenced test (NRT) to meet NCLB requirements.
In 2006–07 Kentucky transitioned to a new testing vendor, new standards, and a new
test design.
In the 2006–07 and 2007–08 school years, Kentucky implemented a concordance model
approach in order to maintain historical trend data over a multiyear period as requested
by the Kentucky Board of Education. However, the SEA had difficulty communicating the
analysis and the use of the concordance approach with educators and the public. As a
consequence, beginning with the 2008–09 school year the board revised baselines and
established targets for state accountability purposes using the prior two years from the
new assessment.
Throughout this transition, Kentucky has learned these lessons:


Shaping policy is as important as policy implementation: During Kentucky’s
transition, a key facet of Senate Bill 1 discussions was the role of SEA staff in
providing input, which helped to shape the final bill. SEAs should work with their
legislatures to reach a compromise with stakeholders (e.g., superintendents and
state legislators) as soon as changes are proposed.



Monitor the implementation of the accountability system: If aspects of the
accountability system appear to lack stakeholder support, address those issues
proactively. For example, given concerns about Kentucky’s locally assessed
writing portfolios, the SEA may decide to make changes amendable to
stakeholders yet preserve the integrity of the system (e.g., address time out of
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instruction and teacher training issues, consider analytical versus holistic
approaches to scoring, consider standard setting process, etc.).


When possible, take the long view: When responding to a change in the
accountability and assessment system, consider the implications of those
changes in future years with respect to communicating information about the
changes to local school districts in timely ways, and in gauging the workload (at
the state and local levels) from development through implementation of the
new system.



Use varied means of communication: Kentucky has communicated changes to
the accountability and assessment system via regular mail, online WebEx
meetings, and regional face-to-face meetings with assessment coordinators at
the local level.



In linking different assessments for accountability purposes, avoid
communicating changes in highly statistical terms: Although technical advisors
may agree on the technical quality of such an approach, the public perception
and interpretation of the approach should also be considered.

M ASSACHUSETTS ’ T RANSITION FROM A C OMPETENCY D ETERMINATION R ATE
TO A F OUR -Y EAR G RADUATION R ATE AS THE A DDITIONAL AYP I NDICATOR
FOR H IGH S CHOOL S
Beginning with the 2007 AYP determinations, Massachusetts transitioned from using the
grade 12 competency determination rate (the percent of students eligible to graduate
as of their senior year) to a four-year cohort graduation rate as the additional AYP
indicator for high schools.
Massachusetts applies the graduation rate standard to every student group that meets
minimum reporting size requirements. To make AYP in 2007 and beyond, a high school
group is required to meet the 95 percent participation requirement, either the state’s
performance requirement or safe harbor, and the state’s minimum graduation rate
standard for the given year.
Massachusetts developed a student information management system beginning with
the 2002 school year, and one goal was to establish an on-time graduation rate as soon
as possible. The goal was complicated further by state desire to label five-year
graduates as on time.
Massachusetts began calculating and reporting cohort graduation rates in 2006 as part
of overall efforts to improve educational outcomes for all students and to use the
cohort rate for federal AYP determinations. Massachusetts, along with other states, had
committed to utilizing four-year cohort graduation rate data according to the
methodology outlined in the National Governors Association’s Graduation Counts
Compact on State High School Graduation Data.
Until 2006, graduation rates for Massachusetts high schools could only be estimated
from annual dropout data or from grade-level enrollment information. By 2006,
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however, the state had collected a sufficient quantity of longitudinal student-level data
via its Student Information Management System (SIMS) to be able to track individual
students from their initial entrance into ninth grade through graduation.
At its February 2007 meeting, the Massachusetts Board of Elementary and Secondary
Education voted to establish a minimum four-year graduation rate standard of 55
percent as the “must meet” AYP target for all public high schools. The 55 percent
standard, used in 2007 AYP determinations, was applied to data from the 2006
graduating cohort.
In 2008 the board voted to raise the four-year standard to 60 percent and to apply that
standard to the 2007 graduating cohort. Student groups that did not meet the 60
percent standard could also make AYP by showing an improvement of at least two
percent between 2006 and 2007. These criteria applied to 2008 AYP determinations.
This transition affected the second indicator for high schools. When the initial set of
graduation rate data was released to the public in February 2007, Massachusetts found
that in 209 of the state’s 279 school districts with high schools, at least 80 percent of
students in the class of 2006 graduated within four years. And in 104 districts more than
90 percent graduated within four years; in 35 districts more than 95 percent graduated
within four years. Despite this positive news, only 62.3 percent of students in urban
communities statewide graduated within four years. The districts with the lowest
graduation rates included Lawrence (41 percent), Chelsea (45.8 percent), Holyoke (49.4
percent), Springfield (51.2 percent), Fall River (54.2 percent), New Bedford (57.4
percent), and Boston (59.1 percent).
Given the differences in performance among Massachusetts’ communities, coupled with
the state’s commitment to include all student groups in AYP determinations for this
indicator—a policy not required under NCLB—the Massachusetts Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education’s accountability and targeted assistance group
worked closely with the data collection group to recommend a reasonable four-year
standard to the board for approval.
As 2007 was the first year of implementation, and calculating improvement from the
previous year was not possible, the minimum graduation rate target was set at 55
percent, which was comparable to the previous target using the competency
determination rate. In its July 2007 and August 2008 decision letters to Massachusetts,
ED approved the state’s 2007 and 2008 AYP targets with the expectation that
Massachusetts set a more challenging graduation rate target in future years.
Massachusetts can share the following insights from its transition:


A major challenge was defining what is meant by on-time graduation and its
relationship to “the standard number of years” described in Section
1111(b)(2)(C)(vi) of NCLB. The state explored basing such judgments on
individual expectations regarding the expected time it will take each student to
graduate, but concluded that this approach was not appropriate because it can
lead to lower expectations for students, be difficult to implement, and create a
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lack of transparency and comparability in the final data. Therefore, the SEA
decided to publish a straightforward four-year graduation rate in 2006, a fiveyear graduation rate in 2007 and beyond, and additional rates as policy and
program needs may warrant. Rates are generated for the entire student
population and for individual student subgroups at the state, district, and school
levels.


The SEA recognized the
need to report data in a
While the key goals of Massachusetts’
timely way, but that
accountability system have not changed
objective had to be
due to this transition, the transition has
balanced with ensuring
highlighted the need to ensure that
that the reported rates
accountability is reciprocal: for every unit
are as accurate as
of accountability demanded of school and
possible. This was
district leaders, the state should strive to
particularly true in 2006,
provide a corresponding set of supports
and interventions
when the data were first
used for high-stakes
Examples include convening stakeholders
findings. The SEA began
from across the state to address graduation
collecting student-level
rates with respect to AYP determinations and
data through SIMS for
to build school/district capacity in increasing
longitudinal analysis in
graduation rates and piloting an early
the 2002–03 school year.
warning system to help local educators
The 2006 cohort
identify and intervene with students at risk of
graduation rate
not graduating on time.
calculations included
data going back to the
inception of SIMS, when
districts were still becoming familiar with the system. The SEA had no way to
know whether the students in the first SIMS data collection were first-time ninth
graders. The rates would have fluctuated substantially between 2006 and 2007
because large percentages of students are retained in ninth grade in
Massachusetts. Consequently, the SEA allowed for the possibility of a limited
number of corrections. Student-level data making up the 2006 graduation rate
were released to districts in the fall of 2006, and district staff had approximately
one month to review and request corrections to the data. These data were
provided to districts via the Security Portal—the SEA’s secure, online data
transmittal application used by authorized school and district personnel to
submit and review data. The SEA reviewed all requests and identified limited
instances in which changes to the data were warranted to ensure accuracy.



Massachusetts wanted the completed diploma to clearly represent that a
student had met local and state standards, whether it took four years or more
to meet those standards. Relying on an AYP indicator that valued only four-year
graduation rates contradicted that state policy, but little flexibility was initially
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offered by ED on this matter. Massachusetts also had a strong desire to calculate
the on-time graduation rates by subgroup, even though ED did not require it.


Public reporting of results can increase stakeholder understanding of and
involvement in helping students graduate from high school. The new rules were
described in numerous memoranda and conference calls as well as integrated
into trainings at the local level. In addition, the state’s four-year graduation
report attracted a great deal of press; the report helped describe a problem that
had been masked by the relatively low annual dropout rates. The public had not
yet grasped the cumulative effect of dropouts and retentions.

At its February 2007 meeting, the board voted to establish a Graduation Rate Taskforce
comprising representatives from business and industry, school districts, high schools,
alternative education programs, teacher organizations, student organizations, private
non-profits, and SEA staff. The taskforce met three times over the course of six months
to review additional data related to the high school graduation rate and to consider
other issues, such as making recommendations for AYP improvement targets and
addressing capacity and resources needed to increase the percentage of students
graduating from high school. The taskforce collected research to identify the reasons
students drop out of school; identified what steps Massachusetts could take to increase
college and career readiness, as well as to increase graduation rates; and developed
recommendations on policies and programs that could make a positive change in high
school graduation rates. The taskforce identified a primary need to increase the number
of high-quality pathways for students who are most at risk of not graduating, and for
bringing back students who have dropped out of school.
AYP reports for a given year show graduation rates for the previous year’s cohort; for
example, 2007 AYP reports showed graduation rates for the 2006 cohort. While using
data from for the previous year’s graduating cohort allowed the SEA to use a data set
for high-stakes purposes that had been thoroughly reviewed by district and SEA staff,
these graduation rates alone are of limited utility to stakeholders because they are
“lagged” indicators—the population measures the educational outcomes of students
who already graduated or dropped out of school by the time the data are reported. In
spring 2008 the SEA piloted an early warning system for the state’s 24 urban districts.
Called the Early Warning Indicator Index, the system is intended to help local educators
identify high school students at risk of not graduating on time so that proactive
measures can be taken to make timely interventions in educational programming for
these students. In addition to identifying individual students for intervention, the index
uses a set of core indicators based on data from all districts—therefore applicable across
all schools and districts—and provides the data in a user-friendly format for
presentation and analysis at the local level.
The index has appeal because it assists schools and districts with issues over which they
have some control, such as aspects of their organizational and programmatic design.
The index remains a work in progress as the SEA investigates additional statistical
techniques to improve the validity and reliability of the system.
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The SEA continues to investigate other options for the additional improvement indicator
for the AYP graduation rate, with an emphasis on factors local educators may be able to
address in timely ways. These options include showing an increase in the grade nine
attendance rate from one year to the next (some studies have demonstrated a
relationship between freshman year attendance and on-time graduation) and showing a
reduction in the high school dropout rate from one year to the next. The SEA will
continue to explore the benefits and limitations of these possible approaches in the
coming months and years.

M ICHIGAN ’ S D EVELOPMENT
E NTRANCE E X AMINATIONS

OF A

Michigan legislation passed in
2005 required a work skills
assessment and a college entrance
examination as components of the
high school assessment. The
legislation also required
compliance for approval of the use
of the high school test under
NCLB. This meant, in essence, that
augmentation would be required
to round out alignment of the new
test to Michigan’s high school
content standards.

W ORK S KILLS A SSESSMENT

AND

C OLLEGE

Advocacy by the High School Principals
Association was the primary force
underlying Michigan’s adoption of a work
skills assessment and college entrance
examinations
Michigan has historically been an ACT state
for college admissions. All of the major
universities, including private colleges, use
the ACT for admissions. ACT had also
previously worked with the state of Illinois to
develop a state high school assessment that is
structured to include the ACT, WorkKeys, and
a state component. The Michigan Association
of Secondary School Principals (MASSP) and
ACT devoted considerable resources to
advocacy for this proposal.

The Michigan Association of
Secondary School Principals
(MASSP) has partnered for many
years with ACT, Inc., and high
schools are approved by ACT as
test centers on Saturdays. ACT
reported that approximately 70 percent of students in Michigan took the ACT. MASSP
stated that students applying to college were motivated to do well on the ACT, while
students were not motivated to do well on the state high school assessment. In
addition, MASSP claimed that making the transition would save the state significant
funds—it would be less expensive to administer the new assessment than to administer
the old assessment.
The state department of education initially opposed the proposal for several reasons:


Despite the MASSP claim that the transition would save money, the SEA
projected a manifold increase in overall costs based on cost estimates for the
multiple components.



The increased strictness of the administration procedures would cause more
schools to have invalid scores, leading to more schools not making AYP.
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The reduced flexibility in scheduling and carrying out assessment activities would
place a significant new burden on schools.



The requirement for augmentation to provide for adequate alignment to
Michigan’s high school content standards would result in a longer test than was
previously administered.

However, the governor's office supported the proposal because it would provide
baseline information and a measure of progress on efforts to increase the percentage of
Michigan high school graduates that are prepared for postsecondary success.
The legislation was passed in 2005, a pilot was carried out in spring 2006, and the full
transition occurred for the spring 2007 assessment.
Because ACT won the competitive bid, the fully customized state high school
assessment was replaced by a regimented three day testing process, with day one being
composed of the ACT + Writing test, day two being composed of WorkKeys
assessments, and day three being composed of Michigan-specific augmentation to
round out alignment to Michigan’s high school content standards. This test was named
the Michigan Merit Examination (MME).
Schools had to transition from a three-week testing window to giving the test to all
students on the same day for each of the three days. Students who missed the test days
are allowed to take a makeup for each missed day exactly two weeks later. Schools also
had to transition to the increased rigor of becoming established as an ACT test center,
including severe consequences for mis-administrations. Schools also had to transition
from appealing to the SEA on issues of invalidated scores to appealing to ACT.
The change in the assessment required analysis to determine whether the AYP annual
measurable objectives (AMOs) needed to be reset. From the results of the standard
setting activity, the state board of education adopted proficiency cut scores that were
approximately equivalent in rigor to the cut scores from the previous, fully customized
high school assessment. Therefore, the AMOs were not reset, as the impact of the new
assessment on AYP calculations was minimal. The transition did have an impact in other
areas, as noted below:


The transition had significant cost implications. The new high school
assessment costs were significantly higher than the costs of the previous fully
customized assessment. The previous assessment cost the state $19 per student.
The ACT component of the new MME alone costs the state $47 per student; the
WorkKeys component costs $15 per student; the augmentation costs
approximately $5 per student; and the project management, IT requirements,
psychometrics, and reporting systems necessary to create a single score for each
subject using all components of the test cost $58 per student.



The transition had significant implications for individual students and schools.
In the first years of the program, many scores were invalidated on an individual
or schoolwide basis because of prohibited behavior or mis-administration. While
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the SEA would have made the same decision as ACT, in many cases, significant
numbers would not have been deemed invalid by the state under previous
policies. Therefore, some students did not receive valid scores, and some schools
did not make AYP because of the new, stricter policies on test administration
that came with using ACT products.


The transition had an impact on the availability of retesting opportunities for
high school students. With the previous test, students could retest in the fall or
spring of the next year. The MME initially allowed for retesting in fall or spring.
However, the fall retest period was eliminated because of prohibitive costs for
an additional cycle involving the ACT products and the untenable burden on
schools of two test cycles per year with the new strict requirements. The spring
retest was also largely eliminated through legislation because of the prohibitive
costs.



The transition had an impact on students with disabilities (SWDs) and English
language learners (ELLs). Whereas states must comply with NCLB, the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), and the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA), ACT’s policy has been to comply only with ADA. This
resulted in many of the state-offered accommodations not being allowed by ACT
if students desired to get an official ACT or WorkKeys score report. When an
Individualized Education Program (IEP) designated an accommodation allowed
by the SEA, but not by ACT, the student received official MME scores, but no
official scores on the ACT or WorkKeys. ACT does not approve accommodations
specifically for ELLs. Therefore, all accommodations provided because of ELL
issues resulted in official scores for MME, but no official scores for ACT and
WorkKeys.



The transition had effects on the usefulness of the data, because individual
item data could not be provided to schools. Because ACT products are
proprietary, no item information could be provided to schools. Many schools
have lamented the loss of the individual item data.

Ultimately, however, the transition was successful. Part of the reason for the success
was a significant ongoing communications and training campaign to keep all
stakeholders apprised of the progress of the transition, administration procedures,
registration procedures, and of the new requirements that would become a part of the
new test.
Throughout this transition, Michigan learned the following lessons:


Make sure all schools are identified and trained as ACT centers.



Train heavily on accommodations and timing codes.



Formally include vendor compliance with all state and federally required
legislation applicable to the SEA.
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Carefully examine and evaluate claims on cost and impacts on schools and
students.

Numerous formal communications to the field, to district administrators and to high
school principals have formed the communications strategy. Training has been provided
on test administration, student registration, and data use.

M INNESOTA ’ S I MPLEMENTATION
S CHOOL A SSESSMENTS
Minnesota is in the process of
implementing a “second
generation” of assessments as
part of the high school
graduation requirements. The
state legislature first required
graduation tests for Minnesota
students in 1996. In 2003, the
state Academic Standards were
revised and a new generation of
graduation tests was required. A
new writing test was
implemented in 2007, a new
reading test in 2008, and a new
mathematics test in 2009. Also,
the first administration was
changed from grade 8 for
reading and mathematics and
grade 10 for writing to grade 9
for writing, grade 10 for reading,
and grade 11 for mathematics.

OF A

“S ECOND G ENERATION ”

OF

H IGH

Since the change occurred within the
legislative session, numerous stakeholders
were aware of the change: it was a closely
watched legislative discussion
Subsequent to the bill passing, the SEA
provided documentation about the change in
legislation:
http://www.education.state.mn.us/mdeprod
/groups/Assessment/documents/FAQ/0146
39.pdf.
The SEA also developed significant
documentation about the new high school
assessment system:
http://www.education.state.mn.us/MDE/Acc
ountability_Programs/Assessment_and_Testi
ng/Assessments/GRAD/index.html.

The law (both statute and rule) required several changes:


Rules for special education students were restricted.



Rules for new-to-country English language learners were modified.



Rules for new-to-state students via an assessment taken in a prior state were
implemented.

Standard setting for reading in 2008 established an expectation that the passing rate for
the graduation tests was equivalent to the proficient level on the NCLB Title I
assessment originally set in 2006. This has caused significant concern to be raised in
anticipation of this spring’s implementation of the mathematics assessment, because
the 2008 proficiency level for high school mathematics was about 34 percent. Also of
significant concern is the later time for first administering the reading and mathematics
assessments in a student’s high school career—less time is available for remediation.
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While the first graduating class required to pass these assessments will graduate in the
spring of 2010, changes have already been enacted. Due to concern over the excessive
failure rate expected of the mathematics test, the legislature passed a five-year
moratorium that no longer required students to pass the mathematics test to graduate.
(Students still have to pass the reading and writing tests.) In its 2009 session, the
Minnesota legislature created a work group to study the effects of high-stakes
graduation tests in Minnesota and future directions for these requirements. A critical
lesson here is that a broader group of stakeholders involved in the conversation over
time is essential. Previous changes occurred without a sufficient number of key
stakeholders aware of the potential consequences of moving the graduation
requirement to the high school level and with a higher expectation of proficiency for
graduation.
The SEA is developing enhancements to its statewide data warehouse for collection of
the alternate pathway in mathematics scheduled to be available in early 2010. Districts
will enter this coding for students graduating under the alternate pathway. The SEA will
validate that the student has attempted the assessment at least three times as required
in legislation. The remaining two requirements are the responsibility of the school
district and are subject to audit at the discretion of the SEA.

N EBRASKA ’ S T RANSITION FROM A S YSTEM OF L OCAL A SSESSMENTS
C OMMON T ESTS IN C ORE A CADEMIC S UBJECTS

TO

S INGLE

State legislation was introduced in 2007 and 2008 that required standards revision and
state assessment development. The legislation called for single common assessments in
reading, mathematics, and science to begin in the 2009–10 school year, with each
subject area to be phased in over time. The writing test remained in the law, but the use
of local assessment data for accountability reporting was eliminated. Basically the law
was a mirror of NCLB, requiring annual testing in grades 3–8 and in high school.
Nebraska signed a compliance agreement with ED allowing the state to receive NCLB
funds so long as documentation would be provided that the new tests are being
developed and implemented according to the timeline specified by the Nebraska
legislation. The test results are to be reported by score and subscore.
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The state worked for many
years to obtain federal
approval for using the
established local
assessments in calculating
AYP. One goal was to
maintain as much district
control of assessments as
possible. As the new system
is being developed,
compliance with NCLB is a
primary goal. Nebraska
anticipates increasing the
state’s role in publishing
school and district
accountability information as
the new state assessments
become operational.

In short, Nebraska is changing everything:
policy, practice, and politics. With the
change in assessment comes the change in
accountability
With the change in accountability comes a
change in culture. Districts and the department
of education are caught between two systems:
the old and the new, with a gulf of transition
between. Each year when a new test is phased
in, a piece of the old system goes away. The
years of transition will be continuous through
2012. Both the state and local school districts
are working on extremely short timelines.
Complicating the situation is that the
assessment and accountability transition
occurred at the same time transitions were
being made in senior leadership at the state
level.

In 2000 Nebraska built a
locally based assessment
system, the School-based Teacher-led Assessment and Reporting System (STARS). Under
the STARS approach, local school districts developed classroom-based assessment to
measure student achievement on state-developed standards in reading, mathematics,
science, and social studies. In addition to reporting student results on the standards,
districts submitted their local assessments to the state for review and for a public rating.
Local assessment was only one part of the assessment system, as districts were required
to participate in the statewide writing test and to administer a norm-referenced test in
at least three grades in their districts. The approach allowed the state to gather multiple
indicators: student achievement on standards, statewide writing results, assessment
ratings, and norm-referenced test results. These multiple indicators were used to make
comprehensive decisions about the quality of the schooling and accountability, and
those decisions were based in the accreditation rules.
Although the system was effective, comprehensive, and balanced, there were
downsides to the combination of the local and state approach. The system did not allow
direct comparison between school districts on the same common measures. The
system, said some, was too complex, involving too many data factors. It was not simple
with a single “bottom line” state test.
Since the primary purpose of the system was that of improving student achievement,
not comparative accountability, it became clear that the bottom line of accountability
was direct comparison between school districts, and that could only be achieved by
single common measures. Coupled with the fact that Nebraska remained one of the few
states that had not achieved federal approval under NCLB with its STARS system, the
political winds began to shift in the state.
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Costs are always an issue, but the legislation also brought additional dollars to
assessment. In addition, two-thirds of the new state system will be funded with federal
funds.
Nebraska can lend the following insights from its transition:


The state will persevere. A new commissioner took over in the spring of 2009.
The department is providing the message “Keeping the Focus, Expanding the
Vision, Finding the Balance.” Information as it is known is shared with the field
purposefully and completely. The steps of test building are underway and on
track.



The state is using its finest resource, assessment-literate educators, as the
backbone of standards revision and test development. Because of the
knowledge and expertise teachers acquired through the STARS process, they are
instrumental in the design and reworking of test items.



A contractor has been secured as a competent partner, and advice is sought
from external experts. Although everything is changing, SEA leadership is now
stable, reassuring local school districts and encouraging them to maintain local
assessments for use instructionally.



The state has an extensive communication plan. Nebraska used telecasts, video
streaming, paper documents, speaking engagements, web postings, and its
service unit network. Nebraska is also planning professional development
throughout the upcoming year as well as professional development within
regional service units.



The legislation requires verification studies, and the state has a long-standing
evaluation contract with the University of Nebraska as well as many external
experts.

The state board of education is undergoing monthly discussions about a new policy
framework for standards, assessment, and accountability. Meanwhile, the state
department of education maintains a focus on student learning.
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W EST V IRGINIA ’ S D EVELOPMENT
A SSESS 21 S T -C ENTURY S KILLS

OF

N EW S TANDARDS

AND

A SSESSMENTS

TO

The West Virginia Department of
Education transformed the
The West Virginia Department of
Education worked diligently with local
state’s educational system into a
school districts to provide a 21st-century
high-quality global system of
systemwide approach to assessment
education that is current,
within the state
engaging, relevant, and exciting
st
to 21 -century students. The
The SEA funded and provided a network of
goal of this transformed system
high-quality support tools, including
was to develop in West Virginia
techSteps, Acuity, Writing Roadmap 2.0,
students more complex
INTEL, Thinkfinity, Teacher Leadership
communication skills, increased
Institutes, Special Education Teachers
critical thinking and problem
Leadership Academies, Principal Leadership
Institutes, county team conferences, and other
solving abilities, greater decision
supports to assist local school districts in
making skills, and the ability to
implementing the goals of Global 21. Further,
thrive in a globally competitive
st
the SEA recognized that teachers, principals,
21 -century world. The
and other leaders required high-quality,
development of West Virginia’s
st
sustained professional development that
21 -century learning plan—
involved emerging strategies and knowledge
Global 21—provided the
in areas such as instruction, technology, and
framework for this systemic
assessments. To that end, the SEA has worked
approach to helping children
to provide an array of these types of
learn by providing rigorous
professional development opportunities for
instruction presented at a
educators.
variety of depths of knowledge
(DOKs), integration of
technology tools, and balanced
assessments that would facilitate and invigorate student inquiry and learning.
To meet the goals of Global 21, West Virginia began the lengthy and vigorous process of
developing new state content standards and objectives (CSOs) to include increased rigor
and a variety of DOK levels. To measure student achievement of these content
standards, the SEA Office of Assessment, Accountability, and Research undertook the
goal of developing a new statewide accountability assessment, WESTEST 2, which would
align to the new state CSOs and would more accurately measure student achievement
in grades 3–11 in reading/language arts, mathematics, social studies, and science. The
first operational WESTEST 2 was administered in the 2008–09 school year.
Prior to 2008, a review of West Virginia’s content standards by national experts revealed
that the state’s CSOs lacked the rigor necessary to meet the challenges of the National
Assessment of Educational Progress, the Trends in International Mathematics and
Science Study, and other national and international assessments. This finding was not
acceptable for a state that desired its students to be globally competitive and lifelong
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learners. By early 2005, the state was poised for major changes within its accountability
system.
In 2005, West Virginia became the second state in the nation to implement the
Partnership for 21st-Century Skills (P21) model. P21 is an advocacy organization that
includes members from the business community, education leaders, and policymakers.
This implementation and support further strengthened West Virginia’s efforts in
developing new state content standards.
In July 2008, the new CSOs became effective for use in every West Virginia classroom,
and the revisions to these content standards and objectives significantly broadened the
scope of the state’s curriculum. More recent external reviews of state CSOs by local and
national experts have identified our state curriculum as meeting world-class status.
Many policies other than the content standards have been revised to align with the
overall initiative, including accountability policies. The SEA developed a performance
index for school accreditation that is consistent with 21st-century schools, developed a
new assessment system to measure the new content standards, and reorganized some
divisions within the SEA to implement the changes in the curriculum.
Because West Virginia made systemwide changes to include the development of new
CSOs and a new aligned statewide accountability assessment, WESTEST 2, the state
increased the overall rigor of these standards and assessments, which called for a
resetting of performance standards (cut scores on WESTEST 2). To that end, in April
2008, West Virginia proposed two amendments to make a substitute trajectory to AYP
for 2009 and 2010 and requested approval for these changes from ED. This request was
made approximately one month prior to the first administration of the new WESTEST 2
in May 2008. In essence, West Virginia requested approval to use the same substitute
for determining AYP for 2009 and 2010 school years as approved in the original
Accountability Workbook and reset the trajectory in fall 2010.
In August 2009, ED approved West Virginia’s amended accountability plan and posted
those changes on the SEA website. As a result, the state reset its starting points based
on its 2009 assessments to establish new Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) using
the statutory process laid out in ESEA. West Virginia would then reset its starting points
using the results of the tests to be administered in 2009–10, average the 2009 and 2010
starting points to establish AMOs for making AYP determinations in 2009–10, and create
intermediate goals and AMOs that would result in all students meeting or exceeding the
state’s proficient level of achievement by the 2013–14 school year.
West Virginia must submit the revised starting points set following the 2009–10
administration of the assessments, intermediate goals, and AMOs to ED for review and
approval before they can be used in making AYP determinations.
West Virginia learned many lessons from engaging in the process of changing an entire
accountability system, including:
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Such a process requires a shared vision by all educational stakeholders,
tremendous work, sustained diligence in overseeing and completing the
process, and a willingness to involve teachers, local and national experts, and
other stakeholders in this reinvention process in order to make our state
accountability system world class.



Systemwide change requires a great deal of political will and determination to
move forward in increasing the rigor and depths of knowledge of content
standards while realizing that school assessment performance will not likely
measure up in the short term. Parents, business and community leaders,
policymakers, teachers, and other educational leaders will seek answers to why
students’ scores are lower, and they will need instruction and support in
understanding how the increase in academic rigor will ultimately benefit all of
the students and citizens in West Virginia.



Professional development in clarifying and increasing understanding
concerning increased rigor of standards is essential for all stakeholders,
including schools, teachers, parents, and the general public. The SEA has
worked with local school districts in providing a network of high-quality support
tools and other supports to assist in implementing the goals of Global 21.



There is both a need and a challenge to make pertinent information available
to all educational stakeholders. The SEA foresaw that it would need to educate
state citizens about why there was a need for public education change within the
state and how those changes might impact the performance data of schools.
Thus, in 2009, the SEA undertook a major public relations campaign to get Global
21 information out to the public. The SEA developed a website
(http://wvde.state.wv.us/global/publications/) that provided one-page flyers
containing basic information for teachers, parents of pre-K–4th graders, parents
of 5th–8th graders, and parents of 9th–12th graders on topic areas including
why is public education changing, how is public education changing, and how do
we measure progress? In addition, the website contained a copy of the
newspaper ad that ran in local newspapers and that provided pertinent
information concerning Global 21 initiatives, as well as other tools including
screensavers and wallpapers featuring Global 21.

West Virginia’s accountability policies were revised to incorporate the 21 st-Century
Schools Partnership initiative. A performance index for accountability and accreditation
(outside the NCLB model) has been developed and this index utilizes multiple
performance measures using a compensatory model that is not dependent on only one
subgroup or on one low score being the deciding factor.
West Virginia is expecting student improvement across the continuum of learning rather
than just moving students to mastery. For example, the newly developed index gives
extra credit for getting students to above mastery and distinguished levels of
performance.
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Using data collected through the West Virginia Education Information System (WVEIS), a
management information system that is online, interactive, and operates over a
privately addressed intranet, the SEA collects from school files the information needed
for state and federal reporting and decision making. From this collected data, West
Virginia publishes a state report card as required by state law. An NCLB report card for
schools and districts is published annually according to NCLB requirements for state
reporting.

C ONCLUSION
A decade ago, it would have been reasonable to expect that a paper on educational
accountability models would emphasize goals, indicators, decision rules, and
consequences as the primary components of accountability. After all, the fundamental
premise underlying standards-based reform is that if you set high academic standards,
design assessments to measure student progress toward them, and hold school and
district leaders accountable for the results, then student performance will improve.
States’ experiences with designing and implementing accountability models since the
inception of standards-based reform strongly suggest that communication and support
are increasingly becoming the focal points of accountability, and that communication is
particularly important when the accountability system is undergoing transition.
Moreover, as educational accountability models mature and evolve, communication has
increasingly been defined to include training and support in addition to reporting.
Whether the focus is on designing better assessments, improving data collection
procedures, or helping students become college and career ready, we anticipate a
continued shift from emphasizing consequences and sanctions to the provision of
appropriate supports to cultivate effectiveness.
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Key Achievement Index Policy Questions
1. What is the theory of action for the Index?
2. What Performance Indicators will be included in the
Index?
3. What is the relative importance of each Performance
Indicator?
4. How will data be disaggregated?
5. How will OSPI and SBE make the data actionable and
transparent for users?
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