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Title: Data Spotlight ‐ Opportunity to Learn Index 

As  Related  To:  Goal One: Develop and support 
policies to close the achievement 
and opportunity gaps. 

Goal Two: Develop comprehensive 
accountability, recognition, and 
supports for students, schools, and 
districts. 

Goal Three: Ensure that every student 
has the opportunity to meet career 
and college ready standards. 

Goal Four: Provide effective oversight 
of the K‐12 system. 

Other 

Relevant  To  Board  
Roles:  

Policy Leadership 

Advocacy 

Communication 
Convening and Facilitating 

Policy  
Considerations  /  
Key  Questions:  

Goal  1.A  of  the  2015‐18  Strategic  Plan  articulates  that  the  Board  will  research  and  
communicate  information  and  tools  on  promising  practices  for  closing  achievement  and  
opportunity  gaps.  To  this  end,  the  SBE  staff  is  exploring  the  development  of  an  
Opportunity  to  Learn  Index  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  access  and  opportunity  
barriers  in  the  educational  environment.  Prior  to  further  work,  staff  seeks  input  or  
guidance  from  the  Board  on  two  key  questions:  

1. Is  the  primary  purpose  of  the  Opportunity  to  Learn  (OTL)  Index  to  provide 
actionable  information,  monitor  progress,  or  hold  accountable  for  meeting 
improvement  goals? 

2. Should  the  unit  or  level  of  analysis  be  the  state,  district,  or  school? 

Possible  Board  
Action:  

Adopt 
Approve 

Materials  Included  
in  Packet:  

Memo  
Graphs / Graphics 
Third‐Party  Materials  (OSPI  PowerPoint*)  
PowerPoint 

Synopsis:  An  Opportunity  to  Learn  (OTL)  Index  to examine  educational  environments  in  other  
states  or  across  school  districts  is  being  explored.  The  OTL  Index  is  meant  to  examine  
system  inputs  rather  than  outputs.  Possible  measures  could  be  placed  into  four  broad  
indicators  that  include  health  and  behaviors,  community,  access  to  quality  instruction,  
and  equitable  funding.  The  OTL  Index  will  be  a  tool  from  which  to  measure,  identify,  
and  analyze  opportunity  gaps.  

The  presentation  will  include  a  detailed  look  at  the  recently  released  school  discipline  
data  and  a  cursory  look  at  chronic  absenteeism  as  possible  measures  for  an  OTL  Index.  

*Note: many of the OSPI PowerPoint images are complex and difficult to interpret in the black
and white format of the printed board packet. For this reason, the PowerPoint was included with
the online materials for board members to preview the presentation in color imagery.
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OPPORTUNITY TO LEARN INDEX 

Policy Considerations 

Goal 1.A of the 2015‐18 Strategic Plan developed by the State Board of Education (SBE) articulates that 
the Board will research and communicate information and tools on promising practices for closing 
achievement and opportunity gaps. To this end, the SBE staff is exploring the development of an 
Opportunity to Learn (OTL) Index for the purpose of identifying access and opportunity barriers. 

Background 

Based on recent results of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), Washington 
students perform between the 60th and 80th percentile (nationally) depending on the grade level and 
content area assessed, and while this performance is quite respectable, the outcomes fall short of the 
aspirations articulated by the Washington Legislature through the ESSB 5491 signed into law in 2013. In 
the ESSB 5491, the SBE is tasked with determining whether the educational outcomes for Washington 
are in the 90th percentile nationally and whether the outcomes are comparable to peer states. Go to 
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/edsystemhealth.php#.VnBFik1IhaQ to learn more about the performance of 
Washington students on important educational outcomes. 

In the 2015 Kids Count Data Book, Washington is ranked 20th best in the nation for education based on 
four separate measures (one input and three output measures). Seven of the eight Washington peer 
states are rated in the top ten, which provides further evidence that Washington’s educational system is 
not meeting the aspirational goals set by the Legislature in 2013. The question becomes, “How does the 
educational environment in the peer states differ from that in Washington?” 

To answer this question, staff is exploring the development of a tool from which to identify and analyze 
opportunity gaps. Whereas achievement gaps are based on differential outcomes, opportunity gaps are 
derived from disparate opportunity or access. The theory of action is that when policies are 
implemented to reduce opportunity gaps, achievement gaps will be reduced. And, that the rate or size 
of opportunity gap reduction will be commensurate with the achievement gap reduction. In other 
words, reducing opportunity gaps will result in smaller achievement gaps. 

Key Questions 

As a means to research and communicate information and tools on promising practices for closing 
achievement and opportunity gaps, staff is exploring the idea of developing an OTL Index based on 
multiple measures. However, before embarking on such a journey, staff seeks guidance from the Board 
on two key questions and a third key question is included for future discussion: 

1. Is the primary purpose of the OTL Index to provide actionable information, monitor progress, or
hold accountable for meeting improvement goals?

2. Should the unit or level of analysis be the state, district, or school?

3. What factors should the broad indicators embrace and what measures should be included under
each of the indicators?
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Staff anticipates this work to start immediately and follow two paths conducted simultaneously. The 
first path or phase would involve designing and developing a prototype for a state‐level OTL Index for 
national and peer state comparisons. The second phase should include the development of an OTL Index 
for Washington school districts. 

More Considerations Regarding this Work 

The OTL Index is meant to examine system inputs rather than outputs. As such the inputs used must be 
correlated (directly or indirectly) to educational outputs, so the possible inputs must be carefully 
considered. A variety of possible measures are tabulated below in Table 1 and these have been 
categorized into the broad indicators summarized below. 

 Health and Behaviors (Student‐Family): the premise is that students who are healthier, with
better mental health, exhibiting fewer at‐risk behaviors, and have more stable parents will be
better prepared for the day‐to‐day challenges of schools.

 Community: the idea is that living in a stable community with many supports reduces family
stressors and ultimately contributes to a healthier life that would be reflected in educational
endeavors.

 Access to Quality Instruction (School/District): Schools and districts make many decisions about
educator licensing, school staffing, and teaching assignments (inputs for example) that are
impactful on educational outcomes.

 Equitable Funding (City‐County‐State): government has the ability to provide resources in
different manners and in different amounts (inputs) that can be impactful on student outcomes.

Some possible indicators and measures that could comprise an OTL Index are listed below. Not all of the 
measures listed below are readily available at all levels (state, district, school, etc.) and not all measures 
are comparable from state to state. Of the measures shown below, some are more suitable for the 
school level, some more suitable for the district level, some more suitable for the state level. 

Table 1: Partial list (in no particular order) of possible OTL Index indicators and measures 

Health and Behaviors Community 
Access to Quality 

Instruction 
Equitable funding 

  Preventative  health  care  

Socioeconomic

(vaccinations,  dental,  
etc.)  

  Mental  health  support  
  Student/family  attitudes  
  Parent  (mother)  

education  level  
  Student  school  

engagement  
  Risk  for  developmental  

delays  
  Low  birthweight  
  Student  absenteeism  
  Child  abuse  and  neglect  
  Youth  drug  and  alcohol  

use  

  Affordable  housing  
  Mobility  
   

segregation  (poverty,  
crime,  language,  
unemployment,  etc.)  

  Nonprofit  Organization  
support   

  Community  
Organizations  

  Extracurricular  options  

  Early  Childhood  Education  
  Equitable  distribution  of  

effective  educators  
  Teacher  diversity  
  Out  of  certification  

teaching  
  Emergency  credentials  
  Late  hires  
  Advanced  course  taking  

options  
  Alternative  programs  
  Exclusionary  discipline  
  Access  to  

AP/IB/Cambridge  exams  
  Student‐to‐counselor  

ratio  

  Levy  inequities  
  Per  Pupil  Funding  
  Class  size  reduction  
  Role  of  state  dollars  

compared  to  levy  
dollars  

  Gaps  in  state  and  local  
revenues  between  high  
and  low  poverty  
districts  

  School  facilities  
(computers  per  student  
and  lab  facilities)  

  ASB  funding  equity  

Student‐Family Community School‐District City‐County‐State 

A well designed and thought out OTL Index could tell any of several stories that are briefly described on 
Table 2. 
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Table 2: Summary of possible OTL Index models and supporting information. 

Model Potential Storyline 
Framework 
Description 

Data Elements 
Data Source 
Examples 

A 

Washington ranks 20th

nationally on 
equitable educational 
funding but ranks 
lowest of the Peer 
States. 

Annual state‐level snapshot 
(but could be tracked over 
time) ‐ compares 
Washington’s performance 
on measures to other 
states. 

This analysis requires that 
the selected measures be 
reported annually for the 50 
states and that the 
measures be comparable for 
each state. This analysis is 
totally dependent on 
outside data sources. 

Kids Count Data Book 

CDC Health Surveys 

American Community 
Survey 

U.S. Census Bureau 

U.S. Dept. Education 

B 

Washington’s 
performance on 
statewide health 
equity measures 
decrease for third 
consecutive year. 

Change over time – could 
be expanded to include 
goal setting like the 5491 
work. Focus is specific to 
and on Washington 
education. 

This analysis requires that 
the measures be reported 
annually for Washington. 
This analysis could rely on a 
combination of out‐ and in‐
state data sources. 

All of the Above, and 

WA DHS 

WA ERDC/OFM 

WA DEL 

WA OSPI 

C 

60 percent of 
Washington school 
districts earn a “Poor” 
rating for the Access 
to Quality Instruction 
indicator of the 
Opportunity Index. 

Annual district‐level 
snapshot (but could be 
tracked over time) – 
compares performance 
across Washington school 
districts. 

This analysis requires that 
the selected measures be 
reported annually for 
Washington school districts. 
This analysis would rely 
primarily upon in‐state data 
sources but could possibly 
use some out of state 
sourced data. 

Some Out of State 
sourced data? 

WA DHS 

WA ERDC/OFM 

WA DEL 

WA OSPI 

D 

Washington middle 
school students face 
greater Health Equity 
challenges than do 
high school students. 

Annual school‐level 
snapshot (but could be 
tracked over time) – 
compares school 
performance across the 
state. 

This analysis is totally 
dependent upon in‐state 
data sources that can be 
aggregated to the school 
level. 

As Above 

Summary of Models 

Model A – State Level to Compare Washington’s Performance Nationally 
 This model is similar to a portion of the SBE’s 5491 (Statewide Indicators of Educational System

Health) work that compares Washington’s performance on key indicators on a national level
(top 10 percent of states) and to peer states (comparability). This model is norm‐referenced or
norm‐based as Washington’s performance is viewed relative to other states. The ultimate goal
of this model would be to make the statement that the “Washington students have a greater
opportunity to learn than anywhere else in the U.S.” This model serves more of a monitoring
function.

 Model A would be a good launching point for this work as data are readily available, could be
integrated to current efforts (5491), and would provide immediate learning opportunities. One
downside is that existing measures from national sources may not be the best predictors of
outputs, but then again, learning about the best inputs is part of this work.

Model B – State Level to Compare Washington’s Performance against Goals 
 This model is similar to another part of the SBE’s 5491 work that annually measures the

performance of Washington students against annual targets. This model is criterion‐based as
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performance is viewed relative to a predetermined target or goal. If targets or goals are not 
met, actions are necessary to improve performance. The success statement here is “Washington 
is improving educational opportunity for all children.” This model serves more of an 
accountability function that might ultimately require an improvement plan. 

 This model is not viewed as a good starting point because of the challenges around goal setting,
especially when measures change. Much needs to be learned about the stability of data prior to
goal setting, making this more amenable for future expansion. I believe we move in this
direction, but not until we understand the individual measures much better.

Model C – District Level to Compare Districts Statewide 
 This model is criterion based as the “Poor” rating would likely be tied to a particular

performance level of the district. This model serves an accountability function that might
include an improvement plan. At least some educational inputs are made at the discretion of
district/school administration, so needs analyses at this level could be fairly impactful.

 Model C is not viewed as a good point from which to start this work because not all desired
measures are currently aggregated to the district level, which means that outside data requests
would likely be necessary. Data requests while in an exploratory phase such as this are not the
best use of department resources but would be logical area of expansion for this work. Model C
might be a good choice if limited measures were to be rolled out in an early phase and
additional measures added when available.

Model D – School Level to Compare Schools Statewide 
 This model is similar to the Index work, where the performance of an individual school is

compared to other schools and this is viewed as a norm‐referenced model. This model serves
more of a monitoring function but would likely include an improvement plan of some type.

 Again, data availability is a concern with Model D as a launching point. School‐level work
naturally has a greater impact to individuals, so we want to be sure school input measures are
accurate which requires additional validation steps and add time and effort – so again, not the
best use of limited resources.

Action 

The Board is expected to discuss this agenda item but no other Board action is anticipated. 

Other Resources 

The Kids Count Data Book is similar to Model A that describes a state level, educatonal (input/output) 
monitoring tool. Learn more at http://www.aecf.org/resources/the‐2015‐kids‐count‐data‐book/. 

Please contact Andrew Parr at andrew.parr@k12.wa.us if you have questions regarding this memo. 
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OSPI’s Analytics: 

System Evaluation on Equity 

Tim Stensager, Special Assistant for Performance Management and 
Data Governance 

Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction 



     What is the issue 





                 
 

How is Washington performing in terms of equity in 
one area 



   
     

Postsecondary Education 
OPPORTUNITY, Number 237b, 
Mortenson 



OSPI I 

Vision 

Office of S per intend n 
of rlJhlir lw-rn inion 

Every student ready for career1 co/lege1

and life 

Mission 

To provide funding, resources, tools, data, 
and technical assistance that enable 

educators to ensure students succeed 

in our public schools, are prepared to access 

post-secondary training and education1

and are equipped to thrive in their careers 

and lives. 

Adoprea June 1014 

Performance llnd· cators

Achievement 
• The pernentage of studenh

demonstrating tile characteristics1 
of entering kindergartners in all six 

area:s as identified by tlie Washington 

Kindergarten Inventory of Developing 

Skills (waKIDS) 

• The perne.ntage of studenh meeting 

standlard on tile 3rd, 8th and 11th grade 

statewide English Language Arts (�LA) 

and matlll a:ssessmenh, and 81h-,grade 

state-wide scienCJe assessment

• Percentage of students making adeqU\11:e

growth toward proficiency in HA/ 

math as determined by Student Growtll 

P,ercentiles in 4th and 6th grades

• The pernentage of studenh ,enrolled and

the percentage who earned high school 

credits in Algebra 1/lntegrated Math I by

the end of 8th grade. and by the end of

9th grade

• The pernentage of studenh meeting

standard on all state assessments 

rcequiredfor graduatiof\ byttieend of

10th grade 

The pernentage of students enrolled in 

dual oredit programs and the percentage 

of students who Barned dual credits and 

certificates (e.g� AP, IB. Running Start, 

Tech Flrgp] 

The pernentage of students who took the 

SAl and ACT, and the average SAT and 

A.CT scores Barned 

The perrnntage of hig'h school graduates 

who were academically prepared and 

attended post�econdary education 

institutions willhi.n one )'Bar of graduating 

hig'hscllool 

The perrnntage of studenh who 

acoessed financial aid for college 

Percentage of s.tudents who persicSte<l in 

post-secondary programs and cornpleted 

certificates a nd degrees 

Dropout Prevention and Graduation 
• Four-year and five-yBar graduation rates 

• ELA, math, and .soience oourse failure 

rates in 911h grade

Su�pens,ion:s and expulsions 

Attendance, ,especially dhronic 

all5enteeism 

I .. I tJ 



       What does the research say 
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American Institutes for Research 
Article – “College & Career Readiness & Success” 
November 2013 

• Indicators are measures with an established threshold (e.g.,
students who earns 3.0 GPA or higher) are more likely to be
prepared for their college and career pursuits.

• Predictors are measures that are strongly correlated with
improved postsecondary outcomes but for which a numeric
threshold has not been established.



 

 
 

Indicators 

• Positive “school readiness risk profile” – (Similar to WaKIDS)

• < 10 percent absences - (20% in middle school)

• Reading by 3rd grade

• Receiving no unsatisfactory behavior grades in sixth grade

• Passing all ELA and mathematics courses and meeting benchmarks on state exams
(middle school)

• No more than one failure of ninth-grade subjects

• Completing the following mathematics sequence: Algebra II (ninth grade), geometry (10th
grade), Algebra III and trigonometry or higher (11th grade), precalculus or calculus (12th
grade)

• AP Exam: 3 or higher; IB Exam: 4 or higher

• Dual enrollment participation

• Passing state exams

• FAFSA completion

• Meeting the following benchmarks on college preparatory

• exams: SAT > 15508; PLAN9 test scores: English 15, reading 17, mathematics 19, and
science 21; ACT scores: English 18, mathematics 22, reading 21, and science 24

• College Knowledge target outreach programs such as: multiyear college-readiness
programs, embedded college counseling, and college-readiness lessons
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Data Collection Tools 

OSPI Performance Indicators - Data and Analytics 

OSPI staff align their goals with research-based performance indicators. Goals are reviewed by the superintendent three times per year to ensure our worl< leads directly to student success. 

OSPI prepares interactive worksheets, charts, and animations at state and district levels to support data-informed decision making. Districts with fewer than 500 students or 20 students in a given group are not 
shown for statewide analytical purposes. 

The files are in Microsoft Excel for Windows and may require special settings; see specifications for Windows and Mac.>< 

Petfonnance Indicator Description 

1. Kindergarten Preparedness The percentage of students demonstrating the characteristics of entering kindergartners in all six areas as identified by the Washington Kindergarten 
Inventory of Developing Skills (WaKIDS) 

2. English Language Arts, Math, Science Assessment The percentage of students meeting standard on the 3rd, 8th and 11th grade statewide English Language Arts (ELA) and math assessments, and 8th-

grade statewide science assessment 

3. Student Growth Percentiles-4th and 6th grades 

ELA/Math 

Percentage of students making adequate growth toward proficiency in ELA/math as determined by Student Growth Percentiles in 4th and 6th grades 

4. High School Credit in Algebral/lntegrated Math 1 The percentage of students enrolled and the percentage who earned high school credits in Algebra I/Integrated Math I by the end of 8th grade, and by 

the end of 9th grade 

5. Statewide Assessments Required for Graduation The percentage of students meeting standard on all state assessments required for graduation, by the end of 10th grade 

6. Dual Credit Programs The percentage of students enrolled in dual credit programs and the percentage of students who earned dual credits and certificates (e.g., AP, 

Running Start, Tech Prep) 

1B, 

7. SAT and ACT The percentage of students who took the SAT and ACT, and the average SAT and ACT scores earned 

8. Postsecondary Preparedness The percentage of high school graduates who were academically prepared and attended postsecondary e<lucation institutions within one year of 
graduating high school 

9. Financial Aid for C<>lege The percentage of students who accessed financial aid for college 

10. Postsecondary Persistence Percentage of students who persisted in postsecondary programs and completed certificates and degrees 

11. Graduation Rates Four-year and five-year graduation rates 

12. 9th Grade Course Failure ELA, math, and science course failure rates in 9th grade 

13. Discipline Suspensions and expulsions 



             How do we collect the data – Data  Governance 



      

 
 

 

 

Time 

Tactical 

Annual 

Monthly 

Weekly 

Daily 

Bi‐Annual 

Student 
Information 
System (SIS) 

K‐12 Warehouse/CEDARS 

Strategic 
Teacher/ Grade Lev/ School District School Brd OSPI/ESD State/Leg/Gov/ Federal Gov 

Policy Counselor Dept 



   

                   

               

Items of Note: 

1. Microsoft Office Professional Plus 2013 required for full view of
Analytics

2. Suspension Reference = Out of School Suspension & Expulsion



   

   
Graduation: 
Understanding the Context 

How many students Graduate? 

Who Graduates? 



   Franklin Pierce 78.5% 











 
   

         

       

           

       

   

Student Discipline: 
Understanding the Context 

How many students are suspended or expelled? 

Who is suspended or expelled? 

How many times are they suspended or expelled? 

How long are they removed? 

For what behaviors? 



   
   
   

How many 
students are 
suspended or 
expelled? 

       
         

         

           
         

             

Approximately 4% of all Washington 
students were suspended or expelled 
during the 2014–15 school year. 

The rate of suspensions and expulsions 
across districts vary—from nearly 0% 
to over 10% of students in a district. 



   Franklin Pierce 6.1% 



   
    

 

             
           
           

         
     

         
               
         

           
         

       
         

Who is 
suspended 
or expelled? 

According to state and national data, in 
many schools, male students, students of 
color, and students with disabilities are 
suspended and expelled more frequently 
than other students. 

These trends warrant attention from 
schools, as well as OSPI, to work toward 
equitable outcomes for each student. 

Schools must carefully review their student 
discipline data to consider whether 
discriminatory policies, procedures, or 
practices exist and to remedy them. 



Proportionality 

Or 
Composition  Index 



     

       

     
       

 
   

   
 

Suspension / Expulsion Rate 

100 students in the district 

20 were suspended 

one or more times 

Suspension Rate 

20 students suspended 
= 20%

100 total students 



   

       

   

   

Enrollment Overview 

100 students in the district 

40% are boys 

60% are girls 
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Proportionality or Composition Index 

100 students in the district 

40% are boys 

80% of the suspensions are boys 

Composition  Index: 
Boys are 80% of suspensions 

= 2
Boys are 40% of student enrollment 

The percentage of suspensions who are boys 
is 2 times greater than their percentage in 
the student population. 



     

         
           

         
 

   

           
             

               

The Desire Is Proportionality 

• To have the percentage of
suspensions who are boys to be
equal their percentage in the
student population.

40%/40% =1 

• This desire would hold true for
any group of students by race or
program: 1 or close to 1 is the
target



 
             

       

                                                 
                                        

                                 
                       

2015 School District Composition Index* by Student Group 
State (Overall Discipline Rate 3.9%) 
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*The Composition Index looks at groupings of students and measures whether they are suspended at a rate proportionate to their representation in the total student
population. Numbers greater than one indicate the group makes up more of the suspensions/expulsions than their representation in the population generally.

Districts with fewer than 500 total students and fewer than 20 students in the group are not displayed. 
Only out‐of‐school short and long term suspensions and explusions are displayed (unduplicated students). 
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2015 
State ‐ Average Number of Times a Student is Suspended or Expelled 
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2015 
All Students ‐ Average Length of Suspension for ALL Incidents 
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STATE ‐ Behavior Proportion 

All American Indian/Alaskan Native Asian 
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Where do I go for help? 
For Analytics Questions: 

Tim Stensager 
Data Governance, OSPI 
(360) 725‐6005
Tim.stensager@k12.wa.us

For Data Sheet Questions: 
Susan Canaga 
Data Quality, OSPI 
(360) 725‐4473
Susan.Canaga@k12.wa.us

For Student Information: 
Deb Came 
Director of Student Information 
(360) 725‐6342
Deb.Came@k12.wa.us

mailto:Deb.Came@k12.wa.us
mailto:Susan.Canaga@k12.wa.us
mailto:Tim.stensager@k12.wa.us
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