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Session Outline

* Overview of new Accountabllity Index
« 2009 Index results for schools
* Using Index and other data for AYP (proposed)

e Consequences
— Recognition based on Index results
— New legislation on “voluntary” and “required” action
— New method for identifying those in greatest need

* Performance goals
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Rationale for a New System

 Original Legislative mandate for the SBE to “adopt
objective, systematic criteria” for successful schools and
districts and for those in need of assistance

« Federal accountability system (AYP) is viewed as unfair,
too complicated, and punitive

« State provides most of the education funding

« Supports legislative efforts to revise funding system
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Rationale (cont.)

2009 Legislature passed ESHB 2261 — SBE must develop

1. An accountability index to identify schools and districts
for recognition and additional state support.

2. A proposal and timeline for voluntary state support and
assistance for schools and districts.

3. A proposal and timeline to implement a system for
challenged schools and districts that do not improve
through the voluntary system ("“Required Action” can only
take place if formally authorized by the Legislature).
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Process

« Work underway for 3 years

* Diverse set of advisors provided input on technical
details for a new proposal

« Adjustments made to ensure validity

* Received ongoing feedback from OSPI, stakeholder
advisory groups, superintendents, national experts
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Proposed Outcomes & Indicators

Five Outcomes

Results from 4 assessments (reading, writing, math, science)

aggregated together from all grades and the Extended graduation
rate for all students

Four Indicators

1. Achievement by non-low income students
(% meeting standard/ext. grad rate)

2. Achievement by low income students (eligible for FRL)

3. Achievement vs. Peers (Learning Index and ext. grad rate
controlling for ELL, low-income, special ed., gifted, mobility)

4. Improvement (change in Learning Index from previous year)

Creates a 5x4 matrix with 20 outcomes
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Accountability Index Matrix

Outcomes

Indicator |Reading

Writing | Math | Science

Ext. G.R.

Avg.

Non-low Inc.
achievement

L ow Inc. ach.

Ach. vs. peers

Improvement

Average

Index *

* Simple average of all rated cells
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Outcome Indicator Benchmarks and Ratings

i % MET STANDARD RATING M RATING
Achleveme_nt of Ty ; T !
- Non-low Inc. 80 — 89.9% 6 90 — 95% 6
: 70 — 79.9% 5 85-89.9% 5
- Low income 60 — 69.9% 4 80-84.9% 4
(% met standard) 50 — 59.9% 3 75-799% 3
40 — 49.9% 2 70 — 75% 2
< 40% 1 < 70% 1
1 DIFFERENCE IN DIFFERENCE
AChIevement LEARNING INDEX RATING IN RATE RATING
vS. Peers > 20 R > 12 7
(Learning Index) 151 to .20 6 6.1to 12 6
.051 to .15 5 3.1t06 5
-.05 t0 .05 4 -3t03 4
-.051 to-.15 3 -3.1t0 -6 3
-.151 t0-.20 2 -6.1t0 -12 2
<-.20 1 <-12 1
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Outcome Indicator Benchmarks and Ratings

- Improvement
(Learning Index)

CHANGE IN
LEARNING INDEX

> .15

101 to .15
.051t0 .10
-.0510 .05
-.051 to-.10
-.101 to -.15
<-15

RATING

RN Wk OOOo

CHANGE

IN RATE

> 6
41t06
21to4
-2t02
-21to-4
-4.1t0 -6
<-6

RATING
7

PN WAoo
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Achievement vs. Peers

e Recognizes context affects outcomes (“statistical neighbors”)

e Makes “apples to apples” comparisons using multiple
regression to control for 5 student variables—percent ELL,
low-income (FRL), special education, mobile, gifted

e Includes expenditure level (adj.) in district analysis

e Separate analysis for each type of school
(e.g., elementary, middle, high, multiple grades)

e Non-regular schools do not receive a “peer” rating

e Complexity presents a communications challenge
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lllustration of Achievement vs. Peers
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Tier Names and Ranges

Schools/districts
assigned to a
“tier” based on
index score

Washington State Board of Education

Tier Index Range
Exemplary 5.50-7.00
Very Good 5.00-5.49
Good 4.00 — 4.99
Fair 2.50 — 3.99
Struggling 1.00 - 2.49




2009 School Results

Tier Index Pct.of | Pct. of
Range schools | students
Exemplary 5.50-7.00 5.0% 3.7%
Very Good 5.00 - 5.49 6.6% 6.3%
Good 4.00-4.99 | 31.0% 34.1%
Fair 2.50-3.99 | 45.4% 48.9%
Struggling 1.00-2.49 | 12.1% 7.0%

247 schools were in the Struggling tier with 71,000 students (1 in every 14 students).

96 were alternative schools or served other special populations.
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2009 Results by School Type and Tier

Tier Elem. Middle High Multiple Total Alt. 9% Alt.
Exemplary 64 7 19 12 102 15 14.7%
Very Good 84 22 14 15 135 7 5.2%
Good 347 119 120 48 634 33 5.2%
Fair 466 187 176 101 930 82 8.8%
Struggling 91 33 44 79 247, 96 38.9%

Washington State Board of Education
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Example Results

Regular High School, 2008

Grad
Indicator Reading | Writing Math Science | Rate | Average
Non-low inc. ach. 6 6 3 2 4
Low-inc. ach. A 5 1 1 4 3.00
Ach. vs. peers 3 4 5 2 4 3.60
Improvement A 6 5 4 6

Index
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District Accountability

» Uses the same indicators, outcomes,
benchmarks, and ratings as schools.

« Combines all the grades together
(no separate results for each grade band).

* N is 10 for entire district (very few left out).
« Control for expenditure level for “peer” analysis.
NOT YET COMPUTED
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Index for
Schools In
District X
(2008)

Mi

Tier Ranges

Exemplary 5.50-7.00 mm
Very Good 5.00-5.49
Good 4.00 -4.99
Fair 2.50-3.99
Struggling 1.00-2.49 mm
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ELL Accountability

Current policy required by NCLB

- Reading & math results are used in 2" year of enrollment in US
public school; English language ability is irrelevant.

Problems

- It takes 3+ years to achieve “academic” proficiency in English, so
AYP is based on invalid ELL results.

- Repeated requests to change accountability rules to make AYP
decisions more valid have all been denied by USED.

- No WLPT results are made available to the public, so we have no
Information about how well ELLs are learning English.
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ELL Accountability

New Approach

« Exclude ELL results in the first 3 years of enroliment
A majority exit the program within three years

* When data are available, adjust exclusion period based on
initial English ability
Level 1=4 years Level 2=3 years Level 3=2 years

* Link the WLPT and content tests for AYP purposes
Use OSPI method to look at whether students are “on track”
to meet standard when they exit the program

* Post WLPT results on the OSPI Report Card

Washington State Board of Education



Using Index to Determine AYP

* New “rules” will be proposed to determine when a
school/district doesn’t make AYP and falls into
“Improvement” status

* Proposing different set of “consequences”

* Modified matrix to be proposed for subgroup
accountability

Washington State Board of Education 20




Proposed Methods to Determine AYP

- Hold the "All” group accountable using the full Index

Requires >4 rated cells in matrix when making AYP
decisions (if <4, must submit improvement plan)

Schools and districts do not make AYP if they have a
2-year average Index below 3.00 AND an index that
declines two years in a row

Washington State Board of Education



AYP for Subgroups

« Keep Accountability Index matrix unchanged

« Continue reporting all subgroup results for each grade
(current policy)

» Use Index “rules” when making AYP decisions

N=10, no margin of error, combine grades across schools,
same benchmarks and ratings

« Make minor adjustments to indicators/outcomes for
subgroup accountability

« Add more subgroups to aid transparency
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AYP for Subgroups

« Add 2 more subgroups (Pac. Islanders and multi-racial)
to make 10 total

« Use modified matrix, compute average for each group
Use only reading, math, and extended grad rate
No separate results by income level
Exited ELL and special education students count

« School/district does not make AYP if any subgroup
average declines two years in a row
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Example

Ratings in red are less than the previous year.
Ratings in green are more than the previous year.

Hypothetical High School

2009 READING MATH EXT. GRAD. RATE Awerage Change from
Subgroup (@llst) ~ Peers Improwe.| (allst) Peers Improw. | (allst) Peers Improw.| rating previous year
American Indian 4 4 4 1 5 4 1 4 4 3.44 0.33
Asian 6 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 6 4.78 0.56
Pacific Islander 4 4 4 1 5 4 1 4 4 3.44 0.22
Black 3 3 3 1 3 5 1 3 2 2.67 -1.00
Hispanic 3 4 4 1 4 4 1 4 4 3.22 -0.11
White 5 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 3.78 -0.22
Multi-racial 4 4 4 2 4 4 2 4 4 3.56 -0.22
Special education 2 4 4 1 4 4 1 2 1 2.56 -1.22
ELL 1 5 5 1 4 4 1 3 3 3.00 -0.11
Low income 4 5 5 1 5 4 1 4 4 3.67 0.22
Average 3.60 4.10 4.20 1.60 4.20 4.10 1.70 3.60 3.60 3.41 -0.16

Six groups had a lower average rating than the previous year. If any of these
have another decline the next year, the school does not make AYP in that group.
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Alternative Method for ELLS

 If the ELL subgroup does not make AYP via the row

average, it can make it using another method that links the
Washington Language Proficiency Test (WLPT) to the
content assessments.

Schools and districts do not make AYP if the percentage
of ELLs i n WLPT Levels 2 and
meet standard when reaching proficiency in English
declines two years in a row.

Washington State Board of Education



Alternative Method for ELLS

Example of nSliding Scal e
English Ability Required score to be “on track”
WLPT Level Reading Math
Level 4 (transition/exit) 400%* 400%*
Level 3 (advanced) 390 385
Level 2 (intermediate) 366 355
Level 1 (no/limited English) e e

* Required scale score for non-ELL students
** Not calculated; student can only be in Level 1 for one year

Washington State Board of Education



Accountabllity for Alternative Schools

Many different types in the state, so no “peer” indicator
computed for schools with this designation.

e Represent < 4% of enrollment but many serve students facing
significant challenges, generating low index score.

¢ More than half the “schools” serve at-risk students in 9-12.

Use regular process, then if index is low and school does not
make AYP in multiple years, use “deeper dive” into data and
context.

e ook at additional data and determine if best practices found Iin
effective alternative schools are being used.

Washington State Board of Education



Proposed Changes in "Sanctions”

* If school does not make AYP in 2nd year for same subgroup, it
advances to Step 1; if it doesn’t make AYP for a new reason, it
doesn’t advance.

* Reverse order (supplemental educational services before
offering choice) and apply only to students in subgroup(s)

whose results are not making AYP.
(Currently it applies to all students, even those in groups doing well.)

* When school/district in improvement makes AYP, it moves back
a step (e.qg., from Step 2 to Step 1); if it makes AYP in two
straight years, it moves totally out of improvement.

Washington State Board of Education



Advantages of Proposed System

More valid — Uses performance of all students in more subjects, more differentiated than
a “Yes/No” system, does not count students multiple times, looks at improvement and how
the outcomes compare with “peers”

More inclusive/comprehensive — Uses smaller minimum N (10 students across entire
school/district), includes results of all students (regardless of how long they have been
enrolled), includes both writing and science (helps prevent a narrowing of the curriculum),
uses Learning Index to measures performance across the range of assessment results
(reduces the focus on bubble kids)

Less volatile over time — Assessment results are combined across all grades (not
individual grades) so N is larger and students do not change much from year to year

More transparent — Does not include a margin of error, benchmarks are the same over
time and among different subjects, fewer rules, schools and districts evaluated using
same criteria, same N for all groups and for both schools and districts

Encourages high expectations/standards — “Compensatory” model gives no incentive
to lower standards so all can be counted as “proficient”

Requires deeper analysis before final decisions are made — Not solely a quantitative
approach

Washington State Board of Education



Comparing the Systems

Current Federal System
37 cells for elementary and middle schools,
45 cells for high schools, 119 cells for a
district

Issue
Number of Cells

Proposed State System

20 cells for districts and high schools, 16
cells for elementary and middle schools

Unit of Three groups of grades (3-5, 6-8, 10) Combine all grades together to look at the
Measurement whole school and district, regardless of
their grade configuration
Outcomes Reading, math, extended graduation rate, Reading, math, science, writing, extended
Measured unexcused absence rate, participation rate  [graduation rate
Indicators Achievement compared to a “uniform bar” |Achievement of low income and non low
Measured for nine categories of students: all, five income students (shows the achievement
racial groups, ELLs, special education, low |gap), achievement vs. peers, improvement
income from previous year
Assessment Proficiency (meets standard) Proficiency (meets standard) for 2
Measure indicators and full range of possible results
(Learning Index) for 2 indicators
Goals All are proficient by 2014 Requires continuous improvement from
own baseline, with goals set every three
years beginning in 2008
Students Only those continuously enrolled from All students regardless of period of
Included October through testing period in May enrollment
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Comparing the Systems (continued)

Issue Current Federal System Proposed State System
Minimum Number | At least 30 students in a grade span; At least 10 students in a school and district;
of Students schools and districts may have a schools and districts have the same N
Required different N

Model Conjunctive: Not meeting the goal in Compensatory: Average of all cells

any cell generates a negative label

determines tier and label

Margin of Error

Proficiency level adjusted using 99%
confidence level to avoid false positives
due to use of conjunctive model

None used due to use of a compensatory
model

ELL Students

Reading and math results included after
one year of U.S. enrollment; results not
required to be made public

Test results in 4 subjects included after three
years of enrollment ; more accountability and
feedback using WLPT data

Consequences

5 steps for schools, 2 steps for districts;
same consequences for all schools,
regardless of magnitude of need; apply
only to Title I schools and districts;
weak intervention authority

Index used for recognition; sanctions and
support depend on deeper analysis; applies to
all schools and districts, even those not
receiving Title | funds; stronger intervention
authority

Advancing/Exiting
Improvement
Status

Must make AYP two years in a row

Based on deeper analysis; can gradually

move “backward” out of improvement status
by making AYP
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Recognition

SBE/OSPI joint program in 6 areas

« Overall Outstanding Performance based on Index
Top 5% by grade band (elem., middle, high, multiple)

« Special Recognition
Need 2-year average of at least 6.00
— Three content areas (language arts, math, science)

— Graduation rate
— Schools with gifted programs (at least 10% in both years)

32
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SBE/OSPI Recognition

T owens [

Non-low Inc.
achievement

Low Inc. ach

Ach VS. peers

Improvement
Average

* Minimum 2-year average rating to earn recognition

Washington State Board of Education
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Recognition Results

174 schools recognized in 233 areas
(48 schools received multiple recognition)

#in Index Total
Grade Band top 5% cut-off awards
Elementary 53 5.280 70
Middle 19 4.875 26
High 20 4.910 52
Multiple 16 4.735 26
Total 108 174

Special Recognition
Lang. Arts 36

Math 10
Science 24
Grad. rate 35
Gifted 20
Total 125

Washington State Board of Education



Index and
Linear Regression
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R-Square = 0.08
700 < -
.00 =
Very Good
__________ — ..(500)

a1
=]
)
T
o .00 -
™
i)
o
= an0-

7 00 - Struggling

(1.00 - 2.49)
1.00 =
1 1 1 1 1
0.0 25 0 500 75.0 100.0
LowlncPct09

Washington State Board of Education 35




New Law on “Required Action”

 Previous law prevented state intervention, assistance did
not have to be received (“voluntary” in nature)

* Legislation passed this month (E2SSB 6696, Part 1)
allows “required” state assistance after a period of
“voluntary” involvement (see handout)

« Method of identifying schools/districts based on federal
criteria (future use of Accountability Index data is uncertain)

« Assistance will focus on lowest performing schools that
have not shown sufficient improvement

* Will aid WA application for Race to the Top funds

Washington State Board of Education 36




New School Improvement
Assistance Plan

* Assistance (fed. funds) will be offered initially to lowest-
performing Title | schools that agree to implement one of four
required federal models

1. Turnaround (replace principal and 50% of staff, adopt new governance, other
requirements)

2. Restart (open under “new management” such as a charter)
3. School Closure (send all students to another school)

4. Transformation (replace principal, use test scores and other measures to
evaluate teachers, reward staff who have raised student achievement, other
requirements)

- When state funds are available, other models can be used and
will include non-Title | schools

Washington State Board of Education



* Insert Greg slides starting here
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Performance Goals

Educational accountability systems
require several components

« Measures of effectiveness

» Goals to guide improvement efforts

« Recognition for exemplary performance, support
for those needing more help

* Reports with information for policymakers,
educators, parents
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Legislative Mandate

RCW 28A.305.130 Powers and dutiesd Purpose

SBE shall adopt/revise performance improvement goals in:
* Reading, writing, science, and mathematics, by grade level

» Academic and technical skills in secondary CTE programs and student
attendance, as the board deems appropriate.

Goals may be established for
 Student groups (all, low income, ELL, special education, race/ethnicity)

» School and district graduation rates and dropout reduction goals for
students in grades 7-12.
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Current Goals

NCLB"s Adequate Yearly Progr e
are the only goals currently in place.

« “State uniform bars” are annual performance goals in reading
and math at three grade levels through 2014.

* Nine groups must meet the goals at the school & district levels.

« Goals set for graduation rate (high school) and unexcused
absence rate (elementary/middle schools).

 All goals must be met each year in order for a school/district to
make AYP.

Prior to NCLB, the only state goal was to improve grade 4 reading
scores (25% reduction in not meeting standard from 1998 to 2001).
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Example — Writing, All Students

(Actual state results shown for 1997 to 2009 in grades 4,7,10)
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Possible Focus on
College and Career Readiness

Discussions about the ESEA reauthorization have emphasized a focus on
college and career readiness; could look at percentage of students who ...

« Complete algebra | by the end of grade 9 (early indicator of HS success)

» Take at least one advanced placement or honors course during the year

 Enroll in a “dual enrollment” program (e.g., Running Start, Tech Prep, any college
courses offered within the high school system)

» Graduate from high school

» Graduate with the credits required to enter a 4-year public higher education
institution in Washington state

» Attend a 2-year or 4-year college within six months of graduation

» Take remedial courses in either math or English in college

« Complete one year of college credit within one year of high school graduation

» Obtain a credential within one year after completing a career and technical
education (CTE) program

» Make at least $10/hour within nine months of graduation
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