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Project Background The Why?
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A Persistently lowest -achieving: Schools with
three consecutive years of data in the lowest
5% In both reading and mathematics (within
their tierso0 consider at
schools with a weighted average of graduation
rates less than 60% over a three -year period.
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NOTE: This is calculated ONLY when the Number of students is > 29.
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A Proficiency: as required, calculated per ESEA8§1111
(requirement for stateodos A

A Weighting is equal between reading and mathematics

A Weighting is equal between elementary and
secondary schools

A Graduation rate weighted-average is based on the
number of students for each year

A Graduation rate is calculated as required in Guidance
on School Improvement Grants, January 21, 2010
consistent with C.F.R. 8§ 200.19(b)




A Title | eligible:  Based on SY 200910 student
data, a school is considered Title | eligible if:
I Poverty percentage is 35% or more; or

I The school 6s poverty percent
the districtos poverty aver a(

A Lackof Progress: The school 6s per
or decrease (slope of linear regression) over the
most recent three-year period compared to the state
slope
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Slope == Progress
ABC Elementary
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Tier | School = _ _
Any Title | school in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring

that-

A Is among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title | schools in _
improvement, corrective action, or restructuring in the State or the five
lowest-achieving such schools (whichever number of schools is greater); or

A Is a high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in 34 C.FR. §
200.19(b) that is below 60 percent over a number of years.

Tier Il School
Any secondary school that is eligible for, but does not receive, Title I,

Part A funds that-

A Is among the lowest achieving five percent of secondary schools or the five
lowest-achieving secondary schools in the State that are eligible for, but do
not receive, Title | funds; or

A Is a high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in 34 C.FR. §
200.19(b) that is below 60 percent over a number of years;

Tier Ill School
Any Title | school in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring
that is not a Tier | school.
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A Tier I: Title | eligible elementary schools that are no higher
achieving than the highest-achieving school that is defined as a
Apersi steathyeVowgss$chool o0 1 n

A Have not made AYP for two consecutive years.

A Tier/l: Title | eligible secondary schools that are (1) no higher
achieving than the highest-achieving school that is defined as a
AnpersisteathiyeVvowgsschool o I n
schools that have had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a
number of years and that:

A Have not made AYP for two consecutive years.

A Is in Step 5 of Improvement with a declining improvement
trend
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Key References

ARSIG®: Guidance on School
under section 1003(g) of the ESEA of 1965. US Depit.
of Education December 18, 2009 and updated
January 20, 2010

http://www?2.ed.gov/programs/sif/guidance20100120.doc

A Interim final requirements for School Improvement

Grants

http://www2.ed.gov/leqislation/FedReaqister/finrule/2010 -
1/012110a.pdf



http://www2.ed.gov/programs/sif/guidance20100120.doc
http://www2.ed.gov/legislation/FedRegister/finrule/2010-1/012110a.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/legislation/FedRegister/finrule/2010-1/012110a.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/legislation/FedRegister/finrule/2010-1/012110a.pdf

Data Sources

A 21 Independent data sources

I Demographic information by district: 2006, 2007,
2008, and 2009

I Demographic information by school: 2006, 2007,
2008, and 2009

I AYP & Title I information by school: 2006, 2007,
2008, and 2009

I Graduation rates by school 2006, 2007, 2008, and
2009

1 2009-10 Title | eligibility
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Key Concepts

A6bPersistentlyd require
Reading and Math

A Secondary: grades 71 12 (WAC 392348-235)

A As SIG-G requires, proficiency calculated for
all-students, continuously enrolled, following
AYP Accountability Workbook

I Minimum of N of 30 applied for all students tested
In a building by content area per year




Key Concepts

A Tier Size:

I The number of schools in the consideration-set
(for Tiers | and Il) is calculated based on Title and
AYP status Dbefore fnAmini mt
per SIG-G).

I Schools that had 2009 data but are closed in
2009-10 are removed from overall consideration-
set before creating the sizes for each tier.
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Defining Tiers: Tier |

Step 1: There are 2,066 schools in Washington State for which
Adeqguate Yearly Progress is calculated

Tier |

Step 2: Of the 2,066 schools, there are a total of 920 Title | schools
(removed 1146 schoolsthat are not Title I)

Step 3: Of the 920 Title | schools, 464 schools are in improvement,

corrective action, or restructuring (removed 456 schoolsthat are not in
improvement, corrective action, or restructuring)

Step 4: Given this data set, 5% of 464 i23 schools

After N of 30 rule applied: 450 for Ranking
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Defining Tiers: Tier Il

Step 1. There are 2,066 schools in Washington State for which
Adequate Yearly Progress is calculated

Tier Il

Step 2. Of the 2,0066 schools, 1,017 serve secondary students (grad
7 through 10 ) (removed 1049 schoolsthat serve no students in grade 7 through 10)

Step 3. Ofthe 1,017 schools, 499 are Title | eligibl@emoved 518 schools
not eligible for Title 1)

Step 4. Ofthe 499, 254 of these schools do not receive Title | funds
(removed 245that receiveTitle 1)

Step 5: Giventhis data set, 5% of 254 is 12.7; 13 schools when
rounded up.

After N of 30 applied: 190 Schools for Ranking
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Key Concepts

A Following SIG-G: Added Ranks Method for 6
ranks

I If there are N schools Iin consideration-set: this
results in a value for each school between 6 and
6 XN

I If ranking 450 schools

A If your school was top ranked in each year in both
reading and math your added-rank = 6

A If your school was the bottom ranked in each year
In both reading and math your added -rank = 2700
(6 x 450)




Key Concepts

A FINAL rankordering (3-level sort):

1. Schools in lowest5% in BOTH reading and math
(at least once in each over 3 years)

2. Tot al Nadded rankso
3. Progress




AC

ded Ranks Method

(@]
o
,S’ 3 2007 2008 2009 2007 2008 2009 3-Yr
Title-1- & ?\3 -FCIE Reading| Reading| Reading| Math Math Math Added
2010 ) 04 = Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Ranks
Yes 5 74.3% | 22.8% 125 75 52 399 426 1517
Yes 5 74.5% | 16.7% 347 403 50
Yes 5 43.8% | 23.0% 413
Yes 2 43.1% | 25.2% 402 413 2521
Yes 4 42.2% | 25.1% 423 414 2577
Yes 1 45.8% | 17.6%
Yes 1 35.4% | 21.5%
Yes 4 23.9% | 20.7%
Yes 1 51.2% | 21.4%
Yes 4 45.2% | 21.4%
Yes 2 46.8% | 20.8%
Yes 5 40.9% | 24.2%
Yes 5 38.8% | 26.1%
Yes 2 33.8% | 22.7%
Yes 5 43.6% | 29.1%
Yes 5 38.2% | 21.2%
Yes 5 46.0% | 19.8%
Yes 4 39.3% | 16.3%
Yes 5 45.4% | 20.4%
Yes 3 32.0% | 16.7%

Schools in
lowest 5%
onlyinl
content
area

Schools in
lowest 5%
in Both
Reading
and Math
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Applying Sort-Order

9p]
4
C
@
o
5 3-yr 3Yr-
2007 2008 2009 2007 2008 2009 § Bott-5% Progress-
Reading| Reading| Reading| Math Math Math & in Trend vs
Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank ™ BOTH| State
175 172 159 157 150 147 960
167 142 133 164 175 961 No: -0.9%
127 180 146 168 173 167 961 No: -2.5%
183 168 164 163 149 139 966
185 188 188 182 179 183 1105 Yes No: -3.7%
[ OA Ox1 OAETT1 0 xEOE O! AAAA 2ATl E¢

who ranks above and below.
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Validation

A US Department of Education approval of
methodology was the critical step!

A OSPI Student Information and Assessment
division

A Integrated data -set validated back to
Individual components

AAll fAmissing datao con
A Bottom-up and top-down creation of tiers and
the final lists




Who/Where/Why?

rofile of Tiers | and




Geographical Distribution: Tiers | and Il
(Number of Schools and Percentage)

ESD189North Puget
ESD174 Sound ESD, 3, 6%

Wenatchee/Okanog |

ESD, 2, 4% an\

ESD104Spokane ESD,
2,4%

ESD105Yakima Valley

ESD123Tricities ES ESD, 13, 28%

8,17%
ESD112Vancouver
ESD, 3, 6%
ESD124Puget Soun
ESD, 12, 26% ESDllB
Olympia/Coastal ESD,
4, 9%

ESD114
Bremerton/Olympic
Peninsula ESD, 0, 0%
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School Type: Tiers |l and Il

(Number of Schools and Percentage)

Tribal, 0, 0% Alternative, 3, 6%

Institution, 0, 0%

Public School, 44, 94¢
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School Level: Tiers | and i
(Number of Schools and Percentage)

Multi-Level, 5, 10%

Elem, 15, 32%
High School, 6, 139 ‘

Middle, 21, 45%/
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NCLB School Improvement Step: Tiers | and
(Number of Schools and Percentage)

Notin improvemen
0, 0%

Step 1, 3, 6%

Step 2, 7, 15%

Step 3, 4, %
Step 5, 23, 49¢

Step 4, 10, 21%
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Tiers | and Il Ethnic Diversity
(Percent of Enrollment)
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Tiers | and Il: Poverty vs State
(Percent of Enrollment)
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Tiers | and Il: ELL (Transitional Bilingual) vs Sta
(Percent of Enrollment)
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Tiers | and Il: Reading Proficiency vs. Stat
(Percent Meeting Standard)
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Tiers | and Il: Math Proficiency vs. State
(Percent Meeting Standard)
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Tiers | and Il;: Ostime Graduation Rate vs. State
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ORGANIZATION
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