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INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department ot Education (Department) 1s ottering each State educational agency (SEA)
the opportunity to request tlexibility on behalf of itself, 1ts local educational agencies (LEAs), and 1ts
schools, 1n order to better tocus on improving student learning and increasing the quality ot

mstructton. This voluntary opportunity will provide educators and State and local leaders with

flexibility regardmg specttic requirements ot the No Child Lett Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) 1n

exchange for rigorous and comprehensive State-developed plans designed to improve educational
outcomes for all students, close achievement gaps, increase equity, and improve the quality of
mstruction. This tlexibility 1s intended to build on and support the signiticant State and local retorm

ettorts already underway 1n critical areas

such as transttioning to college- and career-ready standards

and assessments; developing systems ot differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; and
evaluating and supporting teacher and principal ettectiveness.

The Department invites interested SEAs

to request this tlexibility pursuant to the authority in

section 9401 of the Flementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), which allows the
Secretary to watve, with certain exceptions, any statutory or regulatory requirement ot the ESEA tor
an SEA that recetves funds under a program authorized by the ESEA and requests a watver. Under

time an SE.A may request an extension o

this tlexibility, the Department would grant watvers through the 2013—2014 school year, atter which
t this tlexibility.

REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF REQUESTS

The Department will use a review process that will include both external peer reviewers and statt

reviewers to evaluate SEA requests for this tlexibility. This review process will help ensure that each
request tor this tlexibility approved by the Department 1s consistent with the principles described 1n
the document titled ESEA Flexibility, which are designed to support State ettorts to improve student
academic achievement and increase the quality ot instruction, and 1s both educationally and
technically sound. Reviewers will evaluate whether and how each request tor this tlexibility will
support a comprehensive and coherent set of improvements in the areas ot standards and
assessments, accountability, and teacher and principal ettectiveness that will lead to improved
student outcomes. Fach SEA will have an opportunity, it necessary, to clarity its plans tor peer and
statt reviewers and to answer any questions reviewers may have. The peer reviewers will then
provide comments to the Department. Taking those comments into consideration, the Secretary

will make a decision regarding each SEA’

s request tor this tlexibility. It an SEA’s request tor this

tlexibility 1s not granted, reviewers and the Department will provide teedback to the SEA about the
components ot the SEA’s request that need additional development in order tor the request to be

approved.
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

An SEA seeking approval to implement this tlexibility must submit a high-quality request that
addresses all aspects ot the principles and warvers and, in each place where a plan 1s required,
includes a high-quality plan. Consistent with ESE.A section 9401(d)(1), the Secretary intends to
orant watvers that are included in this tlexibility through the end ot the 2013-2014 school year. An
SEA will be permitted to request an extenston of the initial period of this tlexibility prior to the start
ot the 20142015 school year unless this tlexibility 1s superseded by reauthorization ot the ESEA.
The Department 1s asking SEAs to submut requests that include plans through the 2014-2015 school

year in order to provide a complete picture of the SEA’
accept a request that meets only some ot the principles

s reform ettorts. The Department will not
of this tlexibility.

High-Quality Request: A high-quality request tor this tlexibility 1s one that 1s comprehenstve and

coherent in 1ts approach, and that clearly indicates how

this tlexibility will help an SEA and 1ts LEAs

improve student achievement and the quality ot instruction tor students.

A high-quality request will (1) 1t an SEA has already me

t a principle, provide a description ot how 1t

has done so, including evidence as required; and (2) 1t an SE.A has not yet met a principle, describe
how 1t will meet the principle on the required timelines,

including any progress to date. For

example, an SEA that has not adopted minimum gutdelines for local teacher and principal evaluation

and support systems consistent with principle 3 by the -

1me 1t submuts its request tor the tlexibility

will need to provide a plan demonstrating that 1t will do so by the end of the 2011-2012 school year.
In each such case, an SEA’s plan must include, at a mimnimum, the following elements tor each

principle that the SEA has not yet met:

1. Key milestones and activities: Significant milestones to be achieved in order to meet a given
principle, and essential activities to be accomplished 1n order to reach the key milestones. The

SEA should also include any essential activities that

have already been completed or key

milestones that have already been reached so that reviewers can understand the context tor and
fully evaluate the SEA’s plan to meet a given principle.

2. Detailed timeline: A spectfic schedule setting torth
and be completed and milestones will be achieved s
required date.

the dates on which key activities will begin
o that the SEA can meet the principle by the

3. Party or parties responsible: Identitication of the SEA statt (e.s., posttion, title, or ottice) and, as
appropriate, others who will be responsible tor ensuring that each key activity 1s accomplished.

4. Ewidence: Where required, documentation to supp

ort the plan and demonstrate the SEA’s

progress in implementing the plan. This ESEA Flexibility Reguest indicates the specttic evidence

that the SEA must etther include 1n 1ts request or provide at a tuture reporting date.

5. Resources: Resources necessary to complete the key activities, including statt time and

additional funding.
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6. Significant obstacles: Any major obstacles that may hinder completion ot key milestones and

actwvities (e.g., State laws that need to be changed) and a plan to overcome them.

Included on page 19 of this document 1s an example ot a tormat tor a table that an SEA may use to
submit a plan that 1s required for any principle ot this tlexibility that the SEA has not already met.
An SEA that elects to use this format may also supplement the table with text that provides an
overview of the plan.

An SEA should keep 1n mind the required timelines tor meeting each principle and develop credible
plans that allow tor completion of the activities necessary to meet each principle. Although the plan
tfor each principle will retlect that particular principle, as discussed above, an SE.A should look across
all plans to make sure that 1t puts torward a comprehenstve and coherent request tor this tlexibility.

Preparing the Request: To prepare a high-quality request, it 1s extremely important that an SEA
reter to all ot the provided resources, including the document titled ESE.A Flexibility, which includes
the principles, definitions, and timelines; the document titled ESEA Flexibility Review Guidance, which
includes the criteria that will be used by the peer reviewers to determine it the request meets the
principles of this tlexibility; and the document titled ESEA Flexibility Freguently Asked Questions,
which provides additional gutdance for SEAs in preparing their requests.

As used 1n this request torm, the tollowing terms have the detinitions set torth in the document
titled ESEA Flexibility: (1) college- and career-ready standards, (2) tocus school, (3) high-quality
assessment, (4) priority school, (5) reward school, (6) standards that are common to a signiticant
number ot States, (7) State network of institutions ot higher education, (8) student growth, and (9)
turnaround principles.

Fach request must include:
e A table of contents and a list ot attachments, using the torms on pages 1 and 2.
e 'The cover sheet (p. 3), watvers requested (p. 4-5), and assurances (p. 5-6).
e A description of how the SEA has met the consultation requirements (p. 8).

e An overview of the SEA’s request tor the ESEA tlexibility (p. 8). This overview 1s a
synopsis of the SEA’s viston of a comprehenstve and coherent system to improve student
achievement and the quality of instruction and will ortent the peer reviewers to the SEA’s
request. The overview should be about 500 words.

e Fwvidence and plans to meet the principles (p. 9-18). An SEA will enter narrative text in the
text boxes provided, complete the required tables, and provide other required evidence. An

SE.A may supplement the narrative text in a text box with attachments, which will be

included 1n an appendix. Any supplemental attachments that are included 1n an appendix

must be referenced in the related narrative text.

Requests should not include personally identitiable intormation.

Process tor Submitting the Request: An SEA must submit a request to the Department to recetve
the tlexibility. This request torm and other pertinent documents are available on the Department’s
Web site at: http: esea/ tlexibilt
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Electronie Submission: The Department strongly preters to recetve an SEA’s request tor the

tlexibility electronically. The SEA should submit it to the tollowing address:

Paper Submission: 1n the alternative, an SEA may submit the original and two copies of its
request tor the tlexibility to the tollowing address:

Patricta McKee, Acting Director

Student Achtevement and School Accountability Programs
U.S. Department ot Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Room 3W32(

Washington, DC 20202-6132

Due to potential delays in processing mail sent through the U.S. Postal Service, SEAs are

encouraged to use alternate carriers tor paper submisstons.

REQUEST SUBMISSION DEADLINE

SEAs will be provided multiple opportunities to submit requests ftor the tlexibility. The submission
dates are November 14, 2011, a date to be announced 1n mid-February 2012, and an additional

opportunity tollowing the conclusion ot the 2011-2012 school year.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MEETING FOR SEAS

To assist SEAs 1n preparing a request and to respond to questions, the Department will host a sertes

'y
'y

.

of Technical Assistance Meetings via webinars 1n September and October 2011.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

[t you have any questions, please contact the Department by e-mail at ESEAtlexibility(@ed.gov.
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Insert page numbers prior to submitting the request, and place the table ot contents in tront ot the
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By submitting this tlexibility request, the SEA requests tlexibility through watvers ot the ten ESEA
requirements listed below and their associated regulatory, administrative, and reporting requirements
by checking each ot the boxes below. The provisions below represent the general areas ot tlexibility
requested; a chart appended to the document titled ESEA Flexibility Frequently Asked (uestions
enumerates each spectfic provision ot which the SEA requests a waitver, which the SEA incorporates
into its request by reterence.

1. The requirements in ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(E)-(H) that prescribe how an SEA must
establish annual measurable objectives (AMOs) tor determining adequate yearly progress (AYP)
to ensure that all students meet or exceed the State’s proticient level of academic achievement
on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics no later than the end of the
2013-2014 school year. The SEA requests this watver to develop new ambitious but achievable
AMOs in reading/language arts and mathematics in order to provide meaningtul goals that are
used to gutde support and improvement ettorts tor the State, LEAs, schools, and student
subgroups.

2. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(b) tor an LEA to identity for improvement,

correcttve action, or restructuring, as appropriate, a litle I school that tails, for two consecutive
years or more, to make AYP, and tor a school so identitied and 1ts LEA to take certain
improvement actions. The SEA requests this waiver so that an LEA and 1ts Title I schools need
not comply with these requirements.

X} 3. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(c) for an SEA to identify for improvement or

corrective action, as appropriate, an LEA that, tor two consecutive years or more, fails to make
AYP, and for an LLEA so tdentitied and 1ts SEA to take certain improvement actions. The SEA
requests this watver so that it need not comply with these requirements with respect to 1ts LEAs.

X] 4. The requirements in ESEA sections 6213(b) and 6224(e) that limit participation in, and use of

funds under the Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) and Rural and LLow-Income School
(RLIS) programs based on whether an LEA has made AYP and 1s complying with the
requirements in ESEA sectton 1116. The SEA requests this watver so that an LEA that recetves

SRSA or RLIS tunds may use those tunds tor any authorized purpose regardless ot whether the
LEA makes AYP.

5. The requirement in ESEA section 1114(a)(1) that a school have a poverty percentage ot 40

percent or more tn order to operate a schoolwide program. The SEA requests this watver so
that an LEA may implement interventions consistent with the turnaround principles or
interventions that are based on the needs ot the students in the school and designed to enhance
the entire educational program 1n a school 1n any of 1ts priority and tocus schools, as
appropriate, even it those schools do not have a poverty percentage ot 40 percent or more.

6. The requirement in ESEA section 1003(a) tor an SEA to distribute tunds reserved under that

section only to LE.As with schools identitied tor improvement, corrective action, or

restructuring. The SEA requests this watver so that it may allocate section 1003(a) tunds to its




[LEAs 1n order to serve any of the State’s priority and tocus schools.

DX 7. The provision in ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) that authorizes an SEA to reserve Title 1, Part
A tunds to reward a Title I school that (1) signiticantly closed the achievement gap between
subgroups in the school; or (2) has exceeded AYP tor two or more consecutive years. The SEA
requests this watver so that 1t may use tunds reserved under ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) tor any
ot the State’s reward schools.

Xl 8. The requirements in ESEA section 2141(a), (b), and (¢) for an LEA and SEA to comply with
certain requirements for improvement plans regarding highly qualitied teachers. The SEA
requests this watver to allow the SEA and 1ts LEAs to tfocus on developing and implementing

more meaningtul evaluation and support systems.

X1 9. The limitations in ESEA section 6123 that limit the amount of funds an SEA or LEA may
transter tfrom certain ESEA programs to other ESEA programs. The SEA requests this watver
so that 1t and 1ts LEAs may transter up to 100 percent ot the tunds it recetves under the
authorized programs among those programs and into Title I, Part A.

X} 10. The requirements in ESEA section 1003(g)(4) and the detinition ot a Tier I school in Section

[.A.3 ot the School Improvement Grants (SIG) tinal requirements. The SEA requests this
watver so that it may award SIG funds to an LEA to implement one of the tour SIG models in
any ot the State’s priority schools.

Optional Flexability:

An SEA should check the box below only 1f 1t chooses to request a waiver of the tollowing
requirements:

provided by a community learning center under the Twenty-First Century Community Learning
Centers (21st CCLC) program to activities provided only during non-school hours or periods
when school 1s not 1n sesston (z.e., betore and atter school or during summer recess). The SEA
requests this watver so that 21st CCLC tunds may be used to support expanded learning time
during the school day 1n addition to activities during non-school hours or pertods when school 1s
Nnot 1N sesston.




A assures that:

By submitting this application, the

Principles 1 through 4 ot the tlexibility, as described throughout the remainder of this request.

X] 2. It will adopt English language proficiency (ELP) standards that correspond to the State’s
college- and career-ready standards, conststent with the requirement in ESEA section 3113(b)(2),
and that retlect the academic language skills necessary to access and meet the new college- and
career-ready standards, no later than the 2013-2014 school year. (Principle 1)

D4 3. It will develop and administer no later than the 2014—2015 school year alternate assessments
based on grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate assessments based on
alternate academic achievement standards for students with the most signiticant cognitive

disabilities that are consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(a)(2) and are aligned with the State’s
college- and career-ready standards. (Principle 1)

X1 4. It will develop and administer ELP assessments aligned with the State’s ELP standards,
conststent with the requirements in ESEA sections 1111(b)(7), 3113(b)(2), and 3122(a)(3)(A)(11).

(Principle 1)

[X] 5. It will report annually to the public on college-going and college credit-accumulation rates for
all students and subgroups ot students in each LEA and each public high school in the State.

(Principle 1)

6. It the SEA includes student achievement on assessments in addition to reading/language arts
and mathematics 1n its ditterentiated recognition, accountability, and support system and uses
achievement on those assessments to identity priority and focus schools, 1t has technical

documentation, which can be made available to the Department upon request, demonstrating

that the assessments are administered statewide; include all students, including by providing
appropriate accommodations for English Learners and students with disabilities, as well as
alternate assessments based on grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate
assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards for students with the most
signtticant cognitive disabilities, consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(a)(2); and are valid and reliable

for use in the SEA’s ditterentiated recognition, accountability, and support system. (Principle 2)

X} 7. It will report to the public its lists of reward schools, priority schools, and focus schools at the
time the SEA 1s approved to implement the tlexibility, and annually thereatter, 1t will publicly
recognize 1ts reward schools. (Principle 2)

] 8. Prior to submitting this request, it provided student growth data on their current students and
the students they taught in the previous year to, at a minimum, teachers of reading/language arts
and mathematics in grades in which the State administers assessments in those subjects 1n a
manner that s ttmely and informs instructional programs, or 1t will do so no later the deadline
required under the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund. (Principle 3)




9. It will evaluate and, based on that evaluation, revise its own administrative requirements to
reduce duplication and unnecessary burden on LLEAs and schools. (Principle 4

10. It has consulted with 1ts Commuttee ot Practitioners regarding the intformation set forth in 1ts
request.

X] 11. Prior to submitting this request, it provided all LEAs with notice and a reasonable
opportunity to comment on the request and has attached a copy ot that notice (Attachment 1

well as copies ot any comments 1t recetved trom LEAs (Attachment 2).

12. Prior to submitting this request, it provided notice and intormation regarding the request to

he public in the manner in which the State customarily provides such notice and information to

he public (e.g., by publishing a notice in the newspaper; by posting intormation on 1ts webstte
and has attached a copy of, or link to, that notice (Attachment 3).

] 13. It will provide to the Department, in a timely manner, all required reports, data, and

evidence regarding its progress in implementing the plans contained throughout this request.

If the SEA selects Option A or B in section 3.A of its request, indicating that it has not yet
developed and adopted all guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support
systems, 1t must also assure that:

14. It will submit to the Department tor peer review and approval a copy of the gutdelines that
it will adopt by the end of the 20112012 school year. (Principle




An SEA must meaningtully engage and solicit input trom diverse stakeholders and communities 1n
the development ot 1ts request. To demonstrate that an SEA has done so, the SEA must provide an
assurance that 1t has consulted with the State’s Committee ot Practitioners regarding the information
set forth 1n the request and provide the tollowing:

1. A description ot how the SEA meaningtully engaged and solicited input on 1ts request trom
teachers and thetr representatives.

- The Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) has worked proactively in taking advantage of its
extensive communication network and infrastructure to engage and consult with stakeholders
regarding the key components of the state’s flexibility plan. This includes initiating dialogue
with the leaders of various education interest groups, soliciting input from State
Superintendent of Public Instruction Dr. Tony Bennett’s numerous advisory groups (including
his Superintendents Advisory Council and Principals Advisory Council), all local superintendents
in the state, and Indiana’s Title | Committee of Practitioners.

Given the tight timeframe between release of the application and the deadline for submission,
IDOE sought to distribute and discuss the state’s plan with as many stakeholders as quickly and
efficiently as possible. IDOE circulated the draft plan in a targeted manner for review and
employed a survey tool to collect feedback in an organized way. IDOE held a meeting via
WebEXx to discuss the plan and solicit feedback from the Committee of Practitioners.

Additionally, Dr. Bennett shared details of IDOE’s plan during a series of teacher forums—which
include presentations by Dr. Bennett and other IDOE staff as well as question and answer time
~with attendees— held in eight cities throughout Indiana in recent weeks.

The feedback received on the plan to date has been positive, and very few suggestions have
been offered. A member of our Title | Committee of Practitioners encouraged IDOE to identify
methods to clearly communicate to parents any changes stemming from being granted the

requested flexibility, and as a result the IDOE built communication with parents into our ESEA
Flexibility communication strategy.

It is important to note that collaboration and communication are not just activities the IDOE
initiated within the past few weeks. In fact, Dr. Bennett has made educator and community
outreach a key priority in his strategy to comprehensively transform student outcomes in
Indiana. Along with collaboration with regard to the state’s flexibility plan, IDOE has gathered
input from educators, parents, and the public on every reform initiative—from state
accountability metrics and teacher evaluations to Common Core implementation and
performance-based compensation systems. Without a doubt, frequent input and constant two-
way communication have been instrumental in the successful passage of “Putting Students
First,” Indiana’s groundbreaking education agenda passed into law in the spring of 2011.




To ensure the successful implementation of these reforms, Dr. Bennett has dedicated an
unprecedented amount of time and energy to personally meeting with educators throughout
the state. He has visited schools in 81 of Indiana’s 92 counties since taking office, engaging in
direct dialogue with students, parents, teachers, administrators and community leaders. Since
August 2010, Dr. Bennett personally has met with more than 9,000 educators in a variety of
settings to present reform proposals, hear feedback and suggestions, and answer important
questions regarding the new education laws. He met with educators in many formats, including
public forums, informational and small group meetings at schools across the state,
teacher/principal/superintendent advisory groups, and one-on-one conversations with school
leaders and teachers in his office.

In addition, Dr. Bennett’'s IDOE staff has met with more than 30,000 educators during that same
time period, sharing details of exciting new reform initiatives—like Indiana’s trailblazing Growth
Model—and supporting educators as they work to implement reforms like locally-developed :
educator evaluations. At the same time, IDOE has seized upon the intersection of the four
principles of ESEA flexibility and Indiana’s recently enacted legislation to illustrate to
stakeholder groups across Indiana the close alighment between state and federal priorities.
This intersection provides local school districts for the first time an unprecedented opportunity
to leverage federal and state resources in supporting the challenging work of school innovation
and improvement.

Additionally, the IDOE sends via email biweekly updates directly to about 100,000 teachers and
other stakeholders. These updates provide yet another vehicle for IDOE to promote the
opportunities of ESEA flexibility and to collect feedback. For example, the state’s proposed
accountability plan, described in greater detail as part of Principle 2, was greatly enhanced as a
direct result of input received in response to these communications to the field.

Dr. Bennett and the department have also maintained an open-door policy with members of
the Indiana State Teachers Association as well as other groups representing education
professionals. The department held at least seven meetings with ISTA senior officials during the
2011 legislative session and continues to work with teacher representatives at the local and
state level. In addition, Dr. Bennett and senior staff members continue to enjoy a productive
relationship with the Indiana Association of School Principals and the Indiana Association of
Public School Superintendents. Both groups have made substantial contributions to the
revamped school accountability process.

IDOE has also created specialized advisory boards and councils so members can contribute
significantly to the development of important initiatives and tools as well as share information
with other educators and provide regular feedback. For example, The Educator Learning Link
(TELL) is a network of educators who volunteer to share with colleagues in their buildings
important updates from IDOE. Currently, there are 641 TELL Ambassadors across the state. The
Indiana Educator Reform Cabinet (IERC) is another group of eager and committed teachers who




devote about thirty hours per year to organizing regional meetings and discussing and
providing useful input on education issues and IDOE initiatives. All of these groups have been
engaged in the development of the state’s flexibility plan.

Educators also played an important role in IDOE’s efforts to develop the best possible teacher
and principal evaluation legislation and model rubrics, described further in Principle 3. The
Educator Evaluation Cabinet helped ensure the proposed laws and tools were fair, rigorous,
and multifaceted. As part of IDOE’s current efforts to implement Indiana’s new educator
effectiveness law, the state worked with The New Teacher Project (TNTP) to launch the Indiana
Teacher Effectiveness Pilot Program. Administrators, teachers and community members from
six school districts are working together to implement new evaluation tools that provide
meaningful feedback and recognize the best educators. This important initiative allows the
IDOE to provide vital resources to schools while empowering local teachers and school leaders
to be the driving force behind policies that will improve student learning and close
achievement gaps. Specialized groups of educators—such as ELL teachers, special education
teachers, art teachers and music teachers—are also helping to create guidance documents to
support local school districts as they develop their own evaluation metrics and tools.

The development of Indiana’s new state accountability model was an eighteen month process
that incorporated input from key educational stakeholders in Indiana. In the spring of 2010, the
IDOE convened two separate councils to serve as advisory committees for IDOE’s development
of the new A-F school accountability model. Based on the significantly distinct instruments
used to measure the effectiveness of the schools encompassing grades K-8 compared to grades
O-12, it was quickly determined that two discrete models were needed. One group was
dedicated to developing the Elementary and Middle Schools (E/MS) model while the other
focused on the High Schools (HS) model.

2. A description ot how the SEA meaningtully engaged and solicited input on its request trom
other diverse communtties, such as students, parents, community-based organizations, civil
rights organizations, organtzations representing students with disabuilities and English
Learners, business organizations, and Indian tribes.

- Dr. Bennett's Superintendents Advisory Committee, Principals Advisory Committee, School
Boards Advisory Committee, ARC of Indiana and Indiana Council of Administrators of Special
Education (ICASE) were all consulted and asked for feedback. A draft was published for review
and a survey tool was established to collect organized feedback. A WebEx conference call was
held to solicit discussion and feedback from the Committee of Practitioners. IDOE also shared
a draft of the application with our local Stand for Children chapter to ensure buy-in—
particularly surrounding altered accountability requirements.

In fact, the state under Dr. Bennett’s leadership enjoys a vast network of grassroots oriented
groups ready to contribute to import initiatives. The following entities have been established
by the department or invited to provide regular input to support efforts to increase




communication and collaboration between the department and field:

e |ndiana Dual Credit Advisory Council

e |ndiana Association of Career and Technical Education Directors
e ESC Director's Advisory Committee

e Superintendents Advisory Council

e Principals Advisory Council

e School Boards Advisory Council

e PTA Advisory Committee

e School Counselors Advisory Committee

e ARCofIndiana

e |ndiana Council of Administrators of Special Education

¢ Non-Public Education Advisory Committee

e Reading Advisory Council

e |ndiana Education Reform Cabinet

¢ The Educator Learning Link Ambassadors Program

e Teacher Advisory Council (Teacher of the Year and Milken winners)
e Textbook Advisory Committee

e |ndiana School Board Association

e |ndiana Association of School Principals

e |ndiana Association of Public School Superintendents

e National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
e National Council on Education Black Children

e |ndianapolis Urban League

e Central Indiana Corporate Partnership

e |ndiana Chamber of Commerce

e |ndianapolis Chamber of Commerce

e Teach Plus

As with his outreach to educators, Dr. Bennett has made stakeholder outreach and
engagement a priority during his tenure. To engage families, IDOE has partnered with Indiana’s
Parent Teacher Association to make sure parents and guardians receive important information
about IDOFE’s efforts to provide more educational options, increase accountability, recognize
and reward great educators, and increase local flexibility. Dr. Bennett and IDOE recognize the
important role families play in educating their children. To help encourage and support
parental involvement, IDOE created and introduced The Parent Pledge, a contract between
teachers and parents meant to foster greater parental engagement. To date, more than 4,000
parents in more than 200 schools have signed the pledge, and several schools have developed
their own locally tailored versions of this written commitment.

In the development of the state’s flexibility plan, IDOE has made every effort to engage
stakeholders, gather information, and build upon partnerships with a variety of community




groups. For example, the Arc of Indiana, established in the mid-1950s by parents of children
with intellectual and other developmental disabilities, has worked with IDOE in all aspects of
the state’s education reform agenda. These partnerships are particularly powerful when it
comes to the state’s efforts to turn around its chronically underperforming schools and school
districts, which often have a higher concentration of at-risk and high-needs students. To help
organize public meetings and share important information with parents and community
members in these school communities, IDOE has worked closely with civic organizations such
as the Urban League, the NAACP, Indiana’s Commission on Hispanic and Latino Affairs, and the
Indiana Civil Rights Commission. Based on the positive feedback from these groups as part of
the state’s early turnaround efforts, IDOE has made community outreach and engagement a
key accountability metric for schools under state intervention.

Corporate partnerships have also played a critical role in Indiana’s reform efforts. Companies
like Comcast have partnered with IDOE to rapidly expand the availability of certain
technologies, like broadband internet and on-demand educational programming, for Indiana
schools. To help local school districts save money and retain instructional staff to drive more
dollars directly to student learning, companies like Cummins (based in Columbus, Indiana) have
partnered with IDOE to send corporate Six Sigma experts into schools to identify cost-saving
opportunities so more dollars can flow into Indiana’s classrooms. Recently, more than ten
additional companies have stepped forward to offer similar efficiency training and support to
our local schools. Support such as this from corporate groups helps to undergird the state’s
efforts to keep the focus of schools on quality instruction.

As with our plans to continue our collaborative efforts with teachers, IDOE will also maintain
efforts to reach out and engage education stakeholders. One way Indiana has expanded its
collaborative and outreach efforts is by adding an Educator Effectiveness Communications and
Outreach Manager as well as an Educator Effectiveness Communications Specialist. These two
new positions will work together to develop, organize and execute outreach and engagement
strategies for Indiana educators (including strategies aimed at parents and students) and will
work to partner with key community stakeholders.

The Department encourages an SEA that recetves approval to implement the tlexibility to
collaborate with the Department to evaluate at least one program, practice, or strategy the SEA or
its LEAs implement under principle 1, 2, or 3. Upon receipt ot approval of the tlexibility, an
interested SEA will need to nominate tor evaluation a program, practice, or strategy the SEA or 1ts
LLEAs will implement under principles 1, 2, or 3. The Department will work with the SEA to
determine the feasibility and design ot the evaluation and, it 1t 1s determined to be teasible and
appropriate, will fund and conduct the evaluation in partnership with the SEA, ensuring that the
implementation of the chosen program, practice, or strategy is consistent with the evaluation design.




Check here 1f you are interested in collaborating with the Department 1n this evaluation, 1t your
request for the tlexibility 1s approved.

Provide an overview (about 500 words) ot the SEA’s request tor the tlexibility that:

1. explains the SEA’s comprehenstve approach to implement the watvers and principles and
describes the SEA’s strategy to ensure this approach 1s coherent within and across the
principles; and

2. describes how the implementation ot the watvers and principles will enhance the SEA’s and
tts LLEAs” ability to increase the quality of instruction tor students and improve student
achievement.

Like all Americans, Hoosiers are responding to the call for dramatic change in our education
system. This year, Indiana took the biggest step in state history to advance education reform
by passing the “Putting Students First” agenda. This comprehensive legislative package, which
focused on teacher quality and flexibility coupled with a marked expansion in educational
options for students and families, represented a sea change to the state’s education
élandscape.

The opportunity to request ESEA flexibility catches Indiana full stride in implementing the bold
education reforms within “Putting Students First” — reforms that aligh completely with the
four principles for improving student academic achievement and increasing the quality of
instruction for all students. This flexibility will allow Indiana to set the bar high for the state
and the nation by raising our standards and expectations for students, educators and school
systems without succumbing to the temptation to water down important accountability
provisions.

Indiana’s reform strategy reflects the following three tenets of Dr. Bennett: (1) competition,
(2) freedom, and (3) accountability. Educational offerings and instructional quality can only
improve in an environment of healthy competition; parents must have the freedom to choose
the best educational options for their children, while school leaders must have the flexibility
to make decisions based on their students’ needs; and all stakeholders must be held
accountable for their individual performance.

Building upon “Putting Students First,” ESEA flexibility will help fundamentally shift the role of
the IDOE from a compliance-based organization to one that supports educators in carrying out
swift-moving and sweeping reforms. IDOE recognizes the need to focus on setting high
standards and expectations, supporting bold and innovative practices, and holding schools
accountable — and then getting out of their way while they deliver.

Flexibility to discard the 2013-2014 proficiency requirement will allow Indiana to fully utilize
new advances in measuring student growth and overall school performance. Indiana’s
proposed state accountability plan aligns with federal efforts to support high standards and




increase transparency. The accountability framework the state will implement uses easy-to-
understand (A-F) categories for school performance, includes measures of both pass/fail and

growth, and puts a strong focus on closing the achievement gap by targeting growth for the
lowest 25 percent of students.

Indiana’s coordinated effort to improve teacher quality throughout the state alighs with
federal priorities and clearly establishes a sound basis for flexibility related to the Highly
Qualified Teacher (HQT) requirement. Indiana is now focused on evaluation systems and tools
that analyze student outcomes and provide teachers the professional support needed to
ensure growth. Recent legislation ensures all school corporations will utilize annual
evaluations of teachers and principals that include student achievement and growth data and
support efforts to make sure every child has access to quality instruction.

Efforts to attain other flexibilities focus on similar attempts to realistically and transparently
align federal priorities with recent reforms and structural advances at the state and local level.
Indiana is committed to not only meeting NCLB’s and ESEA’s minimal standards but also to
going far beyond them to drive meaningful reforms in college and career readiness, school
accountability, educator effectiveness, and the reduction of superfluous rules and regulations.
This must be the case. Our flexibility plan must be demanding enough to convey the sense of
fierce urgency necessary to transform Indiana’s schools and support those who run them and
teach in them. Most important, our plan must focus on the students whose lives depend on
the quality of learning our schools provide. Nothing matters more than that.

Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide evidence corresponding to the option
selected.

Option A Option B

X] The State has adopted college- and career- | 'The State has adopted college- and career-
ready standards in at least reading/language ready standards in at least reading/language
arts and mathematics that are common to a arts and mathematics that have been
stigntficant number ot States, conststent with approved and certitied by a State network ot
part (1) ot the definition of college- and mstitutions of higher education (IHESs),
career-ready standards. conststent with part (2) ot the detinitton ot

college- and career-ready standards.

t. Attach evidence that the State has
adopted the standards, consistent with the t. Attach evidence that the State has
State’s standards adoption process. adopted the standards, consistent with




(Attachment 4)

the State’s standards adoption process.
(Attachment 4)

i. Attach a copy ot the memorandum of
understanding or letter from a State
network of IHEs certitying that students
who meet these standards will not need
remedial coursework at the
postsecondary level. (Attachment 5)

Provide the SEA’s plan to transition to and

implement no later than the 2013-2014 school year

college- and career-ready standards statewide 1n at least reading/language arts and mathematics for

all students and schools and include an exp

anation ot how this transition plan 1s likely to lead to all

students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students, gaining

access to and learning content aligned with

activities 1S not necessary to its plan.

such standards. The Department encourages an SEA to

include 1n 1ts plan activities related to each ot the ttalicized questions in the corresponding section of
the document titled ESEA Flexibility Revew Guidance, or to explain why one or more ot those

On August 3, 2010 and by unanimous agreement, the Indiana State Board of Education adopted
the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) for English/Language Arts (E/LA) and grades 6-12

Literacy for Social Studies, History, Scienc

e and Technical Subjects, and for Mathematics. See

Attachment 4 for a copy of the board minutes that show adoption of the CCSS.

Alighnment

In April 2010, the Mathematics and English/Language Arts specialists at IDOE, in conjunction
with a team of teachers and university professors, analyzed the alighment between early drafts
of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and the Indiana Academic Standards (IAS). This

initial analysis yielded a document that w

as presented to Indiana’s Education Roundtable on

May 18 of that year. Co-chaired by the Governor and Superintendent of Public Instruction,

Indiana's Education Roundtable serves to

improve educational opportunity and achievement

for all Hoosier students. Composed of key leaders from education, business, community, and
government, the Roundtable is charged with doing the following:

e Ensuring the state has world class

academic standards for student learning,

e Aligning the Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational Progress-Plus (ISTEP+)
assessments that measure student achievement with those standards,

e Setting the passing scores for ISTE

e Making ongoing recommendation
Governor, Superintendent of Publ
of Education, and others.

P+, and
s focused on improving student achievement to the
ic Instruction, General Assembly, Indiana State Board




A subsequent analysis was completed for the final released CCSS documents using materials
provided by Achieve, Inc., and the results of this analysis were presented to the Education
Roundtable and the State Board of Education to assist with their decision to adopt the Common
Core Standards on August 3, 2010.

To provide additional information to teachers in the alignment of resources and assessment to
the CCSS, IDOE specialists translated the information from these two analyses into documents
that summarized not only the level of alighment but also descriptive statements to provide
further information on the gaps that existed. These Transition Guidance documents are
“available at http://doe.in.gov/commoncore. A final product of this analysis was a subset of
CCSS in both Mathematics and E/LA at each grade that schools should begin building into their
curriculum to assist in closing the identified gaps between the |AS and the CCSS.

English Language Learners and Students with Disabilities

The IDOE has partnered with Great Lakes East Comprehensive Center/American Institutes for
Research to conduct an analysis of the correspondence between Indiana Kindergarten English
Language Proficiency (ELP) standards and the linguistic demands of the Common Core State
Standards. The analysis has now been completed and will be shared with educators around the

state.

Indiana is monitoring the work of a consortium of 28 states participating in World-class
Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA). In early November of 2011, WIDA released a draft
of the 2012 English Language Development standards. The results of this work will inform
IDOE’s analysis of the linguistic demands of the state’s college and career ready standards and
the revision of grades 1-8 English Language Proficiency Standards by the 2014-2015 school year.
To accomplish this, IDOE will do the following:

e Recruit and onboard a strong Coordinator of English Learning (EL);

e Utilize the WIDA standards that have been created and alighed with the CCSS:;

e Develop aninternal Key Stakeholders group that will review the WIDA work (including
Coordinator of English Learning, Assistant Directors of College and Career Readiness,
content area specialists, and EL specialists):

¢ Develop aninternal/external Work Group (facilitated by a few members of Key
Stakeholders and mainly comprised of practitioners) to review/revise/propose changes
to the WIDA work (as guided by the Key Stakeholders group);

e Develop an external Advisory Group to provide lend practitioner expertise to the work
(facilitated by a member of the Key Stakeholders group and comprised of university,
school board, parents, business, and other extended members of the educational
community):

e Roll out the revised ELP standards aligned to the CCSS to the field, providing WebEX
overview and potential regional workshops and ask for feedback on all;

e Revise as appropriate, with the involvement and support of the Key Stakeholders




group, Work Group, and Advisory Group; and
e Formalize and provide additional technical assistance and supports statewide.

~ The implementation of this plan will ensure all ELL students will have the opportunity to
achieve the standards.

To further support Indiana’s migrant students, IDOE will create a resource center to provide
technical assistance to LEAs throughout Indiana. IDOE began preliminary work in fall of 2011,
by identifying and reserving sufficient federal migrant education funding to create and provide
this technical assistance. The next step is to recruit and onboard a new Coordinator of English
Learning, which is expected to be completed within the first few months of 2012.

The CCSS are a benchmark for all students, including special education students. The IDOFE’s
expectation is that special education teachers will utilize the CCSS in their classrooms for
students with disabilities but may teach that curriculum in a method different from those other
teachers use. For example, they may be utilizing different modalities to ensure they are
reaching all types of learners, they may engage in more small-group instruction, and the pacing
of delivering the instruction may be different. The largest challenge is helping students with
disabilities reach the level of achievement at the same pace as their general education
counterparts. This often is where students in special education struggle; it is not that they
cannot obtain those skills, but at times it is the rate at which they can obtain them that
becomes problematic. Indiana has begun to analyze the learning and accommodation factors
necessary to ensure that students with disabilities will have the opportunity to achieve to the

- college and career ready standards.

To better gauge how students with disabilities are performing, schools can utilize a predictive
measure to determine whether they will be able to meet those standards set by the CCSS.
Currently, about 92 percent of districts utilize the IDOE-provided Acuity testing as predictive or

diagnostic assessments.

IDOE is working with the state’s assessment vendor to provide information regarding how many
students with disabilities in each district participate in the Acuity assessments. If the number is
substantial, Acuity could be utilized to determine whether special education students are close

to or on target to pass a standardized assessment (whether it be the End-of-Course Assessment

(ECA) or ISTEP+).

Because IDOE can identify students by Student Testing Number (STN) and determine which
students took which assessments, IDOE can identify from Indiana’s electronic |IEP data system
(which over 95 percent of schools utilize) what types of accommodations and modifications
were provided to each student and make correlations between the two. Student results from
the current school year can show who took the Acuity assessments for predictive purposes.
These results can be compared with a student’s identified disabilities and accommodations.
This information can be utilized throughout a student’s career to tailor instruction to ensure




college and career readiness. Aggregated information about the types of accommodations that
are being offered to students who are passing assessments can be shared widely throughout
Indiana’s educator community with the hopes of spreading practices that work.

Outreach and Dissemination

The IDOE has partnered with the Curriculum Institute to conduct outreach and disseminate
information about the CCSS via professional development for administrators and educators in
locations across the state. Starting in June of 2011 and continuing to date, nearly 900
curriculum directors, district-level administrators, and building-level administrators have
participated in professional development sessions. Sessions planned for the end of 2011
through February of 2012 will add instructional coaches to the target audiences. By February 2,

2012, an additional 600 participants will receive professional development on transitioning to
the CCSS.

Participants are now asking for greater specificity regarding the design of curriculum and
instruction around the new standards. Future sessions will include specific content and
pedagogy related to implementing the Mathematical Practices, disciplinary literacy, the role of
argument and evidence-based writing, and so forth.

The following outlines the sessions’ targeted audience, scope, and number of participants.




Session |
Intended Audience: Curriculum directors and district-level administrators
Overview:

e Transitioning to the CCSS with the Indiana multi-year transition plan

e Update on the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC)
Consortium

o Strategies for utilizing Indiana’s Instructional and Assessment Guidance documents

Discussion on the requirements of |AS versus the CCSS

e Development of a district-wide action plan

June 17, Indianapolis,
2011

June 30, Indianapolis,
2011

September Plymouth,
7, 2011

September Decatur, IN
8, 2011
October 14, Highland,
2011

October 19, Jasper,
2011
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Vision Team Clarify CCSS and PARCC vision for Indiana
Define key messages and expectations

Develop plan for Indiana based on strengths
and needs

Determine SEA role

Define graduation implications

Steering Committee Implement vision
Define Functional Groups and appoint group
leaders
Define delivery chain

Functional Work Group Create and deliver products and processes, as
outlined by Steering Committee

Focus Groups Gather feedback from the field
Ensure appropriate SEA support

rofessional Development, Supports and Material

To support students with disabilities, professional development of local directors of special
education and administrators will be required to implement the Acuity-Indiana IEP data
comparison explained previously in this document. The delivery of this professional
development is manageable and achievable in the near term. USDOE’s Office of Special
Education supports nine resource centers that build capacity in the delivery of instruction.
Trainings are already offered on Acuity; more will be added in 2012.

Indiana participates in the General Supervision Enhancement Grant (GSEG) through the
National Alternate Assessment Center. This grant is focused on creating a new alternate
assessment to replace Indiana's current ISTAR alternate assessment. In 2012, IDOE will explore
utilization options for the new assessment. The new assessment will measure students on the
alternate standards based on the CCSS.

The GSEG grant requires a specific work group dedicated to substantive professional
development, which will focus on how to appropriately and effectively teach students with
cognitive impairments. It centers on how to provide appropriate instruction in
English/Language arts, Mathematics, and all academic subjects. The professional development
will involve the curriculum, the standards of which will be the "core connections” to the CCSS.




As referenced above, in conjunction with the Curriculum Institute and the state's regional
Education Service Centers (ESCs), the IDOE has developed and presented a three-part
professional development series on Indiana's plan for transitioning to the CCSS and the PARCC
assessments. The purpose of these sessions is to assist district- and building-level
administrators in moving from the current set of Indiana Academic Standards and /STEP+ to the
CCSS and PARCC assessment. The sessions provide updates and discussion on the curriculum
alignment guidance documents, instruction and assessment guidance documents, and the
PARCC developments. Sessions Il and lll specifically target the building administrators.

Throughout the 2010-11 school year, IDOE specialists worked with teachers and university
faculty to develop transition guidance documents. IDOE has developed sixteen individual videos
for Mathematics, E/LA, and 11 content areas. The videos explain the instructional changes that
likely need to take place during the implementation of the CCSS as well as identify resources
schools can use to better understand and implement these changes.

From October 2010 through February 2011, IDOE worked with Indiana teachers and the Charles
A. Dana Center at the University of Texas Austin to evaluate the quality and alignment of
Mathematics textbooks and curricular materials to the CCSS. IDOE made these reviews public,
and the materials have been used widely to help districts understand the effect of the CCSS on
local curriculum and instruction decisions. The state is engaged in a parallel process for the
analysis of reading materials and plans to conduct a similar review for E/LA.

IDOE has actively engaged educators in Indiana to support the CCSS in the development and
delivery of aligned instructional materials. Last spring the department convened a “curriculum
council” that vetted much of the materials the department distributed on the transition to the
CCSS. The council helped determine the instructional priorities referenced immediately below.
IDOE has developed several instructional materials alighed to the CCSS, exemplified by the

following:

e |nconjunction with PARCC, IDOE has developed content frameworks that will serve as a
strong basis for future work;

e |DOE has evaluated the alignment of Mathematics textbooks to the CCSS and is
currently reviewing reading textbooks:

¢ The IDOE will begin reviewing E/LA materials in the next few months;

e Indiana’s state-wide curriculum maps have been revised and include “instructional
priority” standards from the CCSS, which shows how to integrate the CCSS with the
Indiana standards from now until 2014-15. Each year, IDOE will provide an updated list
of “instructional priorities;” and

e |DOE isin the process of writing a Secondary Literacy Framework, which will (1) provide
guidance to school leaders on what the CCSS literacy standards mean and guidance on
how they can be implemented; and (2) provide guidance to content-area teachers on
how to incorporate these standards into existing lessons.




Accelerated Learning Opportunities

The vision of the IDOE is the following: “The academic achievement and career preparation of
all Indiana students will be the best in the United States and on par with the most competitive
countries in the world.” The first pillar of the plan for achieving the vision is to “Create and
promote a statewide culture of academic excellence, in which at least 25 percent of all
graduates receive a score of 3, 4, or 5 on at least one Advanced Placement exam, a 4 or higher
on an International Baccalaureate exam, or receive the equivalent of 3 semester hours of
college credit during their high school years.”

Providing all Indiana children with the academic preparation they will need to navigate a 21*
Century global workplace began in earnest with the adoption of the P-16 Plan for Improving
Student Achievement developed in 2003 by the Indiana Education Roundtable and the Indiana
State Board of Education. The P-16 plan is an integrated approach to ensuring success for
students at every level of education, providing an ongoing strategic framework for aligning
policies, resources, and strategies in the state.

Indiana leaders in education reform consider Advanced Placement (AP) courses and exams,
International Baccalaureate courses and exams, and quality Dual Credits to be an important
part of the effort to provide high standards and high expectations for all students. Each year the
IDOE informs all district superintendents, high school principals, and high school test
coordinators that the administration of the PSAT/NMSQT would be funded by the state for all
grade 10 students attending state accredited high schools. This enables extensive use of AP
Potential™ to identify students who are likely to experience success in taking AP courses and
the related exams. This tool of the PSAT may also be used for identification in all advanced
coursework. The IDOE also offers extensive workshops and online trainings for using AP
Potential™; schools are then provided user names and passwords to utilize this predictive tool.
This encourages schools to expand enrollment in their AP course offerings and dual credit
course offerings or perhaps offer courses for the first time. Additional educator workshops will
include the Summary of Answers and Skills and the Skills Insight tools free to schools who
administer the PSAT. Beginning in July 2009, high schools were encouraged to identify a
specific teacher or administrator as an “AP Champion” to further promote more students in
both Paid and Free/Reduced Lunch categories to enroll in Advanced Placement classes.

In 1990, Indiana’s General Assembly passed legislation that created a Program for the
Advancement of Mathematics and Science. This program was established to encourage
students to pursue advanced courses in critical fields of career employment such as biomedical
sciences and engineering. Mathematics and science courses were judged to be critical for the
continued economic welfare of the state. By July 1, 1994, each school corporation was required
to provide Advanced Placement courses in Mathematics and science for students who were
qualified to take them, and funds were provided to cover the cost of those exams and training
for teachers. In 2011 this was 21,388 exams, up from 19,847 exams in 2010. Federal grant

' monies have traditionally paid for all AP exams for students on free/reduced lunch — thus
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eliminating the barrier for low income students (low income students accounted for 6,881
exams in 2011 and 5,588 exams in 2010).

The adoption of the Core 40 diploma has focused additional attention on the AP, International
Baccalaureate (IB) and Dual Credit programs and has contributed to increasing numbers of
students enrolled in each. Core 40 became the minimum diploma for all students entering high
school in 2006. The additional requirements for the Core 40 with Academic Honors diploma
include fulfilling one of five options: completion of two Advanced Placement courses and the
associated exams, completion of two quality dual credit courses (equivalent to six college
credits), a combination of Advanced Placement and dual credit courses to earn the required
advanced academic credits, a minimum SAT or ACT score, or earning the full IB Diploma.
Seventy-nine percent of Indiana students completed Core 40 curriculum in the 2009-10
academic year. Of these, thirty percent qualified for the Core 40 with Academic Honors

. diploma.

In 2010, the Indiana General Assembly passed House Bill 1135/Public Law 91, better known as
the “AP Law.” This law provides that starting with the 2011 Advanced Placement exams, a
student who earns a score of three or higher shall receive college credit toward his/her degree
if he/she attends any Indiana public institution of higher education; this includes all two-year
and four- year schools and any accompanying satellites. The actual number of exam scores of
three or higher in 2011 was 22,954, which is over 18 percent more than in 2010. This
translates into 68,862 college credit hours and a truly significant amount of college savings for
students and their families.

In May, 2011, the Indiana Commission for Higher Education released a policy that limits the
fees that public higher education institutions offering dual enrollment courses in the high
school may charge high school students. This eliminates financial barriers for high school
students taking college-level courses. Additionally lvy Tech Community College, and all of its
fourteen campuses statewide, has made a commitment to provide all dual enrollment courses
that are offered in the high school setting to students at no cost.

Indiana has out-paced the national average in growth of students taking Advanced Placement

exams, the number of test takers, and scores of three, four, and five:

: e |ndiana test takers grew by 9.7 percent in 2010-2011 (38,418 total) and 28.1 percent in
2009-2010 as compared to the national growth of 7 percent in 2010-2011 and 9.5
percent in 2009-2010.

e Growth inthe number of exams taken in Indiana was 11.3 percent in 2010-2011 and
29.2 percent in 2009-2010 compared to the national growth of 7.6 percent in 2010-2011
and 10.2 percent in 2009-2010.

¢ The number of scores of 3, 4, or 5 increased by 16.8 percent in 2010-2011 and 13.3
percent in 2009-2010 as compared to 7.6 percent nationally in 2010-2011 and 8.3
percent in 2009-2010.




Access to AP is part of the overall achievement goal —to see increases in both access and :
success in all student demographic categories. The number of black students who passed an AP
exam in Indiana in 2011 increased by 27 percent in one year and 123 percent in 5 years;
Hispanic students who passed an AP exam increased by 25 percent in one year and 200 percent
in five years.

Indiana has also demonstrated notable growth in the number of high schools that offer the IB
Diploma Program for students since the first school was authorized in 1986 to the 100 percent
increase shown below. Twenty high schools around the state now offer the IB Diploma.
Additionally three middle schools and three primary schools have been authorized to offer the
full IB program for grades K-10. This growth exemplifies the concern of Indiana high schools to
offer high-achieving students diverse and ever-broadening opportunities in preparing for
success beyond high school.

| Number of 2 1 1 7 1 3 1 0
| additional
schools
Total IB schools | 1 3 4 7 14 15 18 | 19 | 20

Enrollment in IB classes now includes a signhificant number of low-income students as
determined by Indiana’s guidelines for the free and reduced lunch program. The number of :
low-income students registering for IB exams in May 2011 also indicates a projected increase of
seventy-five percent from those projected to take the May 2010 exams. This continuing :
increase is explained primarily by the greater number of low-income IB students in the most
recently authorized |IB World schools.

To further support high schools and middle schools in the expansion of rigorous college-
preparatory coursework, the Indiana General Assembly in 2011 passed the Mitch Daniels Early
Graduation Scholarship. This scholarship allows students to graduate from high school in three
vears and apply the $4,000 that would have been appropriated to the secondary school to the
post-secondary institution on behalf of that student in the form of a scholarship. To make
“allowance for students to do this, schools may offer high school courses to qualified middle
school students. Schools may also award students credit for courses by demonstration of
proficiency.

The drive toward better college preparedness includes increasing the percentage of students
completing the more rigorous requirements of Indiana’s Core 40 diploma, Core 40 diploma with
Academic or Technical Honors, and the IB Diploma. High student achievement is supported
through implementing End-of-Course Assessments designed to ensure the quality, consistency,
and rigor of Core 40 courses across the state. The state vision to have twenty-five percent of all
Indiana graduates earn quality college credits has changed the culture of our schools, by asking




each to support the student’s success beyond K-12.

Schools in Hendricks County, near Indianapolis, are creating a cooperative to expand their dual
credit programs. If one school in the county offers dual credit calculus, students from all other
county schools may attend. Another example of culture change is at Speedway High School in
Indianapolis where the local education foundation supported payments to students and
teachers for passing AP exams. These one-time $S100 payments for each assessment passed
changed students’ approach to testing and teachers’ approach to instruction.

Northwest Indiana schools are collaborating to purchase a membership in the National Student
Clearinghouse so they can track their own students’ successes in post-secondary enrollment.
This tracking will include persistence rates, graduation rates and grade point averages. This
data will enable schools to take a close look at how their students fare in higher education.

Additionally, more schools than ever have adopted online providers for AP courses. These
online courses are primarily delivered in schools that are too small to house a full AP program
or in schools that want to offer the entire menu of AP courses but cannot afford to hire all the
staff. This new access to AP for all students is a major shift in practice.

Educator Preparation and Licensin
Indiana is engaged in a systematic reform of its education system. Dr. Bennett’s vision is to

create an educational system that produces graduates who are able to compete successfully
with students from across the nation and around the world. Attaining this vision involves !
reforms to all facets of Indiana’s educational system, including educator preparation and .
licensing. ;

One part of the reform effort has involved educator licensing requirements. The Rules for |
Educator Preparation and Accountability (REPA), enacted in 2010, revised Indiana’s educator
licensing structure to emphasize content knowledge as follows:
e Elementary teachers (K to 6) must earn a baccalaureate degree consisting of an
education major with a content-area minor OR a content area-major with an education
major.
e Secondary teachers (5 to 12) must earn a baccalaureate degree consisting of any
applicable content-area major—as well as a minor in education.

In spring of 2010, the IDOE sought a contractor to develop high quality educator standards to
support REPA and to provide guidance to educator preparation programs as they revise their
programs to meet the state’s new licensing requirements. The IDOE also stipulated that the
standards would be grounded in scientifically-based research and alighed with IAS and the

CCSS.

IDOE contracted with Pearson to develop the Indiana Developmental and Content Standards for
- Educators, which include educator standards in 46 content and administrative areas and at five




éschool setting developmental levels. The standards are grounded in scientifically based
research and are alighed with REPA, the IAS, Indiana Core Standards, the CCSS for Mathematics
and for English Language Arts and Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical !
Subjects, standards of the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE), and other
relevant standards of national professional organizations.

éThe Indiana educator standards are custom-designed for Indiana and articulate the IDOE’s
expectations regarding the content and pedagogical knowledge and skills that are important for
Indiana educators. The primary focus of the 46 content-area standards is the subject-matter
knowledge and skills needed to teach effectively in Indiana classrooms or to provide effective
leadership in Indiana schools. The primary focus of the five school setting developmental
standards is on the pedagogical knowledge and skills needed to teach in various school settings.

These standards can be found using the following link:

Indiana has standards that specifically address the following areas in the pedagogy standards:

School Setting Standard Standard Standard
Addressing Addressing Addressing
English Students with Working with
Learners Disabilities Low-
Achieving
Students
Early 1.6,3.4,4.5 1.5,3.4,4.4, 4.6
Childhood 6.8
Elementary 1.6, 3.6,4.3 1.5, 3.6, 4.3, 3.10, 4.5
School 6.10
Middle School 1.7, 3.6,4.3 1.6, 3.6, 4.3, 3.10,4.4, 7.2
6.8
Secondary 1.4, 1.6, 3.6, 1.5, 3.6, 4.3, 3.10,4.4, 7.2
School 4.3 6.8

In addition, Indiana has licensure content areas for teachers to gain additional certification in
exceptional needs: mild intervention, exceptional needs: intense intervention, and teachers of
English Learners. Standards for each of these areas are available via the IDOE website:




éThe IDOE is currently in the process of developing customized licensure assessments in
collaboration with Evaluation Systems to measure candidates’ mastery of the new teacher
standards. Content tests for all licensure areas will be developed and required for licensure. In
addition, candidates will also complete a pedagogy assessment for licensure. Implementation
of content and pedagogy tests is expected by September 1, 2013. A basic skills test alighed to
the CCSS is being developed and will be required for admission to any teacher preparation
program in Indiana. This test is expected to begin implementation January 1, 2013.

The IDOE is working closely with Evaluation Systems in the design of the data systems for the
new licensure assessment system. Aggregate data on candidate performance per domain
(logical groupings of individual standards) will be provided to each teacher preparation program |
for review and program feedback.

éThe IDOE is beginning the process of developing an accountability system for teacheré
preparation programs. The end result will mirror the P-12 accountability system which provides
an easily understood A-F letter grade. A teacher preparation advisory group was established in
the fall of 2011 and will begin to determine sources of evidence, benchmarks, and applicable
metrics recommendations.

Providing teacher preparation programs with a clear blueprint of state expectations through
the standards, providing quality assessments and data reporting on candidate competency on
these measurements, and reporting outcomes publically in a clearly communicated |
accountability system will ensure teacher preparation programs will better prepare teachers to
teach all students.

New principal and superintendent standards were adopted at the same time the new teacher
standards were developed.

The administrator standards begin with the following statement:
The School Building Leader standards reflect the most current research on effective
educational leadership and advance a new and powerful vision of principal
effectiveness. The standards define those skills and abilities that school leaders must
possess to produce greater levels of success for all students. Bringing significantg
improvement to student achievement and teacher effectiveness requires an
unapologetic focus on the principal's role as driver of student growth and achievement. |

The standards provide a basis for professional preparation, growth, and accountability.
However, the standards should not be viewed as ends in themselves: rather, they
provide clarity for building leaders about the actions they are expected to take in order
to drive student achievement and teacher effectiveness outcomes.




This statement indicates the expectation that the building principal first serve as the driver of
student growth. All other roles and responsibilities should be in alighment with this primary
function. New licensure assessments are currently being developed, with implementation of
new tests beginning September 1, 2013. Test development is customized to standards to
ensure candidates have met state expectations as outlined in the standards document. :

Indiana’s plan to improve the preparation of incoming teachers and principals has three steps.

Step 1 — Provide rigorous, high quality standards that clearly communicate state expectations |
for teacher licensure programs. :

Step 2 — Customize assessments that measure the standards to ensure candidates are well
prepared. Provide timely specific outcome data aligned to standards regularly to programs to
drive program improvement. _

Step 3 — Design metrics for data collection on multiple measures to be applied to all teacher
preparation programs to ensure accountability. =

Indiana completed Step 1 in 2010, and programs will be required to fully implement those
standards by 2013 in 515-IAC-9-1-2 Sec 2(d). Indiana is aggressively working on Step 2 with test

implementation beginning September 1, 2013. Initial conversations on Step 3 began in fall of
2011 with the expectation of having an accountability system in place by 2014-2015.

Assessment

Indiana’s assessment system is robust and comprehensive to prepare students at each grade
level on their way to becoming college and career ready by the end of high school.
Assessments are standards-driven, student-centered, and learning-focused, and the curricular
aims prepare students for post-secondary success. The assessment system supports learning-
based and data-driven instruction; performance evaluation and improvement; and
accountability for educators, schools and school corporations.

Diagnostic Assessments

Indiana’s assessment system begins with diagnhostic assessments in grades K-2. Assessments at
this level are focused on literacy and numeracy as they assess the student’s ability to read,
comprehend, and use numbers. Wireless Generation’s tools, mCLASS: Reading and mCLASS:
Math, are used to measure student progress in K-2.

Diagnostic assessments in grades 3-8 are also part of Indiana’s assessment system. Student |
learning in the content areas of English/language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies
_is measured using CTB/McGraw-Hill's Acuity tools. Indiana also provides the Acuity Algebra
program for schools.
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Both mCLASS and Acuity provide immediate results, actionable reports, and instructional
activities, which enable teachers to address the individual learning needs of students. In
addition, professional development related to data analysis and using results to inform§

instruction plays an important role in the use of these diagnostic programs.

Accountability Assessments

Indiana’s assessment system includes summative assessments for students in grades 3-8. The
Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational Progress-Plus (ISTEP+) measures student progress in
English/language arts and mathematics at each grade level, in addition to science in grades 4
and 6 and social studies in grades 5 and 7. ISTEP+ is comprised of two assessment windows:
the first window includes open-ended items in the four content areas as well as a writing
prompt; the second window consists of multiple-choice items. ISTEP+ at the high school level is

implemented as End-of-Course Assessments (ECAs) in Algebra |, English 10, and Biology |.

Special populations are also part of Indiana’s assessment system. The Indiana Standards Tool
for Alternate Reporting (ISTAR) program measures student achievement in the subject areas of
English/language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies based on alternate academic :
achievement standards. ISTAR is a web-based system that utilizes teacher ratings. The Case
Conference Committee determines, based on the eligibility criteria adopted by the Indiana
State Board of Education and the student's individual and unique needs, whether a student

with a disability will be assessed with ISTAR.

The LAS Links assessment is used to determine a student's level of English proficiency. The
placement test, administered upon the student's arrival in the United States, is used to |
determine the EL services appropriate for the student. The annual assessment, administered in
January and February, is used to determine the student's current level of English proficiency

and is used for accountability purposes.
Other Assessments

The Indiana Reading Evaluation and Determination (IREAD-3)assessment measures
foundational reading standards through grade 3. Based on the Indiana Academic Standards,
IREAD-3 is a summative assessment developed in accordance with 2010’s Public Law 109 which
"requires the evaluation of reading skills for students who are in grade three beginning in the

Spring of 2012 to ensure that all students can read proficiently before moving on to grade

four."

The Indiana Standards Tool for Alternate Reporting of Kindergarten Readiness (ISTAR-KR) is a
éweb-based instrument rated by teachers to measure skills in children from infancy to
kindergarten. A derivative of Indiana's Early Learning Standards (which are part of the
Foundations to Indiana Academic Standards), ISTAR-KR is aligned to the Indiana Standards for |
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Kindergarten in the areas of English/language arts and mathematics and includes three

§functiona| areas: physical, personal care and social-emotional skills. Data from ISTAR-KR§
assessments are used for state reporting for PK students receiving special education, and the
assessment can be used for local purposes for grades PK through 1. i

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), also known as "The Nation's Report
Card,"” is used to demonstrate performance over time for a selected sample within Indiana. This
assessment is administered annually to students in grades 4, 8 and 12 and can be used to
compare student performance across the United States. During selected assessment cycles,
Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS), Program for International |
éStudent Assessment (PISA), and Progress in International Reading Study (PIRLS) are
administered in conjunction with the NAEP assessment.

The variety of assessment tools encompassed within Indiana’s assessment system provide
vertical articulation through a student’s entire K-12 experience, enabling teachers, parents,
schools, and school corporations to anticipate, determine, and address learning as it occurs.
Indiana’s assessment system drives and measures each student’s annual academic progress and
overall preparation for post-secondary success. =

The first PARCC assessment results describing the college and career readiness of Indiana’s high
school will not be available until well after the end of the 2014-15 school year. To begin the
evolution toward those more demanding assessments based on the CCSS, Indiana has entered
into agreements with ACT and College Board to pilot the interim use of their assessment suites
as measures of college and career readiness to provide transition to the CCSS expectations for
“Indiana high schools. Both of the terminal instruments (ACT and SAT) have existing (pre-CCSS)
determinations of college readiness. The Indiana graduating class of 2011 had only thirty-one
percent of students who chose to take the ACT meet the all four of ACT’s college ready
benchmarks. To prepare students, parents, schools, teachers and the community for the rigor
of the anticipated PARCC performance standards, all of the IDOE’s reporting will use the
available “College Ready” benchmarks. The state’s pilot includes an independent evaluation
and a timeline for making a recommendation at the end of this school year on adopting

stronger Indiana college and career readiness tools and indicators for school years 2012-13,
1 2013-14 and 2014-15.

Indiana has already begun work with content committees and the state’s testing vendor on
making changes to the 3-8 assessments within the current requirements of ESEA, current state
contracts and available assessment dollars.

1. At each grade level and in both CCSS content areas, Indiana assessment and content
specialists have begun the initial process of “double mapping” Indiana’s test items to
the CCSS. This winter and spring larger practitioner committees will meet to review and
refine the mapping and alighment to CCSS and determine at which grade levels and
content areas of the Common Core standards there are sufficient items to report CCSS
data in addition to the regular Indiana standards results. These committees will prepare
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2.

recommendations for Indiana’s Expert Panel on the levels (student, classroom, and or
school) which they believe this interim information will provide the most benefit.
Indiana will rely on the Expert Panel for guidance on the most appropriate metric and
methodology to use in reporting. The state will begin the dual reporting on the

additional CCSS information in the spring of 2013.
The IDOE is working with the state’s test vendor on the remaining item development in

the current contract to move (with the constraints of the current test blueprints) toward
more “PARCC-like” items, selecting passages based on the proportion of reading types
required by the CCSS and selecting those passages with a deliberate review of the range

of text complexity.
Finally, Indiana has joined Achieve, Student Achievement Partners and other states in

collaboratively investigating a more systematic and cost effective process to better

alighing state tests during this transition period with the common core and with PARCC.

A short chain of emails explaining these efforts is located at Attachment 12. The steps

involved include the following:

e |dentify the biggest shifts in the CCSS — the standards that result in the most
significant changes teachers are likely to experience with regard to expectations for
student learning and for instructional practices

e Help each state determine the priority standards it wishes to incorporate into
revised assessments, either as substitutes for existing items or as additions to the
existing items.

e Provide specifications and/or models for items associated with the key standards,
including item types, which states can provide to their test vendors. These
specifications are already under development for the PARCC item development ITN:
consequently the participating states would be asking their vendors to develop
items using the same specifications that will guide the development of PARCC
assessments. Multiple states can draw on the same specifications to modify their

owhn tests.

Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide evidence corresponding to the option

selected.

Option A

X] The SEA is participating in
one of the two State
consortia that recetved a
orant under the Race to the
Top Assessment
competition.

Option B

| The SEA is not
participating in etther one
of the two State consortia
that recetved a grant under
the Race to the Top
Assessment competition,

Option C

] 'The SEA has developed
and begun annually

administering sta

ewide

aligned, high-qual

ity

assessments that measure
student growth in
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and has not yet developed reading/language arts and

. Attach the State’s or administered statewide in mathematics 1n at least
Memorandum ot aligned, high-quality ades 3-8 and at least once
Understanding (MOU) assessments that measure in high school 1in all LEAs.
under that competition. student growth 1

Attachment 6 reading/language arts and . Attach evidence that the
in mathematics in at least SEA has submitted these
orades 3-8 and at least once assessments and
in high school 1n all LEAs. academic achievement

standards to the

. Provide the SEA’s plan Department tor peer
to develop and review or attach a
administer annually, timeline of when the
beginning no later than SEA will submit the
the 2014—2015 school assessments and
year, statewide ahgnedj academic achievement
high-quality assessments standards to the
that measure student Department for peer
orowth 1n review. (Attachment 7
reading/language arts

and 1n mathematics 1n at
east grades 3-8 and at

least once 1n high school
in all LEAs, as well as

set academic
achievement standards
for those assessments.

L

See Attachment 6 tor Indiana’s PARCC MOU.




2.A1  Provide a description ot the SEA’s ditterentiated recognition, accountability, and support
system that includes all the components listed in Principle 2, the SEA’s plan tor
implementation of the ditferentiated recognition, accountability, and support system no later
than the 2012-2013 school year, and an explanation ot how the SEA’s ditterentiated
recognition, accountability, and support system 1s designed to improve student achievement

an

d school pertormance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction tor

students.

- “To evaluate schools, it has to be wedded to a simple, clear measurement—A, B, C, D, F.”

— Indiana Governor Mitch Daniels

Description of A-F

Indiana’s

new state accountability framework uses traditional A to F letter grades to give

parents, educators, and students an easy-to-understand system for understanding student

performance. At the same time, letter grades provide a heightened awareness of school
performance in local communities throughout the state.

Prior to the 2010-11 school year, Indiana’s framework used an inscrutable labeling system
illustrated in the table below:

Exemplary Progress

Commendable Progress

Academic Progress

Academic Watch

Academic Probation

EVVhenthe

IDOE initially introduced letter grades, many schools and school districts that

previously gave no pause to being labeled under the old system became vehemently vocal

gaboutthe

new one. As an example, a school could have been in “Academic Progress” for years

without protestation, yet once that same school was labeled a “C,” the outcry was fervent and
immediate. A stunning ripple effect has occurred in local communities throughout the state as
parents and civic groups have begun coalescing around and taking a greater interest in the

quality of

their schools. The amplified attention to school and student performance would have

never happened without the shift to letter grades. The impact has been profound, prompting

all stakeholders to ask difficult questions about increasing academic achievement and raising
- instructional quality within Indiana’s schools.




Beginning with the 2011-12 school year, the A-F grading system will utilize an enhanced
methodology that offers a more comprehensive analysis of school performance. This new
analysis lends itself to a more meaningful accountability system that is better designed to
differentiate, recognize, and support schools across the state. The new methodology reflects
several core principles:

 All students can and should learn at least a year’s worth of knowledge in a year’s time.

 Student growth is a better measure of effectiveness than is absolute performance.
Growth is also the best way to provide for the differentiated recognition of teachers and
schools.

 Student achievement and school performance, including the closing of achievement
gaps, are strongly correlated to effective teaching and leadership.

 Effective teaching makes a difference in how much a student learns, and how much a
student learns is a measure of effective teaching.

A heavy emphasis on accountability is necessary to create a system that supports the
increase in the quality of instruction for students.

Indiana’s A-F system is comprised of an elementary/middle schools model and a high schools
model. Both models look at the performance and progress of students over time for all :
students and all subgroups. A key component of the model is a newer and more efficient way to
track the proficiency and progress of traditionally underperforming subgroups and other low :
performing students by creating a super subgroup that analyzes the bottom 25 percent of
students throughout the state. Focusing on this super subgroup coupled with utilizing Indiana’s
revolutionary Growth Model is far more effective at shining a light on exactly where the
achievement gaps are occurring and for whom than was the case for subgroups as traditionally
contemplated. Indiana believes this bold approach to subgroup identification (i.e. all schools
have a bottom 25 percent) promises to directly attack the intractable issue of achievement gaps
in @ way many states would be more hesitant to utilize.

Moreover, Indiana’s demographic outlay is such that hundreds of schools have significant
traditionally underperforming student populations but too often those same schools have
multiple subgroups that do not meet the 30 student count threshold to allow for accountability
(e.g. 25 Hispanic students, 28 Black students, 18 Special Education students). As a result, too
many underperforming students are slipping through the cracks and falling off the
accountability grid. This oversight by the traditional, static definition of subgroups is simply
unacceptable.

Indiana’s new and dynamic super subgroup enables the state to ensure those missing students

are now calculated in each school’s accountability because every school has a bottom 25
percent. Data show that traditionally underperforming students in Indiana comprise a




sighificant amount of that bottom 25 percent population. Indiana schools must improve the
proficiency levels and demonstrate significant growth for the new super subgroup in order to
receive an acceptable mark on the state’s new A-F grading scale. Notably, IDOE has run data,
shown later in this section, that illustrate the strong potential for a dramatic narrowing of
Indiana’s achievement gaps as a result of this focus on the bottom 25 percent.

More information about A-F is included as Attachment 13 and 14

Description of the Indiana Growth Model

Notably, the Elementary and Middle School model is built on the trailblazing Indiana Growth
Model, which Dr. Bennett has described as the “game-changer” with regard to school
accountability. Indiana has been at the nation’s forefront in ensuring that student progress, or
growth, over time provides the foundation for recognizing and supporting student and school
performance.

Based on the innovative work initiated in Colorado and developed in partnership with the
National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment (NCIEA), the Indiana Growth
Model is a statistical model used to calculate student progress, or growth, on state
assessments. The Indiana Growth Model fundamentally re-conceptualizes the state’s

accountability system in two key ways:

1. Growth shines a spotlight on the closing of achievement gaps

2. Growth promotes a focus on all students and not just the “bubble kids”

Moreover, the Indiana Growth Model allows for an unprecedented level of public disclosure of
information about individual student, school, and district performance. IDOE is committedto |
focusing educational reform and school improvement efforts around the Growth Model to raise
student achievement for every student and close achievement gaps.

The Growth Model also enables parents, teachers and administrators to understand how
individual students are progressing from year to year. This capability is not insignificant, as prior
to the implementation of the Growth Model, classroom teachers were the only ones who knew |
anything about a student’s progress. Now, for the first time, student progress is being made
transparent to a broader array of education stakeholders in an easy and readily accessible
format. Based on where each individual student begins, IDOE expects all students to achieve at
least one grade level of growth in an academic year.

More information about the Indiana Growth Model is included as Attachment 15.




mplementation Plan

Indiana is on track to implement its accountability plan way ahead of the 2012-13 school year.
In fact, the A-F category labels were implemented with the 2010-11 school year and will be
updated with the following metrics for 2011-12:

lementary and Middle School
» Student achievement (English/Language Arts and Mathematics

» Student growth

" The growth of students in the bottom 25 percent

" The growth of the remaining 75 percent of students

igh Schoo
» Student performance and improvement on End-of-Course Assessments

"  English 10

"  Algebral

» Graduation rate

" Four-year

" Five-year

» College and career readiness

"  Advanced Placement (AP) exams

" |nternational Baccalaureate (IB) exams

*  Dual/Concurrent Enrollment college credits

" |ndustry Certifications

The targets, or cut scores, for each of these metrics is alighed with Dr. Bennett’'s broader “90-
25-90” goals, established shortly after he took office in 2009:
90 percent of students pass the Mathematics and English/Language Arts portion of the
state’s annual assessments (ISTEP+)

25 percent of graduates pass an AP or IB exam or earn college credit during high school

90 percent of students graduate with a meaningful diploma

As described earlier in this plan, the development of Indiana’s A-F accountability model was an
eighteen-month process that incorporated input from numerous educational stakeholders. The
state’s rule-making process for A-F was initiated by the State Board of Education on November




7, 2011. The final rule is expected to be published in spring 2012, which provides sufficient time
for 2011-12 implementation.

The bottom 25 percent: the new “Super Subgroup”
Indiana’s accountability system is designed to improve student achievement and school

performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for students.
Based on research conducted by IDOE, Indiana is confident that this bold new system
recognizes top performers, targets support to those who struggle, and provides a renewed
focus on addressing achievement gaps.

The accountability system’s attention to the bottom 25 percent reflects the state’s
commitment to bridging the gap between the highest and lowest performers. Addressing these
stubborn achievement gaps is a precondition to significantly raising student achievement and
school performance across the state. IDOE has been able to identify the traits of students that
makeup the bottom 25 percent of student achievement on the state’s annual assessment
(ISTEP+) as defined by scale score at each grade level. IDOE has examined a combination of
one-year and three-year results of both the lowest performers in English/Language Arts (ELA)
and mathematics to be sure our system directly attacks this problem.

Key characteristics of the bottom 25 percent include the following:
: e 40 percent minority

e /0 percent receive free or reduced priced meals
e 28 percent receive Special Education services

e 10 percent are Limited English Proficient (LEP)
It is important to remember that every school in the state of Indiana has a bottom 25 percent.

The bottom 25 percent students historically pass the state assessment at a rate fifty percent
lower than the top seventy-five percent population. Students in the traditional subgroups that
are not included in the bottom 25 percent population have a cumulative proficiency rate of
ninety percent. These data reaffirm Indiana’s assertion that subgroups should be targeted
based on performance rather than just demographics. The relentless focus on performance
reflects how serious Indiana is about not just closing achievement gaps but eliminating them

outright.

More information about the bottom 25 percent is included as Attachment 16.

Merging State (P.L. 221) and Federal (AYP) Accountability Systems

Since Dr. Bennett took office in 2009, student performance on the statewide assessment has
steadily risen each year. At the same time, state and national expectations continue to rise for
our schools and students. Within the context of heightened accountability, Indiana has shifted
toan A-F system as part of an ongoing effort to align the state’s accountability measures with




twenty-first century demands and to ensure all Indiana students graduate from high school
well-prepared for college or career.

Public Law 221 (P.L. 221) is Indiana’s comprehensive accountability system for K-12 education.
Passed by the Indiana General Assembly in 1999 — prior to the federal No Child Left Behind Act
of 2001 — the law aimed to establish major educational reform and accountability statewide.
To measure progress, P.L. 221 places Indiana schools (both public and accredited non-public)
into one of five categories (A, B, C, D or F) based upon student performance and growth data
from the state’s ISTEP+ and End-of-Course Assessments (ECAs).

Schools in the lowest P.L. 221 category (F) face a series of interventions designed to provide the
additional support needed to improve student achievement. A chart describing these
interventions is located in 2.D.iii. (page 60). These interventions become more serious the
longer schools remain in the bottom category.

One of the key obstacles to student achievement and school performance in our state has been |
the confusion between P.L. 221 and AYP (i.e. state versus federal accountability). While there is
some overlap, the two systems are unique enough that it has become customary for the State
Superintendent to make “two announcements” each year with regard to school performance —
one about how schools fared under P.L. 221 and a separate announcement about AYP status.

Indiana is seeking approval of the state’s new accountability system — transparent letter grades
coupled with an aggressive timeline for state support and intervention — to fulfill federal
accountability requirements. This flexibility would allow Indiana to make one annual
announcement about school performance, thereby providing clearer information to schools
and educational stakeholders while eliminating any conflicting messages about state or federal
expectations for schools and educators.

2.A11  Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide the corresponding intormation, 1f

any.
Option A Option B
] The SEA only includes student achievement [t the SEA includes student achievement on
on reading/language arts and mathematics assessments in addition to reading/language
assessments 1n its ditferentiated recognition, arts and mathematics 1n 1ts ditferentiated
accountability, and support system and to recognition, accountability, and support
dentity reward, priority, and tocus schools. system and to identity reward, priority, and

focus schools, 1t must:

a. provide the percentage of students in the
“all students” group that pertormed at the
protictent level on the State’s most recent
administration ot each assessment tor all




orades assessed; and

b. include an explanation ot how the
included assessments will be weighted 1n a
manner that will result in holding schools
accountable for ensuring all students
achieve college- and career-ready
standards.

Select the method the SEA will use to set new ambitious but achievable annual measurable
objectives (AMOs) 1n at least reading/language arts and mathematics for the State and all LEAs,

schools, and subgroups that provide meaningtu
improvement ettorts. It the SEA sets AMOs t

| goals and are used to guide support and
nat ditter by LEA, school, or subgroup, the AMOs

tor .LEHAs, schools, or subgroups that are turther behind must require greater rates ot annual

progress.

Option A

Set AMOs 1n annual equal
increments toward a goal ot
reducing by halt the
percentage ot students in
the “all students™ group
and 1n each subgroup who
are not protictent within six
years. The SEA must use
current proficiency rates
based on assessments
administered 1n the 2010—
2011 school year as the

starting point for setting 1ts
AMOs.

t. Provide the new AMOs
and an explanation ot

the method used to set
these AMOs.

Option B

| Set AMOs that increase in
annual equal increments and
result in 100 percent ot
students achieving
profictency no later than the
end of the 2019-2020
school year. The SEA must

use the average statewide
proticiency based on
assessments administered 1n
the 2010-2011 school year
as the starting point for
setting 1ts AMOs.

t. Provide the new AMOs
and an explanation ot the

method used to set these
AMOs.

Option C

X] Use another method that is
educationally sound and
results 1n ambitious but

achievable AMQOs for all
[LLEAS, schools, and
subgroups.

1. Provide the new AMOs

and an explanation of
the method used to set
these AMO:s.

it. Provide an educationally
sound rationale ftor the
pattern ot academic
progress retlected in the
new AMOs in the text
box below.

. Provide a link to the
State’s report card or
attach a copy of the
average statewtde
protictency based on
assessments
administered 1n the

2010-2011 school year




in reading/language arts
and mathematics tor the
“all students” group and
all subgroups.
(Attachment 8)

Explanation for Option C

Indiana elected option ‘C’ to create “ambitious but achievable AMOs for all LEAs, schools, and
subgroups.” Indiana’s proposed AMO would greatly increase proficiency rates across the state
while holding more schools accountable for more students in traditional subgroup populations
than option ‘A’ or ‘B’ would have allowed.

By selecting option ‘C,” Indiana will have a proficiency rate that is ten percent higher than under
option ‘B,” while also greatly increasing the state’s graduation and college and career readiness
rates, which would have otherwise been unaffected by the AMO under the alternative options.
Indiana’s AMO will also lead to more accountability for traditional subgroups while
concentrating efforts on all historically underperforming students —and not simply by the
limited targeting of students based solely on race, gender, socio-economic, special education,
or LEP status as prescribed under options ‘A" and ‘B.

By focusing on one super-subgroup, the bottom 25 percent, Indiana will see a greater impact
(twenty percent increase in proficiency rates and twenty percent decline in the achievement
gap), touch more students (see table below), and target additional resources to the students
that need them the most. Indiana’s proposed AMO is the only option that specifically
addresses the lowest achieving students and promotes high student growth and proficiency
improvement from this population. As a result, Indiana’s AMO will have a greater impact than
any of the alternatives.

American Indian 0% 16%
Black 23% 62%
Asian 3% 31%
Hispanic 22% 71%
White 91% 97%
Free or Reduced 90% 99%
Priced Meals

Limited English 19% 59%
Proficient

...................................................................................... opecialkducation | 0 o7% | 9% 1

12



As an example, in 2011, fifty-seven percent of all schools were assessed in AYP in the
special education subgroup. Under Indiana’s proposed AMO, ninety-nine percent of all
schools in 2011 would have had special education students captured in the bottom 25
percent super-subgroup. This translates into an additional forty-two percent of schools
that would have been held accountable for their special education students. Indiana’s
proposed AMO represents a far more aggressive approach to identifying and eliminating
achievement gaps for all subgroups.

AMO Methodology
Indiana’s accountability model encompasses not only state assessment proficiency levels but

also a number of other school and district level indicators to ascertain a clear and
- comprehensive view of performance. As a result, Indiana has outlined the following AMO that
defines a proficient school:

All Indiana schools, and all subgroups within the school, must receive an ‘A’ or
improve by two letter grades by 2020. This is an ambitious and achievable goal that
reflects the state’s commitment to ensuring more students are on track for college and
careers.

Schools assighed a grade other than an ‘A’ for the 2011-12 school year must do the
following:
e Receive a school grade of an ‘A’ or improve at least one letter grade over the next

three ensuing years; AND
e |Improve by two letter grades by 2020; AND

e Receive a grade no worse than a ‘C’ in any subgroup or show substantial high growth

within that subgroup.

- “Substantial high growth” is defined as being in the top twenty-five percent
of all schools statewide in the percentage of students within that subgroup
that showed more than one grade level worth of growth during the most

recent school year.

Timeline
e 2012 - A new baseline grade will be established for each school based on the grade
received for the 2011-12 school year.

e 2015 - Each school is expected to receive an ‘A’ or improve by one letter grade from
the 2012 baseline grade.

e 2020 - Each school is expected to receive an ‘A’ or improve by two letter grades
from the 2012 baseline grade; AND all subgroups must receive a ‘C’ or show




substantial high growth within that subgroup.

The table below illustrates the expected distribution of schools across the state based on the
proposed methodology.

Notably, Indiana has set a goal of significantly reducing the number of ‘D’ and ‘F’ schools. If the
AMO is met by 2020, Indiana could expect a twenty percent decline in the achievement gap.
Additionally, Indiana would expect to have at least ninety percent of all students passing the
state assessment — consistent with the “90-25-90" goals Dr. Bennett has established.

Although Indiana has realized steady improvement on ISTEP+ scores since 2009, the passage
rate is currently at seventy-one percent. Through the proposed AMO, that rate will increase by
twenty percent by 2020. Indiana is switching the focus from static subgroup performance and
the accompanying limitations to the performance of each school’s bottom 25 percent in
proficiency. This shift allows schools to deliberately move from a diffused attention of up to
eight subgroups to a concentrated focus on one — the lowest performing —and to more
strategically align their resources to the students that need the most help. Indiana believes this
shift is essential to unleash the potential of schools and school districts to close the gap
between the highest and lowest performers. Indiana’s bold and aggressive approach provided
incentive for schools not only to increase their proficiency levels but also to reward individual
student growth. Indiana’s AMO and state accountability model encourages schools to continue
to grow each student in the school regardless of proficiency level by rewarding schools for
getting high achievers to achieve even higher, low achievers to grow more quickly, and all
students to grow at or above grade level. This differentiated strategy allows Indiana students
and schools to increase proficiency, graduation, and college and career readiness rates at a
faster pace than in previous years. Moreover, Indiana believes this formula could serve as a
national model for increasing student performance and tackling the persistent gaps in student
achievement.

At the high school level, if current trends hold true for ‘A,” ‘B,” and ‘C’ schools, in 2020 Indiana
could expect the following:
' e A statewide graduation rate of over ninety percent

e A third of all graduates to receive an honors diploma

e Forty percent of all graduates to receive postsecondary credit prior to graduation




(through AP, IB, and dual credit courses)

e A fifty percent decline in the high school dropout rate, for an estimated 2020 dropout
rate of only three percent

The table below projects Indiana’s improvement trend along several key indicators:

o b S Cument ] 2048 8 9090
% Pass ISTEP+ 71% 83% 90%
Graduation Rate 84% 88% 91%
% Receiving Honors 29% 30% 32%
Diplomas
% Earned College Credit 29% 33% 40%
Dropout Rate 6% 5% 3%

The following table illustrates the number of Academic Honors Diplomas that could be
expected during benchmark years:

Increase !
Graduates Graduates
2010 19,452 29% ---
2015 20,840 30% 1,388
2020 22,987 32% 3,535

1. Provide an educationally sound rationale for the pattern of academic progress
reflected in the new AMOs in the text box below.

Indiana’s proposed AMO is based on the state’s robust accountability system. It provides an
accurate pattern of LEAs’ and schools’ academic progress by focusing not only on student
proficiency but also on individual student growth (i.e. Indiana’s Growth Model) and
improvement (i.e. improvement in an LEA’s or school’s percent of students passing state tests
from one year to the next), graduation rates, and college and career readiness indicators. Using
multiple student performance variables, Indiana provides more robust accountability measures

through a combination of key benchmarks and annual goals.

Key Benchmarks
Indiana’s plan sets both a three-year benchmark and an eight-year benchmark within its AMO.

These benchmarks are illustrated in the example below. In order for a school or LEA to meet
Indiana’s AMO, a school would have to demonstrate consistent improvement across a/l state
measures. This innovative design parallels the state’s A-F accountability system and reflects
Indiana’s belief that in order for accountability to be rigorous, student performance cannot be

limited to solely one measure.

Example: Hoosier High School received a 'D'in 2011- 1Z2under Indiana’s state
accountability system. That ‘D' grade translated into a 60 percent passage rate on the
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*This example is for illustrative purposes only. The annual goal will vary depending on what letter grade
the school receives in its baseline year and the grade levels served by the school. A school can increase its
grade from the 2012 baseline using any combination of increased proficiency and high student
growth/improvement over a sustained period of time. The power of Indiana’s AMO is that it differentiates
and is individualized to each LEA and school.

If Hoosier High School achieved the annual proficiency rate increases in the table above,
it would receive an “A” in 2020. This grade translates to a 90 percent passage rate on
the state assessments, 25 percent of graduates being college or career ready, and a 90
percent graduation rate — consistent with Dr. Bennett’s “90-2590” goals.

The three-year benchmark calls for each LEA and school to either receive an ‘A’ rating or to
improve by one letter grade from its 2012 baseline rating. Each LEA and school will be allowed
three years to show improvement due to the rigorous progress that is necessary to increase a
school’s or LEA’s grade. To improve one letter grade, a school must increase its proficiency level
by ten percentage points, show substantially high growth among its student subgroups, or a
combination of the two. This approach is unique in that it requires schools and LEAs to focus on
each individual student within the school while placing a special emphasis on the bottom 25
percent population. Without substantial improvement and growth among the bottom 25
percent, a group of students that has historically faced more educational challenges with a
proficiency rate of only forty percent, it would be impossible for all but a few schools to show
the necessary progress within three years. Allowing only three years to reverse a decades-long
trend of stagnant low performance within the bottom 25 percent population, while
simultaneously improving all other student proficiency levels, is not only daring but also
achievable through the measures and focus Indiana’s AMO lays out.

The eight-year benchmark calls for each LEA and school to either receive an ‘A’ rating or to
improve by two letter grades from its 2012 baseline rating. Each LEA and school will be allowed
eight years to show the necessary improvement due to the rigorous process required.
Specifically, a two letter grade improvement translates into a twenty percentage point increase
in proficiency. For LEAs and schools, this figure would also represent an unprecedented
reduction in the percentage of students showing low growth and improvement. The eight-year
benchmark also requires that no subgroup receive below a ‘C’ rating or the LEA and school
must show substantial high growth in each subgroup. To accomplish both of these feats,
students at each school and LEA must consistently show substantial improvement and growth
over a sustained period of time, with the majority of that improvement and growth coming
from the bottom 25 percent subgroup. Realizing the eight-year benchmark would result in a 75
percent increase (from 40 percent proficient to 70 percent proficient) in the proficiency level of
these students.

Both Indiana’s three-year and eight-year benchmarks are extremely ambitious given historic
statewide proficiency trends. But by building in a laser-like focus on each school’s lowest
achievers, the new AMO and accountability system incent a strategic allocation of resources at
the local level. Students will no longer slip through the accountability cracks of the traditional




subgroup structure. Instead, every school across the state will, for the first time, be held
accountable for the performance of all struggling students. This strengthening and streamlining
of school and district accountability will allow Indiana to race ahead of other states, put an end
to a decades-long trend of poor performance among its bottom 25 percent subgroup, and
bridge the gap between the state’s highest and lowest performers.

Annual Goals

Even though Indiana’s AMO provides three-year and eight-year benchmarks, all schools and LEAs will :
still be assessed annually for progress and performance under Indiana’s state accountability system. For
a chart that outlines annual goals under this system, see page 64. Schools will be categorized as Focus, |
Priority, and Reward schools on a yearly basis as well. As outlined previously in this plan, Indiana has
developed a rigorous state accountability system that holds schools and LEAs accountable for low
growth and for poor proficiency, graduation, and/or college and career readiness rates.

Indiana’s Proposed AMO within the Context of “Putting Students First”

Indiana is one of the country’s leaders in providing a diverse environment of quality educational
options. As part of “Putting Students First,” Indiana established the most expansive school
choice system in the nation’s history. For the first time, all Indiana schools — traditional public,
public charter, and private or parochial —are comp<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>