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INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Education (Department) is offering each State educational agency (SEA)
the opportunity to request flexibility on behalf of itself, its local educational agencies (LEAs), and its
schools, in order to better focus on improving student learning and increasing the quality of
instruction. This voluntary opportunity will provide educators and State and local leaders with
flexibility regarding specific requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) in
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
instruction. This flexibility is intended to build on and support the significant State and local reform
efforts already underway in critical areas such as transitioning to college- and career-ready standards
and assessments; developing systems of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; and
evaluating and supporting teacher and principal effectiveness.

The Department invites interested SEAs to request this flexibility pursuant to the authority in
section 9401 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), which allows the
Secretary to waive, with certain exceptions, any statutory or regulatory requirement of the ESEA for
an SEA that receives funds under a program authorized by the ESEA and requests a waiver. Under
this flexibility, the Department would grant waivers through the 2013-2014 school year, after which
time an SEA may request an extension of this flexibility.

REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF REQUESTS

The Department will use a review process that will include both external peer reviewers and staff
reviewers to evaluate SEA requests for this flexibility. This review process will help ensure that each
request for this flexibility approved by the Department is consistent with the principles described in
the document titled ESEA Flexibility, which are designed to support State efforts to improve student
academic achievement and increase the quality of instruction, and is both educationally and
technically sound. Reviewers will evaluate whether and how each request for this flexibility will
support a comprehensive and coherent set of improvements in the areas of standards and
assessments, accountability, and teacher and principal effectiveness that will lead to improved
student outcomes. Each SEA will have an opportunity, if necessary, to clarify its plans for peer and
staff 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 for this flexibility. If an SEA’s request for this
flexibility is not granted, reviewers and the Department will provide feedback to the SEA about the
components of the SEA’s request that need additional development in order for the request to be

approved.
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

An SEA seeking approval to implement this flexibility must submit a high-quality request that
addresses all aspects of the principles and waivers and, in each place where a plan is required,
includes a high-quality plan. Consistent with ESEA section 9401(d)(1), the Secretary intends to
grant waivers that are included in this flexibility through the end of the 2013—2014 school year. An
SEA will be permitted to request an extension of the initial period of this flexibility prior to the start
of the 20142015 school year unless this flexibility is superseded by reauthorization of the ESEA.
The Department is asking SEAs to submit requests that include plans through the 2014—2015 school
year in order to provide a complete picture of the SEA’s reform efforts. The Department will not
accept a request that meets only some of the principles of this flexibility.

High-Quality Request: A high-quality request for this flexibility is one that is comprehensive and
coherent in its approach, and that clearly indicates how this flexibility will help an SEA and its LEAs
improve student achievement and the quality of instruction for students.

A high-quality request will (1) if an SEA has already met a principle, provide a description of how it
has done so, including evidence as required; and (2) if an SEA has not yet met a principle, describe
how it will meet the principle on the required timelines, including any progress to date. For
example, an SEA that has not adopted minimum guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation
and support systems consistent with principle 3 by the time it submits its request for the flexibility
will need to provide a plan demonstrating that it will do so by the end of the 2011-2012 school year.
In each such case, an SEA’s plan must include, at a minimum, the following elements for 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 in 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 for and
fully evaluate the SEA’s plan to meet a given principle.

2. Detailed timeline: A specific schedule setting forth the dates on which key activities will begin
and be completed and milestones will be achieved so that the SEA can meet the principle by the
required date.

3. Party or parties responsible: Identification of the SEA staff (e.g., position, title, or office) and, as
appropriate, others who will be responsible for ensuring that each key activity is accomplished.

4. Evidence: Where required, documentation to support the plan and demonstrate the SEA’s
progress in implementing the plan. This ESE.A Flexibility Reguest indicates the specific evidence
that the SEA must either include in its request or provide at a future reporting date.

5. Resources: Resources necessary to complete the key activities, including staff time and
additional funding.
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6. Significant obstacles: Any major obstacles that may hinder completion of key milestones and
activities (e.g,, State laws that need to be changed) and a plan to overcome them.

Included on page 19 of this document is an example of a format for a table that an SEA may use to
submit a plan that is required for any principle of this flexibility 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 in mind the required timelines for meeting each principle and develop credible
plans that allow for completion of the activities necessary to meet each principle. Although the plan
for each principle will reflect that particular principle, as discussed above, an SEA should look across
all plans to make sure that it puts forward a comprehensive and coherent request for this flexibility.

Preparing the Request: To prepare a high-quality request, it is extremely important that an SEA
refer to all of the provided resources, including the document titled ESEA 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 if the request meets the
principles of this flexibility; and the document titled ESEA Flexibility Frequently Asked Questions,
which provides additional guidance for SEAs in preparing their requests.

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

Each request must include:

* A table of contents and a list of attachments, using the forms on pages 1 and 2.

* The cover sheet (p. 3), waivers requested (p. 4-5), and assurances (p. 5-0).

* A description of how the SEA has met the consultation requirements (p. 8).

* An overview of the SEA’s request for the ESEA flexibility (p. 8). This overview is a
synopsis of the SEA’s vision of a comprehensive and coherent system to improve student
achievement and the quality of instruction and will orient the peer reviewers to the SEA’s
request. The overview should be about 500 words.

* Evidence 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
SEA may supplement the narrative text in a text box with attachments, which will be
included in an appendix. Any supplemental attachments that are included in an appendix
must be referenced in the related narrative text.

Requests should not include personally identifiable information.

Process for Submitting the Request: An SEA must submit a request to the Department to receive
the flexibility. This request form and other pertinent documents are available on the Department’s
Web site at: http://www.ed.gov/esea/flexibility.

Page 5 of 140



ESEA FLEXIBILITY — REQUEST U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Electronic Submission: 'The Department strongly prefers to receive an SEA’s request for the
flexibility electronically. The SEA should submit it to the following address:
ESEAflexibility(@ed.gov.

Paper Submission: In the alternative, an SEA may submit the original and two copies of its
request for the flexibility to the following address:

Patricia McKee, Acting Director

Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs
U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Room 3W320

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 for paper submissions.

REQUEST SUBMISSION DEADLINE

SEAs will be provided multiple opportunities to submit requests for the flexibility. The submission
dates are November 14, 2011, a date to be announced in mid-February 2012, and an additional
opportunity following the conclusion of the 2011-2012 school year.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MEETING FOR SEAS

To assist SEAs in preparing a request and to respond to questions, the Department will host a series
of Technical Assistance Meetings via webinars in September and October 2011.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

If you have any questions, please contact the Department by e-mail at ESEAflexibility@ed.gov.
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For each attachment included in the ESEA Flexibility Request, label the attachment with the

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

corresponding number from the list of attachments below and indicate the page number where the
attachment is located. If an attachment is not applicable to the SEA’s request, indicate “N/A”
instead of a page number. Reference relevant attachments in the narrative portions of the request.

LABEL LIST OF ATTACHMENTS PAGE |
1 Notice to LEAs 13
2 Comments on request received from LEAs (if applicable) 13
3 Notice and information provided to the public regarding the request 13
4 Evidence that the State has formally adopted college- and catreer-ready 21

content standards consistent with the State’s standards adoption process
5 Memorandum of understanding or letter from a State network of institutions N/A
of higher education (IHEs) certifying that meeting the State’s standards
corresponds to being college- and career-ready without the need for remedial
coursework at the postsecondary level (if applicable)
6 State’s Race to the Top Assessment Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 40
(if applicable)
7 Evidence that the SEA has submitted high-quality assessments and academic N/A
achievement standards to the Department for peer review, or a timeline of
when the SEA will submit the assessments and academic achievement
standards to the Department for peer review (if applicable)
8 A copy of the average statewide proficiency based on assessments 55
administered in the 2010-2011 school year in reading/language arts and
mathematics for the “all students” group and all subgroups (if applicable).
9 Table 2: Reward, Priority, and Focus Schools 58
10 A copy of any guidelines that the SEA has already developed and adopted for 78
local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems (if applicable).
11 Evidence that the SEA has adopted one or more guidelines of local teacher 78
and principal evaluation and support systems
12 Additional PARCC Information 39
13 Additional Information about Indiana’s A-F school grading system 43
14 Indiana’s A-F school grading rule 43
15 Information about Indiana’s Growth Model 43
16 Bottom 25 percent Information 45
17 School Turnaround Information 62
18 Principle 3 Additional Information 83, 84,
85, 86
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COVER SHEET FOR ESEA FLEXIBILITY REQUEST

Legal Name of Requester: Requester’s Mailing Address:
Indiana Department of Education 151 West Ohio Street
Indianapolis, IN 46204

State Contact for the ESEA Flexibility Request

Name: Marcie Brown

Position and Office: Deputy Chief of Staff

Contact’s Mailing Address:
151 West Ohio Street
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Telephone: 317-232-0551
Fax: 317-232-8004

Email address: mbrown@doe.in.gov

Chief State School Officer (Printed Name): Telephone:
Dr. Tony Bennett 317-232-6610
Signature of the Chief State School Officer: Date:

November 14, 2011
X

The State, through its authorized representative, agrees to meet all principles of the ESEA
Flexibility.
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WAIVERS

By submitting this flexibility request, the SEA requests flexibility through waivers of the ten ESEA
requirements listed below and their associated regulatory, administrative, and reporting requirements
by checking each of the boxes below. The provisions below represent the general areas of flexibility
requested; a chart appended to the document titled ESEA Flexibility Frequently Asked Questions
enumerates each specific provision of which the SEA requests a waiver, which the SEA incorporates
into its request by reference.

X] 1. The requirements in ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(E)-(H) that prescribe how an SEA must
establish annual measurable objectives (AMOs) for determining adequate yearly progress (AYP)
to ensure that all students meet or exceed the State’s proficient 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 waiver to develop new ambitious but achievable
AMOs in reading/language arts and mathematics in order to provide meaningful goals that are
used to guide support and improvement efforts for the State, LEAs, schools, and student
subgroups.

X] 2. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(b) for an LEA to identify for improvement,
corrective action, or restructuring, as appropriate, a Title I school that fails, for two consecutive
years or more, to make AYP, and for a school so identified and its LEA to take certain
improvement actions. The SEA requests this waiver so that an LEA and its 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, for two consecutive years or more, fails to make
AYP, and for an LEA so identified and its SEA to take certain improvement actions. The SEA
requests this waiver so that it need not comply with these requirements with respect to its 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 Low-Income School
(RLIS) programs based on whether an LEA has made AYP and is complying with the
requirements in ESEA section 1116. The SEA requests this waiver so that an LEA that receives
SRSA or RLIS funds may use those funds for any authorized purpose regardless of whether the
LEA makes AYP.

X] 5. The requirement in ESEA section 1114(a)(1) that a school have a poverty percentage of 40
percent or more in order to operate a schoolwide program. The SEA requests this waiver so
that an LEA may implement interventions consistent with the turnaround principles or
interventions that are based on the needs of the students in the school and designed to enhance
the entire educational program in a school in any of its priority and focus schools, as
appropriate, even if those schools do not have a poverty percentage of 40 percent or more.

X] 6. The requirement in ESEA section 1003(a) for an SEA to distribute funds reserved under that
section only to LEAs with schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring. The SEA requests this waiver so that it may allocate section 1003(a) funds to its
LEAs in order to serve any of the State’s priority and focus schools.
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X] 7. The provision in ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) that authorizes an SEA to reserve Title I, Part
A funds to reward a Title I school that (1) significantly closed the achievement gap between
subgroups in the school; or (2) has exceeded AYP for two or more consecutive years. The SEA
requests this waiver so that it may use funds reserved under ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) for any
of the State’s reward schools.

X] 8. The requirements in ESEA section 2141(a), (b), and (c) for an LEA and SEA to comply with
certain requirements for improvement plans regarding highly qualified teachers. The SEA
requests this waiver to allow the SEA and its LEAs to focus on developing and implementing
more meaningful evaluation and support systems.

X 9. The limitations in ESEA section 6123 that limit the amount of funds an SEA or LEA may
transfer from certain ESEA programs to other ESEA programs. The SEA requests this waiver
so that it and its LEAs may transfer up to 100 percent of the funds it receives under the
authorized programs among those programs and into Title I, Part A.

Xl 10. The requirements in ESEA section 1003(g)(4) and the definition of a Tier I school in Section
I.A.3 of the School Improvement Grants (SIG) final requirements. The SEA requests this
walver so that it may award SIG funds to an LEA to implement one of the four SIG models in
any of the State’s priority schools.

Optional Flexibility:

An SEA should check the box below only if it chooses to request a waiver of the following
requirements:

X] The requirements in ESEA sections 4201(b)(1)(A) and 4204(b)(2)(A) that restrict the activities
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 is not in session (ze., before and after school or during summer recess). The SEA
requests this waiver so that 21st CCLC funds may be used to support expanded learning time
during the school day in addition to activities during non-school hours or periods when school is
not in session.
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| ASSURANCES |
By submitting this application, the SEA assures that:

DX 1. It requests waivers of the above-referenced requirements based on its agreement to meet
Principles 1 through 4 of the flexibility, 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, consistent with the requirement in ESEA section 3113(b)(2),
and that reflect 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)

X 3.1t 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 significant 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)

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

(Principle 1)

X1 5. It will report annually to the public on college-going and college credit-accumulation rates for
all students and subgroups of students in each LEA and each public high school in the State.

(Principle 1)

X] 6. If the SEA includes student achievement on assessments in addition to reading/language arts
and mathematics in its differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system and uses
achievement on those assessments to identify priority and focus schools, it 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
significant cognitive disabilities, consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(2)(2); and are valid and reliable
for use in the SEA’s differentiated 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 is approved to implement the flexibility, and annually thereafter, it will publicly
recognize its reward schools. (Principle 2)

X] 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 atts
and mathematics in grades in which the State administers assessments in those subjects in a
manner that is timely and informs instructional programs, or it will do so no later the deadline
required under the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund. (Principle 3)

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

X 10. It has consulted with its Committee of Practitioners regarding the information set forth in its
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 of that notice (Attachment 1) as
well as copies of any comments it received from LEAs (Attachment 2).

X] 12. Prior to submitting this request, it provided notice and information regarding the request to
the public in the manner in which the State customarily provides such notice and information to
the public (e.g., by publishing a notice in the newspaper; by posting information on its website)
and has attached a copy of, or link to, that notice (Attachment 3).

X 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, it must also assure that:

[ ] 14. It will submit to the Department for peer review and approval a copy of the guidelines that
it will adopt by the end of the 2011-2012 school year. (Principle 3)

Page 13 of 140



ESEA FLEXIBILITY — REQUEST U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

CONSULTATION \

An SEA must meaningfully engage and solicit input from diverse stakeholders and communities in
the development of its request. To demonstrate that an SEA has done so, the SEA must provide an
assurance that it has consulted with the State’s Committee of Practitioners regarding the information
set forth in the request and provide the following:

1. A description of how the SEA meaningfully engaged and solicited input on its request from
teachers and their 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
WebEx 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.

Since the time of initial submission of the waiver application in November, Dr. Bennett and staff
have communicated with a number of educator groups about the waiver, fielding feedback
whenever it is offered. Those groups include the following:

* Email to all teachers in the state via IDOE’s periodic teacher electronic newsletter

* Superintendents Advisory Council

* Principals Advisory Council

* Non-Public Education Association representatives

* Indiana Education Reform Cabinet

* The Educator Learning Link Ambassadors Program (teachers who have volunteered to

be IDOE “ambassadors” within their school buildings)
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* Teacher Advisory Council (Teacher of the Year and Milken winners)

* Indiana does not have a formal ELL-related teacher association or group with whom to
meet, but see the answer question 2 below for our best efforts at consulting with
representatives of this group.

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
guestions 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 alighnment 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
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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
9-12, 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 of how the SEA meaningfully engaged and solicited input on its request from
other diverse communities, such as students, parents, community-based organizations, civil
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rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilities 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.

Since the time of initial submission of the waiver application in November, Dr. Bennett and
staff have communicated with a number of groups about the waiver, fielding feedback
whenever it is offered. Those groups include the following:
* PTA Advisory Committee
* ARC of Indiana
* Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education
* National Council on Educating Black Children
* Indianapolis Urban League
* Central Indiana Corporate Partnership
* Indiana Chamber of Commerce
e Stand for Children
* While it only meets twice a year and has not been scheduled to meet during the waiver
process, IDOE plans to work with the state’s migrant parent advisory council at its next
meeting to fully communicate about the waiver.

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:

* Indiana Dual Credit Advisory Council

* Indiana Association of Career and Technical Education Directors
* ESC Director's Advisory Committee

* Superintendents Advisory Council

* Principals Advisory Council

* School Boards Advisory Council

* PTA Advisory Committee

* School Counselors Advisory Committee

* ARC of Indiana

* Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education
* Non-Public Education Advisory Committee

* Reading Advisory Council
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* |ndiana Education Reform Cabinet

* The Educator Learning Link Ambassadors Program

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

* Indiana School Board Association

* Indiana Association of School Principals

* |ndiana Association of Public School Superintendents

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

* |ndianapolis Urban League

* Central Indiana Corporate Partnership

* Indiana Chamber of Commerce

* Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce

* 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 IDOE’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
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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.

EVALUATION

The Department encourages an SEA that receives approval to implement the flexibility 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 of approval of the flexibility, an
interested SEA will need to nominate for evaluation a program, practice, or strategy the SEA or its
LEAs will implement under principles 1, 2, or 3. The Department will work with the SEA to
determine the feasibility and design of the evaluation and, if it is determined to be feasible 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 if you are interested in collaborating with the Department in this evaluation, if your
request for the flexibility is approved.

OVERVIEW OF SEA’S REQUEST FOR THE ESEA FLEXIBILITY
Provide an overview (about 500 words) of the SEA’s request for the flexibility that:

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

2. describes how the implementation of the waivers and principles will enhance the SEA’s and
its LEASs’ ability to increase the quality of instruction for 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
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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
landscape.

The opportunity to request ESEA flexibility catches Indiana full stride in implementing the bold
education reforms within “Putting Students First” — reforms that align 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% of students.

Indiana’s coordinated effort to improve teacher quality throughout the state aligns 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.
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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.

PRINCIPLE 1: COLLEGE- AND CAREER-READY EXPECTATIONS
FOR ALL STUDENTS

'1.A° ADOPT COLLEGE- AND CAREER-READY STANDARDS

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

selected.

Option A

X] The State has adopted college- and career-
ready standards in at least reading/language
arts and mathematics that are common to a
significant number of States, consistent with
part (1) of the definition of college- and
career-ready standards.

1. Attach evidence that the State has
adopted the standards, consistent with the
State’s standards adoption process.
(Attachment 4)

Option B

[[] The State has adopted college- and career-
ready standards in at least reading/language
arts and mathematics that have been
approved and certified by a State network of
institutions of higher education (IHEs),
consistent with part (2) of the definition of
college- and career-ready standards.

1. Attach evidence that the State has
adopted the standards, consistent with

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

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

'1.B TRANSITION TO COLLEGE- AND CAREER-READY STANDARDS
Provide the SEA’s plan to transition to and implement no later than the 2013—2014 school year
college- and career-ready standards statewide in at least reading/language arts and mathematics for
all students and schools and include an explanation of how this transition plan is likely to lead to all
students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students, gaining
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access to and learning content aligned with such standards. The Department encourages an SEA to
include in its plan activities related to each of the italicized questions in the corresponding section of
the document titled ESE.A Flexibility Review Guidance, or to explain why one or more of those
activities is not necessary to its plan.

Indiana has been a leading state in content standards, assessments, and graduation
requirements, establishing a strong foundation from which to transition to college and career
ready standards.

In 2001, Indiana was one of five states (along with Kentucky, Massachusetts, Nevada, and
Texas) selected to participate in the American Diploma Project, a national initiative created to
ensure high school graduation standards and assessments across the nation accurately reflect
the knowledge and skills that colleges and businesses really require of high school graduates.

Even before the advent of Common Core State Standards, Indiana was considered to have
among the strongest state standards in the nation. Later, Indiana was deemed to be one of a
few states to have mathematics and E/LA standards rank on par with the CCSS.

Indiana’s Core 40 has been a model of college and career ready high school diploma standards
nationally. The Indiana State Board of Education adopted new course and credit requirements
for earning a high school diploma. A list is available at
http://www.doe.in.gov/core40/overview.html. Adopted originally in 1994, the Core 40 system
now offers students with the option to earn one of four diploma types:

* General
e Cored0
* Core 40 with Academic Honors
» Core 40 with Technical Honors

Additionally, students who qualify can earn dual honors credentials in both academic honors
and technical honors.

The Indiana General Assembly has made completion of Core 40 a graduation requirement for
all students beginning with those entering high school in fall of 2007. The law included an opt-
out provision for parents who determine that their student could benefit more from the
General Diploma. The law also makes Core 40 a minimum college admission requirement for
the state’s public four-year universities beginning in the fall of 2011.

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, Science and Technical Subjects, and for Mathematics. See
Attachment 4 for a copy of the board minutes that show adoption of the CCSS

Soon after adopting the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in August 2010, Indiana became
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the first state in the nation to align its teacher preparation standards with the CCSS and require
colleges to incorporate them into their pre-service preparation programs. The Indiana
Professional Standards Advisory Board (whose responsibilities and authority has now been
transferred to the state board of education), in conjunction with the IDOE, approved the new
developmental and content standards for educators in December 2010. Hundreds of educators
and representatives from K-12 and higher education participated in the development of the
new teacher preparation standards. For more information, visit
http://www.doe.in.gov/educatorlicensing/Professional TeacherStandards.html.

Indiana has moved quickly to transition from the Indiana State Standards to the Common Core
State Standards. Across the state, educators of kindergarteners have begun providing
instruction only on the Common Core State Standards in the 2011-12 school year. First and
second grade instruction only on the Common Core State Standards will roll out in 2012-13.
Hoosier students in all remaining grades will receive instruction only on the Common Core State
Standards during the 2013-14 school year.

In terms of instructional methods aligned to the Common Core State Standards, Math teachers
began implementing the Common Core’s Standards for Mathematical Practice for the 2011-12
school year. All teachers began teaching the Common Core Literacy Standards in grades 6-12
for their disciplines during this school year.

By January of 2013, Indiana will align basic skills competencies in reading, writing, and
mathematics for admission to teacher preparation programs. Development of the blueprints
and actual tests are ongoing now with the state’s vendor, Pearson. Further, by September of
2013, all content and pedagogy/development tests will be implemented. All are fully aligned to
the new teacher standards and with the CCSS.

Finally, as a governing state in The Partnership for the Assessment of Readiness for College and
Careers (PARCC), Indiana will pilot and field test the assessment system prior to the 2014-15
school year.

Alignment

In April 2010, the Mathematics and English/Language Arts specialists at IDOE, in conjunction
with a team of teachers and university professors, analyzed the alignment between early drafts
of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and the Indiana Academic Standards (lAS). This
initial analysis yielded a document that was 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:

* Ensuring the state has world class academic standards for student learning,
« Aligning the Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational Progress-Plus (ISTEP+)
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assessments that measure student achievement with those standards,

» Setting the passing scores for ISTEP+, and

» Making ongoing recommendations focused on improving student achievement to the
Governor, Superintendent of Public Instruction, General Assembly, Indiana State Board
of Education, and others.

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 alignment 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 IAS and the CCSS.

For the 2010-2011 school year, the Indiana Department of Education updated all course
descriptions to align with the CCSS, integrating literacy standards in history, social studies,
science, fine arts, physical education, world languages, and technical subjects. The department
is working with Indiana Association of Teachers of Foreign Languages to implement the
framework for resources for teachers of world languages.

Indiana’s Response to Instruction (RTI) work in 2010, culminated in guidance to the field to
better identify student knowledge and gaps. This new guidance document, which has been
lauded by educators and administrators throughout the state, is available at
http://www.doe.in.gov/rti/docs/Rtl_Guidance_Document.pdf. Through RTI, IDOE will ensure
we focus on access to the common core state standards and equal opportunity for all Hoosier
students.

To increase access to Common Core Standards for Literacy in Technical Subjects for students
participating in career and technical education courses, Indiana has set aside funds and has
recently released a request for quotes on an academic integration project. Further, Career and
Technical Education federal funds available at both local and state level are allocated toward
improving student performance on core indicators for CCSS in English/Language Arts and
Mathematics.

In Indiana, an estimated one quarter to one third of students taking CTE courses are students
with disabilities. These students will certainly benefit from the common core literacy standards

via the academic integration project.

Students with Disabilities

Page 24 of 140



ESEA FLEXIBILITY — REQUEST U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Indiana is fully committed to ensuring that English Language Learners and students with
disabilities have equal access to the Common Core State Standards so they may grow during
their K-12 educational careers. Progress monitoring is one method by which to measure the
incremental growth of special education students, and it is a method endorsed by the U.S.
Department of Education’s Office of Special Education Programs. For more information, visit
http://www.osepideasthatwork.org/toolkit/ta_progress_mon.asp.

For our students with disabilities, Indiana’s Office of Special Education, pursuant to
34CFR300.703, has utilized funds to provide support and direct services, including technical
assistance, personnel preparation, and professional development and training to all LEAs in
Indiana. This technical assistance has been defined as an ongoing negotiated relationship
between the TA Center staff and the TA recipient in planned, purposeful, series of activities
designed to reach an outcome that is valued by the host organization (adapted from U.S.
Department of Education Office of Special Education Programs).

Indiana has six technical assistance centers focused on multiple areas of education benefitting
students with disabilities. Three of the centers are able to incorporate into their current efforts
training and professional development that will support and prepare teachers to educate
students with disabilities to the CCSS. These centers currently concentrate on the following:
assessment and instruction, with a focus on Universal Design for Learning; Effective and
Compliant IEPs, with a focus on writing, implementing, and measuring appropriate goals; and
Secondary Transition, with a focus on ensuring that IEPs are written, implemented, and provide
meaningful transition to post secondary education and/or careers. These technical assistance
centers are an extension of the IDOE Office of Special Education and will ensure that all
teachers have the knowledge necessary to educate students with disabilities to the CCSS.

As a part of this technical assistance, Indiana is committed to the analysis of the learning and
accommodation factors necessary to ensure that students with disabilities will have the
opportunity for growth through the college and career ready standards. This will be
accomplished in two manners. First, for students who are assessed against grade level
academic standards, Indiana will begin to develop a guidance document for LEAs that addresses
how to select, administer, and evaluate the use of accommodations for instruction and
assessment of students with disabilities. This framework already exists, as developed by the
Council of Chief State School Officers, and assistance is available to Indiana in the development
of this guidance through the North Central Regional Resource Center.

For students who are assessed against alternate achievement standards, Indiana will utilize the
National Alternate Assessment Center’s framework for professional development and guidance
on the assessment and instruction of students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.
The objective of this guidance will be to assess and align grade level content for students with
the most significant cognitive disabilities, to identify instructional activities that relate to CCSS
for this population of students embedding communication, motor, and social skills into
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curriculum, and the identification of appropriate supports to ensure success.

Additionally, Indiana’s Office of Special Education is working collaboratively with parent
advocacy groups (the Arc of Indiana and IN*SOURCE) and Indiana’s Effective Evaluation
Resource Center (based at the Blumberg Center at Indiana State University), to develop
guidance for districts regarding the potential change in assessment options. Through these
collaborations, IDOE will develop a tool for LEAs to make appropriate assessment decisions
within the case conference committee process, and we will encourage parents to be an integral
part of the decision-making process. These supports will ensure that case conference
committees across the state consider consistent information when making student assessment
decisions, and they will ensure that with the phasing out of Indiana’s modified assessment
(IMAST), students are not unjustifiably shifted to the alternate assessment.

Through the utilization of Indiana’s technical assistance centers and the development of
guidance surrounding learning and accommodation factors and appropriate assessment
decisions, students with disabilities will have the opportunity for growth under college and
career ready standards, and their teachers will have a better understanding of how to teach all
students to the CCSS.

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% 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% 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.

Finally, Indiana is committed to ensuring that students who take the alternate assessment are
being transitioned to college and career readiness. IDOE has a unique and powerful resource
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center focused on secondary transition. This resource center works directly with all LEAs to
ensure students with disabilities have good transition goals and assist students with transition.

For all students with disabilities who are either age 14 or in 9th grade, their IEPs must contain
post secondary goals. These goals must include, but are not limited to, postsecondary
education; vocational education or training, or both; integrated employment, including
supported employment; continuing and adult education; adult services; independent living; or
community participation. The creation of these IEPs is monitored through the Office of Special
Education, and districts struggling to support this group of learners can access support through
the Secondary Transition Resource Center. For students who are participating in Indiana’s
alternate assessment and are likely to go into the workforce or into an alternate post secondary
educational environment, their post secondary goals drive their secondary services and
planning.

As these students can be more challenging to measure in terms of growth, the Office of Special
Education is working collaboratively with IDOE’s Office of Student Assessment as well as the
Secondary Transition Resource Center and the Effective and Compliant IEP Resource Center to
investigate ways in which to have data guide the work of teachers to ensure that students are
meeting their post secondary goals. The Secondary Transition Resource Center has partnered
with Vocational Rehabilitation to ensure that students with more severe disabilities
transitioning to post secondary settings have the necessary skills to obtain meaningful
employment as well as independent living opportunities. The Effective and Compliant IEP
Resource Center works with all LEAs to ensure that teachers identify appropriate post
secondary goals and that there are transition services in place that will allow the student to be
college and career ready. The Office of Special Education and the Office of Student Assessment
are working to determine what types of data can be obtained from Indiana’s alternate
assessment that can help drive instruction in order to ensure that all students leave their
secondary experience college and career ready.

Indiana uses a modified assessment called IMAST. Students who take IMAST are at grade level
and on a track to graduate with a traditional diploma. IDOE will count them in the same manner
as the interventions and services. These students are included in the transition to the common
core state standards and the assessments aligned to them. IDOE is addressing the needs of
students participating in modified assessment in a number of ways.

IDOE’s Response to Instruction (RTI) framework, which was developed by IDOE with the
National RTI Center, provides a model for supporting all students in high-quality Tier 1
instruction. Indiana moved away from a special education model, but it provides support to
teachers in how to track students’ progress at all levels — through the use of purposeful
assessments (progress monitoring, universal screeners, diagnostics) and Tier 2 and Tier 3
interventions. The framework focuses on providing high-quality Tier 1 instruction for all, and
through this, teachers can identify where the kids are and where their gaps are. There are
cohorts of schools around the state which received support to implement the framework, and
the framework is a reference document and foundation for many department initiatives, such
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as the Third Grade Reading initiative and the transition to the CCSS.

The Office of Special Education is working to identify ways to utilize the progress monitoring
information that teachers of record are required to collect to examine growth and achievement
of students participating in the alternate assessment, and to draw correlations to career
readiness skills. Currently, Indiana has a state sponsored IEP tool (IndianalEP). For the 2011-
2012 school year, approximately 95% of Indiana LEAs utilized IndianalEP. Because all teachers
of record must complete progress monitoring within the IEP system, the potential is there to
compile progress monitoring information from formal assessments as well as informal
assessments statewide, and to provide information to LEAs regarding student progress on
goals. The Office of Special Education is currently working with the vendor who created
IndianalEP to determine what types of reports could be generated for students who are
participating in Indiana’s alternate assessment so that instruction may be better informed, as
well as ensuring that instruction being provided will meet the students’ post secondary goals.

For students who are participating in Indiana’s alternate assessment and whose case
conference committee team determines they will take the general assessment (ISTEP+), those
students would participate in the plan for the predictive Acuity testing to determine if their
current interventions are effectively addressing their instructional needs. Instruction would
need to be modified based on the acuity results as well as the progress monitoring that is
required. Itis intended that the same investigation of progress monitoring that will be utilized
for students who participate in Indiana’s alternate assessment could be completed for students
with disabilities who are participating in the general assessment.

English Language Learners

For our English Language Learners, the IDOE will leverage the work of 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 by the end of 2011.

Additionally, Indiana is working with GLE in the development of a definitive timeline of activities
to support Indiana in the development and dissemination of new ELP standards aligned to the
CCSS. The timeline will be complete by the end of April, 2012. In addition to supporting
teachers of EL students in the transition to the new ELP standards once they are developed,
correlations will be drawn to the CCSS for English/language arts so that both EL teachers and
general classroom teachers understand the relationship between these standards, as well as
their interdependence in the success of EL students. Training will focus around how the
teachers, especially classroom teachers, use the standards to plan instruction for EL students.
By effectively supporting teachers in knowing how to plan meaningful instruction for their EL
students related to the CCSS in English/language arts, as a result Indiana will additionally be
supporting teachers in preparing their EL students for the transition to the new assessment.
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Indiana will provide professional development and other supports to prepare teachers to teach
all students, including English Learners, to the CCSS. The Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL)
would serve as a partner in this work. While there are a number of areas where CAL can
provide support, the initial focus will be helping teachers understand how teaching reading to
English Learners is different than teaching reading to native speakers. This support would be
provided to general classroom and EL teachers as a means of supporting EL students in all
educational settings.

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 2013-2014 school year.
To accomplish this, IDOE will do the following during the late fall of 2011 and throughout 2012:

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

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

* Develop an internal 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 an internal/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);

* 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);

* 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;

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

group, Work Group, and Advisory Group; and

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 support Indiana’s migrant students, IDOE will create a resource center in late 2012 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.
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The CCSS are a benchmark for all students, including special education students. The IDOE’s
expectation is that special education teachers will utilize the CCSS in their classrooms for
students with disabilities on the same schedule as general education teachers, 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. Analysis will be
completed in 2012. Thereafter, IDOE will communicate findings on learning and
accommodation factors with Special Education stakeholders.

Outreach and Dissemination

Over the past few years, IDOE has built a portal to conduct better outreach and dissemination
of information across the state. The Learning Connection portal was developed by IDOE and
plays a prominent role in fostering communication to and between Hoosier teachers and in
supporting the implementation of IDOE’s strategic initiatives, such as the transition to the CCSS.
The portal hosts communities of practitioners, with approximately 80 to 90% of all Indiana of
teachers registered. Usage is growing — there are over 10,000 members of the literacy
community, 3,000 in the curriculum and instruction community, and nearly 2,000 in the
mathematics community. About 5,000 total resources are available through these three
communities, and salient topics are discussed in forums weekly, monitored by DOE staff
members. The IT team is currently working on developing a mechanism for disseminating
resources specific to the CCSS developed by Indiana teachers.

By providing data, resources, and tools for school improvement, the functionality of the
Learning Connection can be leveraged across IDOE initiatives aimed at improving student
learning. The system offers the following four distinct benefits to every teacher:

1. Access to longitudinal student-level data from numerous sources to support
instructional decisions and increase student achievement;

2. Opportunities to collaborate with colleagues from across the state through the
communication tools in the communities;

3. Online lesson planning and curriculum design capabilities; and

4. A common point of access for information from IDOE.

During the month of August, all public and accredited-private K-12 schools in Indiana receive
shipments of materials related to student success and college and career readiness.
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* A magazine for grade K-10 students and their families

o The magazines are jointly produced by the Indiana Commission for Higher
Education and the Indiana Department of Education through the state's Learn
More Indiana partnership.

o Each version of the K-10 magazine provides a grade-specific overview of
information tied to student success: how plan, prepare and pay for college and
career success, tips for a good start this academic year, methods of career
exploration, an explanation of the Core 40 options, and more.

o Content is tied to the Indiana Student Standards for Guidance.

* A magazine for grade 11 and 12 students

o The magazine provides information on planning, preparing and paying for
college success, including tips on scholarship searches, finding a college, and
more.

* Graduation Plans for grade 8 and 9 students
o Anonline version is available at learnmoreindiana.org/plan.
* College GO! Week kits

o This year all schools serving grades K-12 will receive College GO! Week materials,
including elementary schools.

o Materials include posters, postcards, banner and starter guides.

o Visit CollegeGoWeekIndiana.org for more information.

The K-10 magazine began including information about CCSS soon after the adoption of the
standards and goes to home with every K-12 student in Indiana.

The Indiana Department of Education’s redesigned website will be launched in January of 2012
has pages targeted to families, parents, and student, and will be utilized to offer key
information to each audience about the CCSS.

There are nearly 300 school districts across the state in addition to approximately 60 charter
schools. Through a partnership with the Curriculum Institute, IDOE has offered a series of three
informational sessions around the state regarding the CCSS. 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. The first three sessions focus on curriculum
directors, district and building-level administrators, including school principals, and
instructional coaches.

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

Intended Audience: Curriculum directors and district-level administrators

Overview:
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* Transitioning to the CCSS with the Indiana multi-year transition plan

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

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

» Discussion on the requirements of IAS versus the CCSS

» Development of a district-wide action plan

Session |
Date Location Number of
Participants

June 17, Indianapolis, IN 190
2011
June 30, Indianapolis, IN 45
2011
September Plymouth, IN 56
7,2011
September Decatur, IN 76
8,2011
October 14, Highland, IN 61
2011
October 19, Jasper, IN 28
2011

TOTAL 456

Session Il

Intended Audience: Curriculum directors, district-level administrators, building-level
administrators

Overview:

+ Update on the PARCC content framework and additional resources
* Major shifts in mathematics and ELA

* Requirements of PARCC assessments verses the ISTEP+ assessment
* Conducting a close reading of the standards

Session Il
Date Location Number of
Participants
October 18, Connersville, IN 36
2011
October 31, Fort Wayne, IN 172
2011
November Plymouth, IN 139
1, 2011
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November Highland, IN 52

8, 2011

November Indianapolis, IN 36

9, 2011

December Jasper, IN 32 registered thus far
6, 2011

January 24, West Lafayette, IN 30 registered thus far
2012

TOTAL

435 (not including
the 12/6 & 1/24
sessions)

Session Il

Intended Audience: Curriculum directors, district-level administrators, building-level

administrators, and instructional coaches

Overview:

* Update on the Indiana transition plan and available resources
* PARCC Model Content Frameworks

» The importance of Disciplinary Literacy, core competencies, and securely held content

* Mathematics Resource Analysis Tool

Session Il
Date Location Number of
Participants
(Current
Registrations / Total
Capacity)
January 10, Jasper, IN 19/32
2012
January 11, Connersville, IN 31/36
2012
January 17- Fort Wayne, IN 128/175
18, 2012
January 25, Highland, IN 22/100
2012
January 30, Indianapolis, IN 27/75
2012
January 31, Plymouth, IN 11/80
2012
February 2, Plymouth, IN 16/80
2012
TOTAL TBD
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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.

In February 2012, IDOE will start planning follow up professional development focused on all
teachers, as well as school principals. These sessions were specific to mathematics and E/LA
CCSS. IDOE will identify which teachers and principals participate, and we will plan to train
representatives from each school district in the state, utilizing a train-the-trainer approach to
scale up. The Learning Connection will be leveraged to disseminate resources created through
the teacher sessions described above.

IDOE will continue to utilize larger conferences to scale up general awareness and professional
development on the Common Core State Standards. One expected opportunity is our summer
reading conference. In 2011, nearly 1,500 teachers, administrators, and parents attended the
conference. IDOE will also utilize large scale events hosted by our partners to raise awareness
and understand of the CCSS. Conferences hosted by the American College for Education (ACE)
in 2011 trained 500 teachers in mathematical practices and 200 reading teachers trained by Dr.
Louisa Moats.

Indiana intends to conduct additional outreach and dissemination of information on the CCSS
to key stakeholders to increase awareness and understanding. To do this, with the support of
PARCC, the IDOE will hire a full time Project Manager starting in early 2012 to coordinate the
work of key action groups responsible for targeted aspects of the work identified below. These
groups will phase in over the course of one year, with the initial meeting of the Vision Team in
December of 2011. Coordinated by the Project Manager, each group will align its work with the
others.

Group Purpose

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

Page 34 of 140



ESEA FLEXIBILITY — REQUEST U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

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

A recent partnership between IDOE and the Indiana Commission for Higher Education will forge
a coordinated process to carry out outreach to higher education faculty and administrators
about the transition to the CCSS and to PARCC. Indiana is one of ten states selected for a grant
to assist our K-12 and postsecondary education systems in alignment to the Common Core
State Standards and assessments that will measure them.

The grant program, called Core to College: Preparing Students for College Readiness and
Success, aims to foster long-term collaborations between state higher education and K-12
entities that will improve student achievement and college readiness and ultimately, increased
rates of enrollment and graduation. One key to this success is using the CCSS and assessments
to establish a statewide common definition of college readiness to signal a student’s
preparedness for credit-bearing college courses. Having such a baseline will also inform
processes to transition students successfully between high school and higher education
environments.

Indiana will serve as a model for other states, demonstrating how to create connections among
educational entities that will strongly support the interest of student success.

Professional Development, Supports and Materials

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
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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 ISTEP+ 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 Il 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 to be completed by March 2012, and plans to conduct a similar
review for E/LA during the summer of 2012.

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 aligned to the CCSS, exemplified by the
following:

* In conjunction with PARCC, IDOE has developed content frameworks that will serve as a
strong basis for future work;

* IDOE 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;

* 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

* |nthe fall of 2011 IDOE began the process of writing a Secondary Literacy Framework,
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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% 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
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to provide Advanced Placement courses in Mathematics and science for students who were
gualified 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
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. 79%
of Indiana students completed Core 40 curriculum in the 2009-10 academic year. Of these, 30%
gualified 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% 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 enroliment courses in the high
school may charge high school students. This eliminates financial barriers for high school
students taking college-level courses. Additionally Ivy 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:
* Indiana test takers grew by 9.7% in 2010-2011 (38,418 total) and 28.1% in 2009-2010 as
compared to the national growth of 7% in 2010-2011 and 9.5% in 2009-2010.
* Growth in the number of exams taken in Indiana was 11.3% in 2010-2011 and 29.2% in
2009-2010 compared to the national growth of 7.6% in 2010-2011 and 10.2% in 2009-
2010.
* The number of scores of 3, 4, or 5 increased by 16.8% in 2010-2011 and 13.3% in 2009-
2010 as compared to 7.6% nationally in 2010-2011 and 8.3% in 2009-2010.
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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% in one year and 123 percent in 5 years; Hispanic
students who passed an AP exam increased by 25% in one year and 200% 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%
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.

Growth of Indiana High Schools Authorized to Offer IB Diploma Program

1986 | 1995 2002 2004 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2011
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 significant 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
75% 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
years 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 25% of all Indiana
graduates earn quality college credits has changed the culture of our schools, by asking each to
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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 $100 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 enroliment.
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.

Indiana’s new A-F school grading metrics include a College and Career Ready metric. The
College and Career Ready (CCR) metric has four indicators: passing an Advanced Placement
(AP) exam, passing an International Baccalaureate (IB) exam, earning at three college credits
(typically through Dual Credit), and earning an Industry Certification (Cert). Students
demonstrating proficiency on any one of those metrics are counted in the numerator of the
equation and no student is counted twice on a single metric or across metrics (it is an
unduplicated count) — this allows for a percent of graduates at each school demonstrating
proficiency on at least one of four very strong indicators of success beyond high school may be
measured. The measure was built intentionally with four possible options for students (and
schools) to demonstrate proficiency because while every Indiana school is required to deliver at
least two AP courses and at least two dual credit courses (see below), some focus more on AP
courses while others choose to focus more on dual credit courses. Additionally about twenty-
two schools choose to provide IB courses and exams, and Industry Certifications are growing
annually.

In 2006, the Indiana General Assembly passed a statute requiring all schools to provide at least
two AP courses and at least two Dual Credit courses (IC 20-30-10-4 and IC 20-36-3-5).
Concurrently, the legislature enacted legislation to support schools’ pursuit thereof, including
funding to pay for all math and science AP exams for all students, professional development
monies (IC 20-36-3-8), and making sure free/reduced lunch students may take dual credit
courses at no cost (IC 21-43-5-11). Free/reduced lunch students may take any AP exam at no
cost due to federal appropriations.

In 2009, Dr. Bennett issued statewide goals of 90-25-90: 90% of students must pass the state
mandatory annual assessments, 25% of students must graduate high school either passing an
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AP exam (scores of 3 or higher), or an IB exam (score of 4 or higher), or earn college credits
(dual credits) or industry certifications, and 90% of students must graduate. These expectations
apply to all Indiana schools and drive the metrics and methodology for the state’s new
accountability model, “A-F.”

The setting of school and statewide goals around tangible targets coupled with mass
communication throughout the field of the significant state support for college-level courses
proved beneficial to students immediately and is best evidenced by the following data points:

(1) In 2009, 635 Black Indiana graduates took an AP exam. In 2010, that total jumped to
1,016 (60% growth). The previous one-year high for growth for this subgroup was
28%.

(2) In 2009, 432 Hispanic Indiana graduates took an AP exam. In 2010, that total jumped
to 738 (71% growth). The previous one-year high growth for this subgroup was 13%.

In fact, Indiana’s increase in student AP exam participation in 2010 was highest in the nation
and its increase in the percentage of graduates passing an AP exam in 2010 was second highest.
Preliminary analyses for 2011 results suggest that Indiana will land in a similar place again
nationally.

In 2010, Indiana educational stakeholders formed the Indiana Dual Credit Advisory Council
(IDCAC) to primarily handle the “explosion” in dual credit enrollments and the offering of too
many courses that do not transfer to at least Indiana colleges. The council is comprised of
members from K-12, higher education, think tanks, and the Indiana state legislature. IDCAC
was concerned with the proliferation of dual credit offerings and enrollments throughout the
state --which was growing too fast — and many of which were not transferable credits. An
outcome o f the group was the establishment of a list of Priority Liberal Arts and Priority Career
and Technical Education courses which were determined based on their record of
transferability and high enrollments. These courses receive state support through higher
education state appropriations, are capped at a cost of $25 per credit hour (lvy Tech
Community College, the state community college system, offers all of its classes for free), are
the only courses that count for students pursing the Academic or Technical Honors diploma
(beginning for the class of 2016), and are the only courses that count for the College and Career
Ready metric in the state’s new accountability measure (effective this year). These policies
taken together help focus Indiana’s fast growing dual credit student participation around
courses that carry the greatest relevancy and currency for its graduates when they enter post-
secondary institutions.

Starting in 2006, Indiana has strategically aligned it resources around building one of the most
robust College and Career Ready systems in the country ensuring that schools have the ability
to provide these options to all students. This strategic plan is already proving successful and
will continue to foster greater student preparedness to succeed in college and/or a career.
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Educator Preparation and Licensing

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:

* 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.

* 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 aligned 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
school setting developmental levels. The standards are grounded in scientifically based
research and are aligned 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.

The 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:
http://www.doe.in.gov/educatorlicensing/standards.html.

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

Addressing Addressing Addressing
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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:
http://www.doe.in.gov/educatorlicensing/pdf/EnglishLearners.pdf
http://www.doe.in.gov/educatorlicensing/documents/INExceptionalNeeds-Mild.pdf
http://www.doe.in.gov/educatorlicensing/documents/INExceptionalNeeds-Intense.pdf

The 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 aligned 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.

The IDOE is beginning the process of developing an accountability system for teacher
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.

Page 43 of 140



ESEA FLEXIBILITY — REQUEST U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

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.
http://www.doe.in.gov/educatorlicensing/pdf/SchoolLeaderBuildingLevel.pdf
http://www.doe.in.gov/educatorlicensing/pdf/SchoolLeaderDistrictLevel.pdf

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 significant
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 alignment 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.
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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 diagnostic 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.

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.

Acuity testing is widely used across the state: 90% of school districts use this assessment.
Indiana implemented Acuity as a part of an updated assessment system that began in the
spring of 2009, and the state budget contains a grant that allows all schools (grades 3-8 and
Algebra 1) to use the Acuity assessments in either a diagnostic (4 times a year) or predictive (3
times a year) format, at no cost. The grant requires that all students, except those with the
most significant disabilities, participate in the chosen format. Acuity also can be used “on
demand” by educators to assess student mastery of standards at any time. Acuity tools not
only provide detailed diagnostics but also deliver individualized links to instructional
resources. IDOE also provides training to schools, not only on how to administer the test but
how to interpret the data and use that to drive instruction.

Acuity is used as a tool that can be taken off grade level, and teachers can identify what
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material students have truly mastered. Teachers can do diagnosis any time they want. IDOE
has recently launched enhancements to a series of reports that allow users to toggle between
an Indiana view and a CCSS view of the current Acuity assessments. IDOE is currently working
with our assessment vendor to build a fully-aligned common core specific version of Acuity.

As mentioned above, Acuity can be used to determine if special education students are close on
track to pass a standardized assessment. There are two versions or delivery formats which
schools select from, diagnostic (4 times a year) or predictive (3 times per year). For all students,
the sequence of three assessments provides a prediction of how likely the student will be to
pass the ISTEP+ test.

Each district must select one format to deliver; either diagnostic or predictive. Once they have
the tests, they must be administered to all students. Acuity is not exclusive to a particular
group and it does not exclude a group.

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 I, 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
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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
web-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
Kindergarten in the areas of English/language arts and mathematics and includes three
functional 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.

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
Student 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 31% 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 the following:
* independent alignment studies of ACT and College Board assessment suites to the
CCSS;
* an independent evaluation of the implementation of the assessment suites on a large
scale;
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* an independent evaluation of the utility of the assessment suites in determining
interventions to support students who are not on-track for college and career readiness,
or in determining course scheduling to support students who exceed college and career
readiness benchmarks;

* the appropriateness for using the assessment suites in classroom, building, and
corporation level accountability systems;

* the development of correlation tables to determine how to link achievement levels
between 8" grade and high school assessments to provide student growth
measurements for high school students; 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, 2013-14 and 2014-15 to bridge from the current Graduation Qualifying Exam (GQE)
to the PARCC assessments.

Indiana currently pays for all sophomores in the state to take the PSAT. Based on the results of
independent studies, Indiana will determine whether this test continues to provide the most
beneficial information to students and schools in driving growth of college and career readiness
as defined in the CCSS or if another element in either assessment suite provides information
better aligned to measuring college and career readiness. If the SAT or ACT is chosen, IDOE
would report the metric of college and career readiness for each high school and the state as a
whole.

The Indiana Growth Model uses longitudinal student achievement data to estimate student
growth. If strong alignment can be established between the 8" grade ISTEP+ assessments and
the ACT/CB suites, Indiana would be able to incorporate growth measures into the high school
data stream immediately. This will allow Indiana to provide student, classroom and school
growth data for decision making and accountability well in advance of its availability from the
PARCC assessment system.

Indiana’s growth measures are based on ISTEP+ results for students in grades 4-8. This means
that students in grades K-3 are excluded from these calculations, as are students taking the
ISTAR or IMAST alternative test in lieu of ISTEP+. Most special education students in Indiana
take ISTEP+, while only a small percentage takes the ISTAR or IMAST.

It is important to note, however, that all students are calculated in the proficiency component
of the new accountability model (ISTEP + IMAST + ISTAR). The proficiency side of the model
remains the primary tool of the model while growth serves as a supplement that is utilized to
reward schools for showing significant student improvement or to penalize schools that allow
students to fall behind their peers.

Given the way ISTAR and IMAST are scaled it is simply not possible to calculate growth from one
year to the next on these assessments. Of note, however, is that 97% of special education
students in Indiana take the ISTEP+ for accountability purposes and therefore have growth
model results and are included in the growth calculations.

Page 48 of 140



ESEA FLEXIBILITY — REQUEST U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

At the high school level, Indiana is not able to calculate growth because of the non-linear
relationship between the assessments (something we expect the new PARCC assessment will
change). Instead, the state accountability model looks at proficiency rates and improvement.
These calculations include all secondary students, incorporating the performance of students
on the ISTEP+ and ISTAR (IMAST is not an option on the high school assessments).

The only students exempt from growth or improvement calculations are English Language
Learner students who are LAS Links Level 1 proficient who are Level 1 for the first time and
never tested at a higher level and LAS Links Level 2 proficient students who are Level 2 for the
first time and never tested at a higher level — both of these levels of testers lack the language
skills to comprehend the questions on ISTEP+. These students are excluded from the
calculations only if they show growth on the LAS Links test and no student may exempt for
more than two years, regardless of their current proficiency level on the Las Links exam (levels
1-5). The only students that do not have to show growth to be excluded are the first time Level
1 students, which serves as a replacement to the current exemption for students who have
been in the country for less than a year.

This change in policy would serve as an added incentive for students to consider “what comes
next” as an additional accountability measure for high schools and as a transition to the rigor of
measures the CCSS and the PARCC assessment will bring to Indiana high schools.

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, 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 alignment 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
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.

2. 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
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required by the CCSS and selecting those passages with a deliberate review of the range

of text complexity.

3. Finally, Indiana has joined Achieve, Student Achievement Partners and other states in
collaboratively investigating a more systematic and cost effective process to better
aligning 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:

* |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

* 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.

* 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
own tests.

1.C DEVELOP AND ADMINISTER ANNUAL, STATEWIDE, ALIGNED, HIGH-

QUALITY ASSESSMENTS THAT MEASURE STUDENT GROWTH

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

Option A Option B Option C
[] The SEA is participating in | [_] The SEA is not [ ] The SEA has developed
one of the two State participating in either one and begun annually
consortia that received a of the two State consortia administering statewide
grant under the Race to the that received a grant under aligned, high-quality
Top Assessment the Race to the Top assessments that measure
competition. Assessment competition, student growth in
and has not yet developed reading/language arts and
i. Attach the State’s or administered statewide in mathematics in at least
Memorandum of aligned, high-quality grades 3-8 and at least once
Understanding (MOU) assessments that measure in high school in all LEAs.
under that competition. student growth in
(Attachment 0) reading/language arts and 1. Attach evidence that the
in mathematics in at least SEA has submitted these
grades 3-8 and at least once assessments and
in high school in all LEAs. academic achievement
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L

Provide the SEA’s plan
to develop and
administer annually,
beginning no later than
the 2014-2015 school
year, statewide aligned,
high-quality assessments
that measure student
growth in
reading/language arts
and in mathematics in at
least grades 3-8 and at
least once in high school
in all LEAs, as well as
set academic
achievement standards
for those assessments.

standards to the
Department for peer
review ot attach a
timeline of when the
SEA will submit the
assessments and
academic achievement
standards to the
Department for peer
review. (Attachment 7)

- See Attachment 6 for Indiana’s PARCC MOU.
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PRINCIPLE 2: STATE-DEVELOPED DIFFERENTIATED RECOGNITION,

ACCOUNTABILITY, AND SUPPORT

2.A DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A STATE-BASED SYSTEM OF DIFFERENTIATED
RECOGNITION, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND SUPPORT

2.A.i  Provide a description of the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support
system that includes all the components listed in Principle 2, the SEA’s plan for
implementation of the differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system no later
than the 2012-2013 school year, and an explanation of how the SEA’s differentiated
recognition, accountability, and support system is designed to improve student achievement
and school performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for
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:

Current Labels Old Labels (Prior to 2010-11)
A Exemplary Progress
B Commendable Progress
C Academic Progress
D Academic Watch
F Academic Probation

When the 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
about the 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.

Page 52 of 140



ESEA FLEXIBILITY — REQUEST U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

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.

e 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.

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

e 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% 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%) promises to directly attack the intractable issue of achievement gapsin a
way many states would be more hesitant to utilize. That said, Indiana’s proposed approach
does not abandon the value provided by traditional ESEA subgroups. In fact, the state intends
to leverage traditional subgroups as a transparent “check” to further ensure no students slip
through the cracks (this new check is described later in this section).

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. In fact, utilizing the current AYP accountability system under NCLB has resulted
in a very modest narrowing of the achievement gaps in Indiana:
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Cumulative Percentage Change (Narrowing) of the Achievement Gap in the Past Five Years
Under Current NCLB Methodology
Change in E/LAGap  Change in Math Gap

Top 75% Subgroup vs. Bottom 25% Subgroup -4% -3%
White Students vs. Minority Students -3% -2%
Paid Lunch vs. Free/reduced Lunch Students -2% -1%
General Education vs. Special Ed Students -4% -5%
Not ELL vs. ELL Students -4% -3%

Indiana’s new accountability model is designed with greater ambition to demonstrably narrow
the achievement gaps of traditionally underrepresented students with more pronounced effect.
The backbone of the state’s solution couples the benefits of both the bottom 25% super
subgroup and ESEA subgroups.

Working under the new AMOs, Indiana expects to have the following narrowing of achievement
gaps by 2020:

Cumulative Percentage Change (Narrowing) of the Achievement Gap over the Next Eight
Years Under Indiana’s New Accountability System
Change in E/LAGap  Change in Math Gap
Top 75% Subgroup vs. Bottom 25% Subgroup -24% -34%
White Students vs. Black Students -12% -13%
White Students vs. Hispanic Students -9% -10%
Paid Lunch vs. Free/reduced Lunch Students -13% -15%
General Education vs. Special Ed Students -14% -15%
Not ELL vs. ELL Students -12% -9%

The shift from a singular focus on traditional ESEA subgroups to now include the bottom 25%
subgroup is necessary to achieve the goal of NCLB. The original intent of NCLB was to ensure
that all students, regardless of race, background, or any educational disadvantages are
performing at high levels and that the persistent achievement gaps that exist between different
student populations are closed. Unfortunately, little progress has been made with the sole
emphasis on traditional ESEA subgroups. The time has come for a more aggressive approach.

Rather than solely focusing on traditional subgroups, Indiana proposes to use them as a
transparent safeguard to ensure Special Education students, English Language Learners, and
other subgroups that have historically been marginalized are not permitted to slip through the
cracks. To be clear, schools and LEAs will still be held accountable for the performance and
improvement of their students that fall into traditional ESEA subgroups. Indiana will continue to
report the progress these individual subgroups make towards meeting the state’s AMO and
require schools and LEAs to provide targeted interventions (outlined in the School
Improvement Plan) for any ESEA subgroup that is not meeting the AMO and closing the
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achievement gap on each metric (E/LA, math, graduation rate, and college and career
readiness), ensuring no children are left behind.

Indiana’s new and dynamic super subgroup enables the state to ensure every student is now
calculated in each school’s accountability because every school has a bottom 25%. Data show
that traditionally underperforming students in Indiana comprise a majority of that bottom 25%
population. Indiana schools must improve the proficiency levels and demonstrate significant
growth for the new super subgroup, without ignoring ESEA subgroups, 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%.

More information about the details of the A-F models is included as Attachments 13 and 14.
Please note that some information located in Attachment 14 relating to student exclusions has
been updated since Indiana’s original ESEA Flexibility request was submitted. That piece of the
attachment is no longer reflective of this request.

Creating incentives for a focus on the students who need the most support

A cursory glance at Indiana’s new A-F model shows the system awards equal points for
significantly high student growth in either the bottom 25% or top 75% student subgroups.
However, it is three times more difficult to receive the grade point bonus for exhibiting high
growth for the top 75% subgroup than it is to receive the bonus for the bottom 25% subgroup.
The model is intentionally built to provide an incentive for schools and LEAs to focus on the
success of their bottom 25% student population, including ESEA subgroups. This incentive is
described below.

Initially, schools receive preliminary E/LA and math scores (grades) based on the total number
of students scoring proficient on the annual mandatory assessments (ISTEP+, ISTAR and IMAST).
Next, the bottom 25% and top 75% subgroups are equally weighted as potential bonuses to
augment a school’s proficiency score (grade) on E/LA or math.

For example, if 40% of students in either subgroup (bottom 25% or top 75%) show high growth,
the school receives a 1.00 point (one grade level) increase on its preliminary E/LA or math
proficiency score. In a school of 100 students, it has 25 students in the bottom 25% and 75
students in the top 75%.

i. 40% of 25=10
ii. 40% of 75=30

This sample school must have ten of its bottom 25% students show high growth to receive the
1.00 point increase, or it must have thirty of its top 75% students show high growth to receive
the increase (or it may achieve high growth for both subgroups and receive 2.00 points in
increases). Which subgroup would a principal or superintendent target first?
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In Indiana’s Growth Model, every student’s state assessment result on ISTEP+ is compared to
every other student in the state that scored at the same scale score from the prior year, and
then each student is plotted in one of three norm-referenced categories (low, typical, or high)
based on relative growth to his/her academic peers. Regardless of whether a student is low
performing (e.g. 200 scale score) or high performing (e.g. 780 scale score), it is equally
challenging for students at every proficiency score to achieve high growth. It is three times
more difficult to earn the high growth bonus for the school’s top 75% population (in the
example provided above, 30 students hitting the target) than it is to earn it for the bottom 25%
population (in the example provided above, 10 students hitting the target). This 3:1 ratio exists
at all schools with four or more students assessed for growth.

With this ratio in mind, an administrator would likely focus more attention and resources on
the bottom 25% subgroup. The rational focus on the bottom 25% has the added bonus of
moving more students over the proficiency bar, which improves the school’s overall grade.

Additionally, if this sample school neglects its bottom 25% and enough of those students show
low growth on the state assessments (compared to their academic peers) along with some of
the top 75% group showing low growth, the school would receive a 1.00 point reduction in its
E/LA or math score.

In sum, Indiana’s new accountability model creates an incentive for all schools and LEAs to
focus greater attention and energy on the bottom 25% subgroup, without ignoring ESEA
subgroups. This incentive is designed to engender a dramatic increase in proficiency rates
across all of Indiana’s traditionally and non-traditionally underperforming populations,
especially Special Education students and English Language Learners that may have been
overlooked under the old AYP model.

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”
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Moreover, the Indiana Growth Model allows for an unprecedented level of public disclosure of
information about individual student, school, and district performance. IDOE is committed to
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.

Implementation 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:

Elementary and Middle Schools
» Student achievement (English/Language Arts and Mathematics)

» Student growth
= The growth of students in the bottom 25%

= The growth of the remaining 75% of students

High Schools
» Student performance and improvement on the mandatory End-of-Course
Assessments

= English 10
= Algebral
» Graduation rate
=  Four-year
=  Five-year
» College and career readiness

= Advanced Placement (AP) exams
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= |nternational Baccalaureate (IB) exams
= Dual/Concurrent Enrollment college credits
= Industry Certifications

The targets, or cut scores, for each of these metrics is aligned with Dr. Bennett’s broader “90-
25-90” goals, established shortly after he took office in 2009:

* 90% of students pass the Mathematics and English/Language Arts portion of the state’s
annual assessments (ISTEP+ and ECAs)

* 25% of graduates pass an AP or IB exam or earn college credit during high school
*  90% of students graduate with a meaningful diploma
The points awarded for each of the targets (indicators of achievement) are as follows:
E/LA and Math Assessments

90.0-100.0% = 4.00 points

85.0-89.9% = 3.50 points
80.0-84.9% = 3.00 points
75.0-79.9% = 2.50 points
70.0-749% = 2.00 points
65.0-69.9% = 1.50 points
60.0-64.9% = 1.00 points
0.00-59.9% = 0.00 points
College and Career Readiness

25.0-100% = 4.00 points
18.4-24.9% = 3.00 points
11.7-18.3% = 2.00 points

50-11.6% = 1.00 points

0.0-4.9% = 0.00 points

Graduation Rates:

90.0-100.0% = 4.00 points

85.0-89.9% = 3.50 points
80.0-84.9% = 3.00 points
75.0-79.9% = 2.50 points
70.0-749% = 2.00 points
65.0-69.9% = 1.50 points
60.0-64.9% = 1.00 points
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0.00-59.9% = 0.00 points

As described earlier in this application, 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%: 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%, while incorporating the benefits of
ESEA subgroups, 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% 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% include the following:
* 40% minority, compared to 12% of the total student population
* 70% receive free or reduced priced meals, compared to 47% of the total student
population
* 28% receive Special Education services, compared to 15% of the total student
population
* 10% are Limited English Proficient (LEP), compared to 5% of the total student population

Additionally, nearly 60% of all Special Education and LEP students fall into this bottom 25%
subgroup. The remaining 40% of these students that fall into the top 75% subgroup are Special
Education students with high cognitive functions and LEP students who are nearly classified as
English Proficient; these students have proficiency rates on the state assessments that are
dramatically higher than their traditional subgroup peers and exceed the state average.

It is important to note that every school in the state of Indiana has a bottom 25%.

The bottom 25% students historically pass the state assessment at a rate 50% lower than the
top 75% population. Students in the traditional subgroups that are not included in the bottom
25% population, though still included as part of the state’s overarching accountability
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framework, have a cumulative proficiency rate of 90%:

ESEA Subgroup Performance and Representation in the Bottom 25% Subgroup
% of Subgroup in Proficiency | % of Subgroup in Proficiency

Bottom 25% Rate Top 75% Rate

American Indian 34% 8% 66% 90%
Asian 19% 11% 81% 98%
Black 51% 11% 49% 91%
Hispanic 43% 13% 57% 93%
White 20% 14% 80% 94%
Free or Reduced Lunch 36% 12% 64% 92%
Special Education 59% 7% 41% 70%
English Language Learners 57% 13% 43% 83%

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. It
would be accurate and compelling to observe that Indiana’s proposed system leverages the
bottom 25% super subgroup and the traditional ESEA subgroups to vigorously attack the gaps
for historically marginalized populations, especially Special Education students and English
Language Learners.

More information about the bottom 25% 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
to an 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 221-1999 (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 mandatory ISTEP+ and End-of-Course Assessments (ECAs),
graduation rates, and college and career readiness indicators. Student performance and
improvement on Indiana’s alternative assessments, ISTAR and IMAST, are also included in the
calculations of school and LEA results.

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. IDOE is pushing an
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amendment to P.L. 221 this current legislative session to include “D” schools as well. A chart
describing these interventions (current and proposed) is located in 2.D.iii. These interventions
become more serious the longer schools remain in the bottom category. Moreover, Indiana’s
proposal contemplates a series of supports for struggling schools to be provided far ahead of
the the more severe sanctions prescribed under state law. These supports are described in
greater detail in 2.D.iii.

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 in the metrics utilized, 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.A.i  Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide the corresponding information, if

any.

Option A Option B

Xl The SEA only includes student achievement | [] If the SEA includes student achievement on
on reading/language arts and mathematics assessments in addition to reading/language
assessments in its differentiated recognition, arts and mathematics in its differentiated
accountability, and support system and to recognition, accountability, and support
identify reward, priority, and focus schools. system and to identify reward, priority, and

focus schools, it must:

a. provide the percentage of students in the
“all students” group that performed at the
proficient level on the State’s most recent
administration of each assessment for all
grades assessed; and

b. include an explanation of how the
included assessments will be weighted in a
manner that will result in holding schools
accountable for ensuring all students
achieve college- and career-ready
standards.
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Insert text for Option B here.

'2.B  SET AMBITIOUS BUT ACHIEVABLE ANNUAL MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES

Select the method the SEA will use to set new ambitious but achievable annual measurable
objectives (AMOs) in at least reading/language arts and mathematics for the State and all LEAs,
schools, and subgroups that provide meaningful goals and are used to guide support and
improvement efforts. If the SEA sets AMOs that differ by LEA, school, or subgroup, the AMOs
for LEAs, schools, or subgroups that are further behind must require greater rates of annual

progzress.

Option A

[] Set AMOs in annual equal
increments toward a goal of
reducing by half the
percentage of students in
the “all students” group
and in each subgroup who
are not proficient within six
years. The SEA must use
current proficiency rates
based on assessments
administered in the 2010—
2011 school year as the
starting point for setting its
AMOs.

i. Provide the new AMOs
and an explanation of
the method used to set
these AMOs.

Option B

[ ] Set AMOs that increase in
annual equal increments and
result in 100 percent of
students achieving
proficiency no later than the
end of the 2019-2020
school year. The SEA must
use the average statewide
proficiency based on
assessments administered in
the 2010—2011 school year
as the starting point for
setting its AMOs.

i. Provide the new AMOs
and an explanation of the
method used to set these
AMOs.

Option C

X] Use another method that is
educationally sound and
results in ambitious but
achievable AMOs for all
LEAs, schools, and
subgroups.

i. Provide the new AMOs
and an explanation of
the method used to set
these AMOs.

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

ili. Provide a link to the
State’s report card or
attach a copy of the
average statewide
proficiency based on
assessments
administered in the
2010-2011 school year
in reading/language arts
and mathematics for 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.”
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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 10% 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.

Indiana proposes a model that provides grades and targets for each of the following groups: overall, bottom
25%, top 75%, and ESEA subgroups as described in NCLB 1111(b)(2)(C)(v)(Il). Each school and LEA will
receive an overall grade for each of these subgroups and a breakdown of the results on each of the
variables measured in the grade. Consequences and rewards will be associated with the outcomes of each
of those subgroups meeting the annual measures of achievement based on the letter grade, improvement
to proficiency on the statewide targets (90-25-90) for each metric (E/LA, math, graduation rates, and college
and career readiness), and closure of achievement gaps.

With a concerted focus on a new super subgroup, the bottom 25%, Indiana will see a greater impact (20%
increase in proficiency rates and 20% 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.

Comparison of percentage of Indiana schools held accountable for student
performance by traditional subgroup: Option ‘A’ or ‘B’ vs. Indiana’s New AMO

. Under Option ‘A’ Under Indiana’s
Traditional ESEA Subgroup andp’B’ AMO
American Indian 0% 16%
Black 23% 62%
Asian 3% 31%
Hispanic 22% 71%
White 91% 97%
Free/Reduced Priced Lunch 90% 99%
Limited English Proficient 19% 59%
Special Education 57% 99%

As an example, in 2011, 57% of all schools were assessed in AYP in the special education subgroup. Under
Indiana’s proposed AMO, 99% of all schools in 2011 would have had special education students captured in
the bottom 25% super-subgroup. This translates into an additional 42% of schools that would have been
held accountable for their special education students. Indiana’s proposed AMO represents a far more
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aggressive approach to identifying and eliminating achievement gaps for all subgroups.

Indiana knows that focusing on the bottom 25% super subgroup will produce far greater results than
the current AYP, previous state model, or Options ‘A’ or ‘B’ would produce. However, to ensure no
students slip through any cracks, Indiana will continue to report the progress ESEA subgroups make
towards meeting the state’s AMO and require schools and LEAs to provide targeted interventions for
any subgroup that is not meeting the AMO and closing the achievement gap.

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:

Each Indiana school, LEA, and subgroup within each school must receive an ‘A’ or improve by two letter
grades by 2020 in each component of Indiana’s state accountability model and hit the proficiency targets
outlined below for each ESEA subgroup for each metric. Additionally, each school and LEA must show
dramatic progress in the closure of the achievement gap for each ESEA subgroup (see the chartin 2.D.iv
titled, Indiana’s Proposed School Accountability System: Synergy of State and Federal). Each school and LEA
must meet Indiana’s 90-25-90 goals or improve by two letter grades in English, Math, College & Career
Readiness, and Graduation Rate for the overall group and each subgroup. This is an ambitious and
achievable goal that reflects the state’s commitment to ensuring more students are on track for college and
careers.

A school or LEA assigned a grade other than an ‘A’ for the 2011-12 school year must do the following:
* Receive a school grade of an ‘A’ or improve at least one letter grade in each area over the next

three ensuing years; AND
* Improve by two letter grades by 2020

Every school and LEA must do the following:

* Make adequate annual progress on each measureable objective for each metric for each
subgroup as outlined in the state targets and demonstrate closure of achievement gaps

Timeline

* 2012 - A new baseline grade will be established for each school and LEA, and the subgroups
within each school and LEA, based on the grade received for the 2011-12 school year.

* 2015 - Each school is expected to receive an ‘A’ or improve by one letter grade from the 2012
baseline grade for all students (overall) and each subgroup within the school or LEA and meet or
exceed the state proficiency targets for each subgroup for each metric.

* 2020 - Each school and LEA is expected to receive an ‘A’ or improve by two letter grades from
the 2012 baseline grade for all students (overall) and each subgroup within the school or LEA and
meet or exceed the state proficiency targets for each subgroup for each metric.
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* Annually — Each school and LEA is expected to meet or exceed the state targets for each
subgroup for each metric and demonstrate closure of achievement gaps.

The table below illustrates the expected distribution of school grades across the state based on the new
methodology.

Expected School Grades Statewide based on AMO
2012 2015 2020
A 28% 58% 73%
B 19% 16% 16%
C 26% 16% 11%
D 16% 5% 0%
F 12% 5% 0%

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 20% decline in the achievement gap. Additionally, Indiana would expect to
have at least 90% 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 71%. Through the proposed AMO, that rate will increase by 20% by 2020. Indiana is switching
the focus from static subgroup performance and the accompanying limitations to the performance of each
school’s bottom 25% student population while still holding each school and LEA accountable for the
performance of students belonging to traditional ESEA subgroups (as outlined in Indiana’s AMO).
Specifically, ESEA subgroups will serve as a transparent check against the bottom 25% — and schools and
LEAs will be required to address any gaps in their School Improvement Plans —to ensure subgroup
performance is not masked in instances where the bottom 25% as a whole may show solid growth.

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 provides 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.

According to the model, when all Indiana schools achieve the stated AMO of earning an ‘A’ or improving at
least two letter grades by 2020, Indiana will see the following aggregate student achievements statewide:

* A proficiency rate of over 90% on the E/LA mandatory assessment
* A proficiency rate of over 90% on the math mandatory assessment
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* 40% of all graduates receive postsecondary credit (through AP, IB, or dual credit courses)
* A graduation rate of over 90%

In addition to earning an ‘A’ or improving by two letter grades by 2020, each school and LEA must

demonstrate adequate annual progress on each measurable objective for each metric, or meet the state

2020 target of 90% proficiency, 25% college and career ready, and 90% graduation goal, by each ESEA
subgroup as outlined in the state targets in the tables below:

The table below represents Indiana’s new statewide AMO for the overall subgroup:

Annual State Annual College
Pass 9 Pass 9 A |
School Benchmark Assessment ass % ass % & Ca.reer nnua_ Grad
Benchmark .. ELA Math Readiness CCR % Graduation
Year Goal Proficiency Rate %
Goal (CCR) Rate Rate Goal
Goal
2011-12 Baseline 77% 78% 29% 84%
Increase by 2 Increase by 2 Increase by 2
2012-13 percentage 79% 80% percentage 31% percentage 86%
points points points
Increase by 2 Increase by 1 Increase by 2
2013-14 percentage 81% 82% percentage 32% percentage 88%
points point points
Achieve an 'A'
Three-Year or;:weplr;\;e(;rby Increase by 2 Increase by 1 Increase by 2
2014-15 Benchmark Sradelrom percgntage 83% 84% perce'ntage 33% perce.ntage 90%
the 2012 points point points
baseline
Increase by 2 Increase by 2 Maintain 90%
2015-16 percentage 85% 86% percentage 35% and continue to 91%
points points improve
Increase by 2 Increase by 2 Maintain 90%
2016-17 percentage 87% 88% percentage 37% and continue to 92%
points points improve
Increase by 1 Increase by 1 Maintain 90%
2017-18 percentage 88% 89% percentage 38% and continue to 93%
point point improve
Increase by 1 Increase by 1 Maintain 90%
2018-19 percentage 89% 90% percentage 39% and continue to 93%
point point improve
Achieve an ‘A’
Eight-Year ortlvr:oplr:;:rby Increase by 1 Increase by 1 Maintain 90%
2019-20 Begnchmark rades from percentage 90% 91% percentage 40% and continue to 93%
gthe 2012 point point improve
baseline
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The table below represents Indiana’s new statewide AMO for the new bottom 25% subgroup:

Annual State Annual College
Pass ¢ Pass ¥ A |
School Benchmark Assessment ass % ass % & Ca.reer nnua_ Grad
Benchmark .. ELA Math Readiness CCR % Graduation
Year Goal Proficiency (CCR) Rate Rate Goal Rate %
|
Goa Goal
2011-12 Baseline 36% 40% 1% 63%
Increase by 8
percentage
o Increase by 1 Increase by 2
2012-13 p0|r;t;Jn7ELA 44% 47% percentage 2% percentage 65%
percentage point points
points in Math
Increase by 8
percentage
points in ELA Increase by 1 Increase by 2
2013-14 and 7 52% 54% percentage 3% percentage 67%
percentage point points
points in Math
Achieve an 'A'
O T L 0GB 217 & Increase by 2 Increase by 3
2014-15 Three-Year one letter percentage 60% 62% ercenta ye 5% ercenta ye 70%
Benchmark grade from points in ELA ? ? P pointsg ? P pointsg ?
the 2012 and Math
baseline
| by 2
2015-16 r;irizsniag'e 62% 64% Ir;zrriaesni:g: 6% Ir;ceriaesnet:gez 72%
i ints in ELA 0 0 0 0
p:Ir:]dsl\l/lnath point points
| by 2
2016-17 r;irizsniag'e 64% 66% Ir;zrriaesni:g: 7% Ir;ceriaesnet:gez 74%
i ints in ELA 0 0 0 0
p:Ir:]dsl\l/lnath point points
2017-18 'gi'izsni:g’: 67% 69% Ir;zrriaesni:g: 9% Ir;ceriaesnet:gez 76%
i ints in ELA 0 0 0 0
p:Ir:]dsl\l/lnath points points
Increase by 3
percentage Increase by 2 Increase by 2
2018-19 oints in ELA 70% 72% percentage 11% percentage 78%
pand Math points points
Achieve an ‘A’
or improve by | Increase by 3
2019-0 | Fight-Year | two letter percentage 73% 75% 'nirriaesni: ye2 13% Inceri?asnet: ye2 80%
Benchmark grades from points in ELA ? ? P pointsg ’ P pointsg ?
the 2012 and Math
baseline
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The table below represents Indiana’s new statewide AMO for the new top 75% subgroup

Annual State Annual College
School Benchmark Assessment Pass % | Pass % & Ca.reer Annua_l Grad
Year Benchmark Goal Proficiency ELA Math Readiness CCR % Graduation Rate %
Goal (CCR) Rate Rate Goal
Goal
2011-12 Baseline 91% 92% 37% 91%
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2012-13 and continue 91% 92% and continue to 38% and continue to 92%
to improve improve improve
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2013-14 and continue 91% 92% and continue to 39% and continue to 93%
to improve improve improve
Achieve an 'A'
orimprove by |\ i tain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
Three-Year one letter . . .
2014-15 Benchmark e e and continue 92% 93% and continue to 41% and continue to 93%
the 2012 to improve improve improve
baseline
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2015-16 and continue 92% 93% and continue to 42% and continue to 94%
to improve improve improve
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2016-17 and continue 92% 93% and continue to 43% and continue to 94%
to improve improve improve
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2017-18 and continue 93% 94% and continue to 44% and continue to 95%
to improve improve improve
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2018-19 and continue 93% 94% and continue to 46% and continue to 95%
to improve improve improve
Achieve an ‘A’
e °'t'v':°plr:t‘,'(eerby Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2019-20 Benchmark grades from and.continue 93% 94% and.continue to 48% and.continue to 95%
the 2012 to improve improve improve
baseline

Page 68 of 140




ESEA FLEXIBILITY — REQUEST

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

The table below represents Indiana’s new statewide AMO for the Asian subgroup:

Annual State Annual College
School Benchmark Assessment Pass % | Pass % AL e Grad
Benchmark .. ELA Math Readiness CCR % Graduation
Year Goal Proficiency Rate %
Goal (ch) Rlate Rate Goal
oa
2011-12 Baseline 80% 86% 49% 89%
Increase by 3
pgrcer}tage Maintain 25% Increase by 1
2012-13 po'r:;d'“zELA 83% 88% | and continueto | 51% percentage 90%
percentage improve point
points in Math
Increase by 4
percentage Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2013-14 po'r:;d'“aELA 87% 91% | and continueto | 53% | and continueto | 91%
percentage improve improve
points in Math
src?r:;reoiz bAy Increase by 4
Three-Year e L percentage Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2014-15 Benchmark Eradetrom points in ELA 91% 94% and continue to 55% and continue to 93%
the 2012 and Maintain improve improve
. 90% in Math
baseline
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2015-16 and continue 92% 95% and continue to 56% and continue to 93%
to improve improve improve
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2016-17 and continue 93% 95% and continue to 57% and continue to 94%
to improve improve improve
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2017-18 and continue 94% 96% and continue to 58% and continue to 94%
to improve improve improve
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2018-19 and continue 95% 96% and continue to 59% and continue to 95%
to improve improve improve
Achieve an ‘A’
e °'t'v':oplr:t‘,'(:rby Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2019-20 Benchmark e e and continue 95% 97% and continue to 59% and continue to 95%
the 2012 to improve improve improve
baseline
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The table below represents Indiana’s new statewide AMO for the Black subgroup:

Annual College
School Benchmark '::::::rf::: Pass% | Pass% & Career Annual Grad
Benchmark . . ELA Math Readiness CCR % Graduation
Year Goal Proficiency Rate %
Goal (CCR) Rate Rate Goal
Goal
2011-12 Baseline 57% 56% 9% 72%
l:;Ce:i:iabgi Increase by 2 Increase by 2
2012-13 oints in ELA 61% 60% percentage 11% percentage 74%
pand Math points points
| by 5
girlizsniage Increase by 2 Increase by 2
2013-14 oints in ELA 66% 65% percentage 13% percentage 77%
pand Math points points
Achieve an 'A'
or improve by Increase by 5
2014-15 | Inree-Year | one letter percentage 71% 70% Incerriaesnet: ye3 16% Inceri?asnet: ye3 80%
Benchmark grade from points in ELA ? ? P pointsg ’ P pointsg ?
the 2012 and Math
baseline
| by 2
r;irlizsniage Increase by 2 Increase by 2
2015-16 oints in ELA 73% 72% percentage 18% percentage 82%
pand Math points points
| by 2
girlizsniage Increase by 2 Increase by 2
2016-17 oints in ELA 75% 74% percentage 20% percentage 84%
pand Math points points
| by 2
girlizsniage Increase by 2 Increase by 2
2017-18 oints in ELA 77% 76% percentage 22% percentage 86%
pand Math points points
| by 5
girlizsniage Increase by 2 Increase by 2
2018-19 oints in ELA 79% 78% percentage 24% percentage 88%
pand Math points points
Achieve an ‘A’
or improve by | Increase by 3
2019-0 | Fight-Year | two letter percentage 82% 81% Inferriaesni: ye2 26% Inceri?asnet: ye2 90%
Benchmark grades from points in ELA ? ? P pointsg ’ P pointsg ?
the 2012 and Math
baseline
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The table below represents Indiana’s new statewide AMO for the Hispanic subgroup:

Annual State Annual College
School Benchmark Assessment Pass% | Pass% & Career Annual Grad
Benchmark . . ELA Math Readiness CCR % Graduation
Year Goal Proficiency Rate %
Goal (CCR) Rate Rate Goal
Goal
2011-12 Baseline 68% 70% 11% 76%
Incerl’ecaesni:ye4 Increase by 3 Increase by 1
2012-13 F:)ints in EgLA 72% 74% percentage 14% percentage 77%
pand Math points point
| by 4
nirfcaesnia ye Increase by 3 Increase by 2
2013-14 F:)ints in EgLA 76% 78% percentage 17% percentage 79%
pand Math points points
Achieve an 'A'
O (I L [ERE2e0 L. Increase by 3 Increase by 2
Three-Year one letter percentage o 0 v 0 v o
2014-15 Benchmark Sradelrom BonESinjELA 80% 82% percentage 20% percentage 81%
the 2012 and Math points points
baseline
Inirliaesni:ye2 Increase by 1 Increase by 2
2015-16 F:)ints in EgLA 82% 84% percentage 21% percentage 82%
pand Math point points
Increase by 2
ercentage Increase by 1 Increase by 2
2016-17 F:)ints in EgLA 84% 86% percentage 22% percentage 84%
pand Math point points
Increase by 2
ercentage Increase by 2 Increase by 2
2017-18 F:)ints in EgLA 86% 88% percentage 24% percentage 86%
pand Math points points
Increase by 2
ercentage Increase by 2 Increase by 2
2018-19 F:)ints in EgLA 88% 90% percentage 26% percentage 88%
pand Math points points
Increase by 2
Achieve an ‘A’ percentage
or improve by points in ELA Maintain 25% Increase by 1
Eight-Year two letter and Maintain . ’ v
2019-20 Benchmark grades from 90% and 90% 92% and continue to 28% percentage 90%
0 . .
the 2012 continue to improve point
baseline improve in
Math
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The table below represents Indiana’s new statewide AMO for the White subgroup:

Annual State Annual College
School Benchmark Assessment Pass % | Pass % AL e Grad
Year Benchmark Goal Proficienc ELA Math Readiness CCR % Graduation Rate %
Goal v (CCR) Rate Rate Goal ?
Goal
2011-12 Baseline 81% 83% 32% 86%
Increase by 3 Maintain 25% Increase by 1
percentage
2012-13 oints in ELA 84% 86% and continue to 33% percentage 87%
pand Math improve point
| by 3
nerease by Maintain 25% Increase by 1
percentage
2013-14 oints in ELA 87% 89% and continue to 35% percentage 88%
pand Math improve point
Achieve an 'A’ Increase by 3
or improve by percentage o
Three-Year one letter points in ELA bl lliiesy) [EREER () 2
2014-15 Benchmark Sradelrom and 2 90% 91% and continue to 37% percentage 90%
the 2012 percentage improve points
baseline points in Math
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2015-16 and continue 90% 91% and continue to 38% and continue to 90%
to improve improve improve
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2016-17 and continue 91% 92% and continue to 39% and continue to 91%
to improve improve improve
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2017-18 and continue 92% 93% and continue to 40% and continue to 91%
to improve improve improve
Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2018-19 and continue 93% 94% and continue to 41% and continue to 92%
to improve improve improve
Achieve an ‘A’
it Year °'t'v':°plr:t‘,'(eerby Maintain 90% Maintain 25% Maintain 90%
2019-20 Begnchmark rades from and continue 94% 95% and continue to 43% and continue to 92%
gthe 2012 to improve improve improve
baseline
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The table below represents Indiana’s new statewide AMO for the Free/Reduced Lunch subgroup:

Annual State Annual College
School Benchmark Assessment Pass% | Pass% & Career Annual Grad
Benchmark . . ELA Math Readiness CCR % Graduation
Year Goal Proficiency Rate %
Goal (CCR) Rate Rate Goal
Goal
2011-12 Baseline 66% 68% 11% 75%
Increase by 3
t
p?)?;ct:?nangA Increase by 3 Increase by 2
2012-13 69% 72% percentage 14% percentage 77%
and 4
percentage points points
points in Math
Increase by 3
t
p?)?;ct:?nangA Increase by 3 Increase by 2
2013-14 72% 76% percentage 17% percentage 79%
and 4
percentage points points
points in Math
Achieve an 'A'
O T L [ERE2E0 s Increase by 3 Increase by 2
Three-Year one letter percentage o 0 v 0 v o
2014-15 Benchmark grade from points in ELA 76% 80% percentage 20% percentage 81%
the 2012 and Math points points
baseline
| by 2
girlizsniage Increase by 1 Increase by 2
2015-16 points in ELA 78% 82% percentage 21% percentage 83%
point points
and Math
Increase by 2
percentage Increase by 1 Increase by 2
2016-17 L 80% 84% percentage 22% percentage 85%
points in ELA point points
and Math
Increase by 2
percentage Increase by 2 Increase by 2
2017-18 points in ELA 82% 86% percentage 24% percentage 87%
points points
and Math
Increase by 2
percentage Increase by 2 Increase by 2
2018-19 points in ELA 84% 88% percentage 26% percentage 89%
points points
and Math
Achieve an ‘A’
or improve by | Increase by 2 L
Maintain 259 | by 1
Eight-Year two letter percentage ain alp % nerease by
2019-20 Benchmark rades from oints in ELA 86% 90% and continue to 28% percentage 90%
gthe 2012 I:)and Math improve point
baseline

Page 73 of 140




ESEA FLEXIBILITY — REQUEST

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

The table below represents Indiana’s new statewide AMO for the Limited English Proficient subgroup:

Annual State Annual College
Pass 9 Pass 9 A |
School Benchmark Assessment ass % ass % & Ca.reer nnua_ Grad
Benchmark . . ELA Math Readiness CCR % Graduation
Year Goal Proficiency (CCR) Rate Rate Goal Rate %
Goal
Goal
2011-12 Baseline 50% 60% 8% 68%
Increase by 3 Increase by 1 Increase by 2
percentage o 0 v o v o
2012-13 points in ELA 53% 63% percentage 9% percentage 70%
and Math point points
| by 4
girlizsniage . . Increase by 2 . Increase by 2 .
2013-14 points in ELA 57% 67% percentage 11% percentage 72%
and Math points points
Achieve an 'A'
O (I L [ERE2e0 L. Increase by 2 Increase by 2
2014-15 | Inree-Year | one letter percentage 61% 71% ercenta ye 13% ercenta ye 74%
Benchmark grade from points in ELA ? ? P pointsg ’ P pointsg ?
the 2012 and Math
baseline
Increase by 2
percentage . . Increase by 1 . Increase by 3 .
2015-16 points in ELA 63% 73% percentage 14% percentage 77%
point points
and Math
| by 2
girlizsniage . . Increase by 1 . Increase by 3 .
2016-17 points in ELA 65% 75% percentage 15% percentage 80%
point points
and Math
Increase by 2
percentage Increase by 1 Increase by 3
2017-18 oints in ELA 67% 77% percentage 16% percentage 83%
pand Math point points
Increase by 3
percentage
points in ELA Increase by 1 Increase by 3
2018-19 and 2 70% 79% percentage 17% percentage 86%
percentage point points
points in Math
Achieve an ‘A’ | Increase by 3
or improve by percentage
. R Increase by 2 Increase by 4
2019-20 Eight-vear two letter points in ELA 73% 81% percentage 19% percentage 90%
Benchmark grades from and 2 ; ;
the 2012 percentage points points
baseline points in Math
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The table below represents Indiana’s new statewide AMO for the Special Education subgroup:

Annual State Annual College
Pass % | Pass? Annual
School Benchmark Assessment ass % ass % & Ca.reer nnua_ Grad
Benchmark . . ELA Math Readiness CCR % Graduation
Year Goal Proficiency (CCR) Rate Rate Goal Rate %
Goal
Goal
2011-12 Baseline 44% 54% 4% 61%
Increase by 5
percentage
points in ELA Increase by 1 Increase by 3
2012-13 and 3 49% 57% percentage 5% percentage 64%
percentage point points
point in Math
Increase by 5
percentage
points in ELA Increase by 1 Increase by 3
2013-14 and 4 54% 61% percentage 6% percentage 67%
percentage point points
point in Math
Achieve an 'A’ Increase by 6
or improve by percentage
2014-15 | Ihree-Year | one letter pointsin ELA 1 ¢, 65% Incerriaesni: ye1 7% Inceri?asnet: ye3 70%
Benchmark grade from and 4 ? ? P . g ? P ; g ?
the 2012 percentage point points
baseline point in Math
Increase by 2
percentage Increase by 1 Increase by 2
2015-16 oints in ELA 62% 67% percentage 8% percentage 72%
pand Math point points
Increase by 2
|
percentage ncrease by 1 Increase by 2
2016-17 oints in ELA 64% 69% percentage 9% percentage 74%
pand Math point points
Increase by 2
|
percentage ncrease by 1 Increase by 2
2017-18 oints in ELA 66% 71% percentage 10% percentage 76%
pand Math point points
Increase by 2
| by 1 | by 2
percentage . . ncrease by . ncrease by .
2018-19 points in ELA 68% 73% percentage 11% percentage 78%
point points
and Math
Achieve an ‘A’
or improve by | Increase by 2
2019-0 | Fight-Year | two letter percentage 70% 75% Inferriaesni: ye1 12% Inceri?asnet: ye2 80%
Benchmark grades from points in ELA ? ? P aellin g ’ P pointsg ?
the 2012 and Math
baseline
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Additionally, Indiana would also see the following:

* Athird of all graduates receive an honors diploma
* A 50% decline in the high school dropout rate, for an estimated 2020 dropout rate of only 3%

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

Current 2015 2020
% Receiving Honors Diplomas 29% 30% 32%
Dropout Rate 6% 5% 3%

The following table illustrates the number of expected Academic Honors Diplomas:

Students Earning Academic Honors Diplomas
# of % of Increase
Graduates Graduates
2010 19,452 29% -—-
2015 20,840 30% 1,388
2020 22,987 32% 3,535

These goals are ambitious but achievable and must be met if Indiana is going to ensure more students are
on track for college and careers for every subgroup.

Each school’s and LEA’s annually published report card will include letter grades and proficiency results for
each subgroup (overall, bottom 25%, top 75%, and ESEA subgroups). This report card will enable all
stakeholders to gain a thorough understanding of where the successes and struggles for each group may lie.
It will be impossible for subgroup performance to be masked as full disaggregation is part and parcel of
Indiana’s proposal. With this detailed level of information, schools and LEAs will be able to target
appropriate supports and interventions and celebrate successes for each group.

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
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benchmarks are illustrated in the example below for the overall school results (each school and LEA will
additionally have analogous tables for each subgroup). After the first benchmark (2014-15), the
expectations for improvement for the bottom 25% and each ESEA subgroup appropriately increase so as to
continue a laser focus on closing achievement gaps (see the chart later in this proposal titled, Indiana’s
Proposed School Accountability System: Synergy of State and Federal). For a school or LEA to meet Indiana’s
AMO, a school would have to demonstrate consistent improvement across all 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. For
Elementary/Middle Schools the tables will include the E/LA and math indicators, whereas for High Schools
(and combined Elementary/Middle and High Schools) the table will include four indicators - E/LA, math,
college and career readiness, and graduation rate - as shown in the example below).
Example: Hoosier High School received a 'D'in 2011-12 under Indiana’s state accountability system.
That 'D' grade translated into a 60% passage rate on the state assessments (ISTEP+), 5% of graduates
being college & career ready (CCR), and a 60% graduation rate. Per Indiana's AMO, the school is
required to improve by two letter grades or receive an “A” by 2020. In order to reach this target,
Hoosier High School would need to demonstrate annual improvement as shown below.

Annual State Annual College
School Benchmark Assessment Pass% | Pass% & Career Annual Grad
Benchmark .. ELA Math Readiness CCR % Graduation
Year Goal (Proficiency * Rate %
* (CCR) Rate Rate Goal
Goal o
Goal
2011-12 Baseline 60.0 60.0 5.0 60.0
Incr:a;e by Increase by 2.3 Increase by 3.3
2012-13 ' 63.3 63.3 percentage 7.3 percentage 63.3
percentage - .
; points points
points
Incr:a;e by Increase by 2.3 Increase by 3.3
2013-14 ' 66.6 66.6 percentage 9.6 percentage 66.6
percentage . .
. points points
points
Achieve an 'A'
Three-Year or;:weplr;\;e(;rby Incr:aze by Increase by 2.3 Increase by 3.4
2014-15 ’ 70.0 70.0 percentage 11.9 percentage 70.0
Benchmark grade from percentage oints il
the 2012 points P P
baseline
Incrtza(s)e by Increase by 2.6 Increase by 4.0
2015-16 ' 74.0 74.0 percentage 14.5 percentage 74.0
percentage - .
; points points
points
Incrtza(s)e by Increase by 2.6 Increase by 4.0
2016-17 ' 78.0 78.0 percentage 17.1 percentage 78.0
percentage . .
; points points
points
Incrtza(s)e by Increase by 2.6 Increase by 4.0
2017-18 ' 82.0 82.0 percentage 19.7 percentage 82.0
percentage . .
; points points
points
Increase by Increase by 2.6 Increase by 4.0
2018-19 4.0 86.0 86.0 percentage 22.3 percentage 86.0
percentage points points
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points
Achieve an ‘A’
Fight=Year ortlvr:oplr:;:rby Inch(sJe by Increase by 2.7 Increase by 4.0
2019-20 90.0 90.0 percentage 25.0 percentage 90.0
Benchmark grades from percentage ; ;
the 2012 points points points
baseline

*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% passage rate on the state assessments, 25% of
graduates being college or career ready, and a 90% graduation rate — consistent with Dr. Bennett’s
“90-25-90” goals.

In addition to hitting these overall benchmarks (as illustrated above), each school must meet the annual
statewide targets for improvement for each subgroup for each metric and close any achievement gaps.

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 but will
annually be required to implement interventions if any of the subgroups (bottom 25% or ESEA subgroups)
are not meeting expectations. The three-year benchmark also requires that each subgroup in the LEA and
school reach the AMO by 2015 and meet the state proficiency targets. 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% and specific ESEA subgroup populations. Without substantial improvement
and growth among the bottom 25% and specific ESEA subgroups, groups of students that have historically
faced the most educational challenges, 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% and specific ESEA subgroup populations, 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 but will annually be required to implement
interventions if any of the subgroups (bottom 25% or ESEA subgroups) are not meeting expectations.
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
each subgroup in the LEA and school reach the AMO by 2020 and meet the state proficiency targets for
each metric. 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
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improvement and growth coming from the bottom 25% and specific ESEA subgroups. Realizing the eight-
year benchmark would result in a 75% increase (from 40% proficient to 70% 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% subgroup and
specific ESEA subgroups, 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. Schools will be
categorized as Focus, Priority, and Reward (and possibly Focus-Targeted) 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.

How Indiana’s AMO will Reach Every Student and Increase Performance

Indiana’s state accountability model takes the bold approach of focusing on two new super subgroups while
still taking advantage of traditional ESEA subgroups as a safeguard to ensure students do not slip through
the cracks. Utilizing ESEA subgroups will also ensure that the performance of any individual student
population is not masked by the aggregate performance of any subset of students.

By elevating the focus on the bottom 25%, Indiana will not only concentrate more effort and resources to
improving the proficiency of the lowest achieving students in each school and LEA but it will also hold
schools accountable for each individual student. Since the inception of NCLB, numerous schools in Indiana
have been able to avoid accountability for their lowest performing and most disadvantaged students due to
small “n” counts. The inclusion of the bottom 25% subgroup eliminates this much utilized loophole with
99% of schools and LEAs in Indiana having both a bottom 25% and top 75% subgroup.

Indiana’s state accountability model requires that 95% of all students and students within each subgroup
participate on the elementary and middle school assessments (see Attachment 13). At the high school level,
the accountability model looks at the proficiency level of all students, not just those tested, in calculating
the proficiency rates of each school and LEA and subgroups within them (a cohort approach). These two
factors ensure that every student will be tested.

Once every student is tested, growth for elementary and middle school students and improvement for all
high school students can be calculated. This growth and improvement of individual students is then
incorporated back into Indiana’s accountability model and is used in conjunction with proficiency to
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determine a school’s or LEA’s grades in math and English/Language Arts. This methodology ensures that the
growth and improvement is included in Indiana’s accountability system.

Indiana’s model also incorporates a system of “checks” (i.e. against traditional ESEA subgroups), described
later in this application in 2F. These checks are designed to ensure that no student population, regardless of
“n size,” is permitted to fall through the cracks. Specifically, schools will be required to modify their School
Improvement Plans for any ESEA subgroup that fails to meet expectations (as defined in the chart in 2.D.iv
titled, Indiana’s Proposed School Accountability System: Synergy of State and Federal). This requirement
means that the spotlight on students that have historically been marginalized will continue to be shone
brightly upon them — with the goal that their needs are directly addressed.

LEAs, schools, educators, and parents can also view the growth of an individual grade, classroom, or student
utilizing Indiana’s Learning Connection. The Learning Connection can be used by schools and teachers to
identify where each student struggles and how they stack up against similar students, then used to turn
each student’s individual weaknesses into strengths. Schools also use this information when conducting
state mandated teacher evaluations, tying additional accountability to the performance of each individual
student.

Indiana is unapologetic in the use of transparency as the lever for rigorous accountability, especially in
driving improvement for students in underserved communities. Our state accountability model looks at the
overall performance of a school and LEA, the Learning Connection provides for student growth to be easily
factored into teacher evaluations, and Indiana’s AMO clearly states that each subgroup in a school or LEA
must improve by two letter grades in 2020 in English, Math, College & Career Readiness, and Graduation
Rates, and meet the annual state targets for each metric. By design, accountability is intentionally woven
throughout a system built to be airtight when it comes to reaching every student.

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 competing for the same students and the accompanying funding. As a result, there are new pressures
on the system writ large to ensure every school and LEA continues to improve both their student proficiency
levels across all subgroups and their overall grade.

The Indiana State Board of Education will have the ability to increase the required proficiency levels
necessary to achieve each grade. IDOE is also in the process of developing an “automatic trigger” to ensure
that the proficiency bar remains rigorous for all schools. Additionally, the growth and improvement targets
will be re-evaluated at least every three years. In other words, schools will need to continue to improve just
to maintain their current grade.

Considering Indiana’s accountability system within the new landscape of school choice and competition and
the categorization of Title | schools, Indiana schools will be operating in a climate that promotes
improvement at unprecedented levels. The pressures and incentives to increase student growth and
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achievement will increase while the additional layer of federal accountability standards will no longer act as
a barrier to improvement.

To illustrate the potency of this new context, the following are possible scenarios for schools that fail to
improve or receive an ‘A’:
* The school could be subject to state intervention, including but not limited to state takeover
* The school could lose state money as a result of students transferring to higher performing public
and non-public schools.
* |n accordance with federal and state law, the school could have federal money withheld due to
being classified as a Focus or Priority School
(See the chart in 2.D.iv titled, Indiana’s Proposed School Accountability System: Synergy of State and
Federal, for greater details).

On the flip side, high performing schools will be celebrated in new and innovative ways, from preferred
access to state grants that reward educator effectiveness to recognition ceremonies held in local
communities throughout the state. Earlier this year, the Indiana General Assembly approved a two-year
budget that includes $15 million in competitively allocated state funding to drive educator effectiveness.
State legislators have expressed interest continuing to purpose state dollars for the improvement of human
capital within schools; those that consistently deliver with regard to raising student performance may
receive special consideration from IDOE in applying for these dollars. The expertise of high performers will
also be leveraged by IDOE as the state acts to broker best practices in addressing achievement gaps and
improving student outcomes.

For these reasons, Indiana schools and districts will be highly motivated to make annual progress and hit
both the 2015 and 2020 benchmarks. Indiana’s proposed AMO outlines a bold, new approach toward
realizing significant student performance gains by 2020. Our plan requires low-performing LEAs and schools
to improve at a rate nearly double the state average while also being realistic about each school’s individual
starting point or baseline.

LEAs and schools may also use a combination of proficiency level improvement and growth among their
historically underperforming students to increase their grade. With Indiana’s proposal, rigorous measures
are coupled with strong supports to ensure each school and district continues to progress on a yearly basis.
This combination ensures that Indiana’s proposed AMO is both ambitious and achievable for every school in
the state.

ii. Provide a link to the State’s report card or attach a copy of the average statewide proficiency based on assessments
administered in the 2010-2011 school year in reading/Language Arts and Mathematics for the “all students” group
and all subgroups. (Attachment 8)

See Attachment 8 for a chart outlining average statewide proficiency for all subgroups in 2010-11.
Indiana’s AMO would exceed the intention of both Options A and B.

Indiana’s AMO would result in 41% of all non-proficient students becoming proficient by 2015 and 65% of all
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non-proficient students becoming proficient by 2020. It will also require the bottom 25% subgroup to
double its proficiency rates while maintaining high growth among the subgroup population.

The AMO calls for each LEA and school to receive an ‘A’ under the state accountability system or make great
progress to that end by 2020 and meet annual state targets for each metric. This target would translate
into a state proficiency level of 90%. Moreover, each subgroup below that threshold would have made
substantial gains and/or shown substantially high growth during that period, resulting in the greatest
narrowing of the achievement gap in Indiana’s history.

As outlined in 2.A.ii, Indiana’s AMO is designed to be both ambitious and attainable. It is a bold and
considered approach that does not rely on static proficiency targets based on arbitrary percentages.
Rather, Indiana’s proposed system is pegged to letter grades — embedded within which is a simple yet
sophisticated mechanism for examining school and student performance. The improvement levels laid out
in the AMO require LEAs and schools to improve proficiency levels at an achievable rate, while also
rewarding them for making substantially high growth among its subgroup populations.

By realizing Indiana’s AMO, the state could expect 12,000 additional students to be college and career
ready. Indiana defines a student as college or career ready if the student earns an academic honors
diploma, passes an AP or IB exam, earns transcripted college credit, or earns an approved industry
certification. Students who meet one or more of these indicators are significantly less likely to require
remediation than their counterparts.

Indiana’s AMO would result in 20% more graduates being college or career ready in 2020 — an
unprecedented accomplishment.

2.C  REWARD SCHOOLS |

2.C.i  Describe the SEA’s methodology for identifying highest-performing and high-progress
schools as reward schools.

Rationale

Within a new culture of accountability in the state, Indiana proposes a differentiated
recognition and reward system that engages schools and school districts in taking ownership
of their results and drives them toward ongoing improvement. This recognition system,
described below, was developed in consultation with multiple stakeholders and reflects the
state’s commitment to setting and keeping the bar high. As such, this system will highlight
and celebrate the schools to which communities across Indiana can look to find exemplars of
excellence.

Highest Performing Schools

Any Title | school that receives an ‘A’ under the state accountability model for at least two
consecutive years shall be classified as a Highest Performing School. The Highest Performing
School designation reflects a firm belief in the importance of not only recognizing schools
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that make significant progress within a year but also celebrating the state’s highest achievers
who have performed at a remarkably high level over a sustained period of time.

Recognizing both achievement and growth will ensure that all schools, regardless of their
overall performance, focus on the improvement of each individual student rather than simply
those on the cusp of proficiency (i.e. the “bubble kids”).

High-Progress Elementary & Middle Schools

Any Title | elementary or middle school that shows high growth in its bottom 25% student
subgroup in both English/Language Arts and Mathematics shall be designated as a High
Progress Elementary/Middle School.

The bottom 25% student population captures the lowest performing students within a school
on the state assessment (ISTEP+). This super subgroup encompasses each school’s lowest
performers across all ethnic, socio-economic, special education, and LEP subgroups. By
placing a special emphasis on the bottom 25%, High Progress Elementary/Middle Schools will
close the achievement gap between top and bottom performers, leading to overall
improvement in student proficiency levels.

The focus on the bottom 25%, consistent with Indiana’s state accountability model, is
essential to meet Indiana’s proposed AMO by 2020.

High-Progress High Schools

Any Title | high school that shows significant high improvement within its not-proficient
student population in both English/Language Arts and Mathematics shall be designated as a
High Progress High School.

Consistent with current national trends, Indiana does not have yearly state assessments for
students in grades 9-12. As a result, High Progress High Schools will be determined using the
improvement made by previously not-proficient students. Any student that fails to pass the
Algebra | (Mathematics) assessment or the English 10 (ELA) assessment by the completion of
grade 10 is deemed to be non-proficient. Only schools that have the highest percentage (the
top 25% improvement of all schools statewide) of these students passing both sections of the
assessment prior to graduation will be categorized as High Progress High Schools.

Indiana will also recognize any Title | high school that makes a concerted effort to support
those students who are not able to graduate within four years, but are able to graduate in
five. This recognition does not lower expectations —the emphasis will remain on graduating
within four years. However, schools must not give up on those who do not graduate on time
and this recognition provides some incentive to keep pressing so that those students also
receive a Core 40 diploma.

Indiana's Core 40 is the academic foundation all students need to succeed in college,
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apprenticeship programs, military training, and the workforce. More information about Core
40 is available at http://www.doe.in.gov/core40/diploma_requirements.html

At the high school level, Indiana is placing a heightened focus on non-proficient students
because research shows that students who fail to pass these assessments by the end of grade
12 are far more likely to drop out of school, less likely to graduate, and — for those that do
graduate — significantly more likely to require remedial coursework if they continue on to a
postsecondary institution. This focus is also consistent with Indiana’s state accountability
model and the state’s goal to produce more high school graduates that are prepared for
college and careers.

Indiana is also calling attention to fifth-year graduates as part of the High Progress High
School designation, consistent with efforts to support those who do not graduate within a
four-year window. This attention recognizes schools that take students who may otherwise
be forgotten, endeavor to turn their performance around, and set them on course for a
productive future.

The High Progress School recognition, for both elementary/middle and high schools, places a
premium on supporting historically low performing students who would have otherwise been
on track to drop out, not receive a high school diploma, and not been properly prepared for
college or career. This recognition seeks to highlight the schools that are successful in proving
what is possible with some of the most challenging student populations.

Reward School Inclusion

Indiana’s definition of reward schools satisfies all conditions outlined in the ESEA Flexibility
guidance. All Title | schools with the highest proficiency rates in both English and Math are
identified as highest-performing schools. Additionally, high schools with the highest
graduation rates are identified as highest-performing schools unless they fail to meet the
AMO for all subgroups on each metric. All Title | schools that have high growth
(improvement) in both English and Math are identified as high-progress schools. Schools can
also be identified as high-progress if they greatly improve their graduation rate; any such
school not identified is due to large achievement gaps or low proficiency rates and
performance across all other areas of the school.

See Attachment 9, Table 2 for a list of Indiana’s reward schools.

2.Cii  Provide the SEA’s list of reward schools in Table 2.

2.C.iit  Describe how the SEA will publicly recognize and, if possible, reward highest-performing
and high-progress schools.

Reward schools will be recognized in a number of ways:
¢ All reward schools will receive bonus rubric points on their application for the
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Excellence in Performance Award for Teachers. This is a state-level competitive grant
of $9M for FY12-13.

* IDOE will pursue greater funding flexibility for reward schools via the State Board of
Education and the Indiana General Assembly.

* Best practices of reward schools will be highlighted and disseminated across the
state.

* Dr. Bennett and IDOE staff will travel to the Highest Performing Schools to give their
official ‘A’ plaque in a school-wide celebration.

* Reward schools will be exempt from certain regulations, such as complying with the
administrative functions of Indiana’s 3" grade reading plan.

* High Progress Schools may be honored at the State Capitol by the Governor or State
Superintendent.

* High Progress Schools may be asked to present at the State Board of Education
meetings as part of the monthly “Spotlight on Learning” that highlights outstanding
schools and educational initiatives.

2.D PRIORITY SCHOOLS

2.D.i  Describe the SEA’s methodology for identifying a number of lowest-performing schools
equal to at least five percent of the State’s Title I schools as priority schools.

Any Title | school that receives an ‘F’ or is a persistently low-achieving school shall be
classified as a Priority School. A persistently low-achieving school is defined as any school
that receives a ‘D’ or an ‘F’ for two or more consecutive years.

Schools that meet this definition are among the lowest performing schools in the state and
typically have extremely high rates of low growth (improvement) among all student
subgroups. In fact, between schools categorized as priority and focus schools, the entire 15%
of schools with the lowest performance would be facing some level of state intervention
under proposed definitions. These schools also encompass all Title | schools in the state that
have a graduation rate of less than 65%. In fact, these schools have an average graduation
rate of less than 50%.

It is essential that these schools get back on track and increase their performance across all
areas (state assessments, graduation, and college and career readiness rates). Notably,
students in priority schools are 63% less like to pass a state assessment, 55% less likely to
graduate, and six times more likely to drop out of school than are students in Indiana’s ‘A’
schools.

According to ESEA flexibility guidance documents, states are required to ensure that at least
the bottom 5% of the State’s Tile | are identified as priority schools. Statewide, approximately
16% (154 schools) of Title | schools would be identified as priority schools. That Indiana’s
school evaluation metrics have identified a significantly larger percentage of schools as
priority schools reflects the state’s commitment to intervening and subsequently improving
all of its lowest-performing schools. Additionally, Tier | and Il schools that are under SIG to
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implement school intervention models are also identified as Priority schools. See Attachment
9, Table 2 for a list of Indiana’s priority schools.

2.D.i Provide the SEA’s list of priority schools in Table 2.

2.D.ii Describe the meaningful interventions aligned with the turnaround principles that an LEA
with priority schools will implement.

Background

Indiana’s current Differentiated Accountability model assigns Title | schools which fail to make
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) to one of three classifications based on how far away the
school was from meeting AYP: comprehensive-intensive, comprehensive, and focus. Based on
its classification and the number of years it has been in federal school improvement (i.e. failed
to make AYP), a school is required to implement certain interventions aligned to the
turnaround principles. However, this prescriptive approach to school improvement, despite the
fact that the interventions are aligned to the turnaround principles, does not grant districts and
schools the flexibility and responsibility to do the following:
* Analyze student- and school-level data to pinpoint its most critical area(s) for
improvement
* Based on this analysis, make data-driven decisions about which school improvement
interventions are needed
* Develop specific, measurable, ambitious and relevant lagging and leading indicators
of transformative school improvement intervention implementation
* Monitor closely progress towards and achievement of said lagging and leading
indicators
* Based on this monitoring, modify the rigor and ways in which the intervention is
being implemented and the cycle of monitoring and modifying in an iterative
manner that tracks against the lagging and leading indicators of success

At district- and school-levels, a less prescriptive approach to the selection of school
improvement interventions will promote the following:
* Understanding and awareness of critical area(s) for improvement
* Understanding and awareness of how and why selected interventions are needed
* Ownership and a sense of responsibility for interventions
* Buy-in and intrinsic motivation to ensure interventions are implemented, monitored,
and modified with fidelity

School Improvement Interventions — Selection Criteria and Parameters

Under Indiana’s proposal, priority and focus schools will be provided substantive flexibility to
implement scientifically-based, student-/school-based data-informed interventions. As
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described below, these interventions will be tied to a framework utilized by the IDOE during
Technical Assistance Team Quality Reviews — Mass Insight’s “Readiness Model.”

Readiness to Learn Readiness to Teach Readiness to Act
e Safety, Discipline, and * Shared Responsibility * Resource Authority
Engagement for Achievement * Resource Ingenuity
* Action Against * Personalization of * Agility in the Face of
Adversity Instruction Turbulence
* Close Student-Adult * Professional Teaching
Relationships culture
Intervention Examples Intervention Examples Intervention Examples
* School culture e 8-step process * Performance
specialist * Formative assessment incentives tied to
* Attendance officer training (e.g., Acuity) high-need areas of
* ELA specialist * Revise schedule to instruction and/or
* Community liaison build-in time for student performance
* Family liaison professional learning indicators
communities * Replace principal with
* Restructure the one who has a track
academic schedule to record of success in
increase core content school turnaround
or remediation time
* Tutoring or extended
learning time
The LEA may propose an intervention not listed above as long as it is anchored in the
“Readiness Model” and all turnaround principles.

School Improvement Interventions — Expectations for Implementation

Moreover, the rigor with which an LEA is responsible for implementing these interventions will
be tied to the “rigor tiers” outlined below.

Tier 1 Implementation Rigor — Overall
* Designed for all students and/or staff
* Considered requisite for the operation of the school
* Intervention implementation plans may not fall into this tier

Tier 2 Implementation Rigor — Targeted
* Designed to provide strategic, targeted modifications to one or more constitutive
elements of the school, such as the following:
o Core curriculum
o Data-driven instruction
o Community partnerships
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Tier 3 Implementation Rigor — Highly-Targeted
* Designed as intense intervention to meet demonstrated individual or subgroup needs,
such as the following:
o English language learner support
o Exceptional learners support
o Specialized English/Language Arts and/or Mathematics support

School Improvement Interventions — Timeline for Priority Schools

In Year 1, priority schools must do the following:

* Select at least three interventions aligned to all turnaround principles, at least one from
each of the three “readiness” domains, and determine how to implement each
intervention with at least “Tier 2” rigor

* Submit information to the IDOE outlining each proposed intervention and justifying the
selections with evidence from School Improvement Plans and/or student-/school-level
data

* Subject to IDOE review and requests for revisions, implement the interventions during
Year 1

In Year 2, priority schools must do the following:
* Analyze student-/school-level data to determine necessary modifications to the
interventions, the “rigor tier” or fidelity of implementation
o The number of interventions and their corresponding domains can be adjusted
based on demonstrated needs
o Allimplementation plans for proposed interventions must be at least “Tier 2”
rigor
* Plan to make modifications to proposed interventions, aligned to all turnaround
principles, based on mid-year findings from IDOE-provided Technical Assistance Team
Quality Review
* Submit information to the IDOE outlining each proposed intervention and justifying the
selections with evidence from previous year’s findings as well as School Improvement
Plans and/or student-/school-level data
* Subject to IDOE review and requests for revisions, implement the interventions during
Year 2
* Participate and comply with IDOE-provided Technical Assistance Team Quality Review
* Based on findings from the Quality Review and IDOE review (subject to requests for
revisions), adjust interventions accordingly

In Year 3, priority schools must do the following:
* Implement interventions, aligned to all turnaround principles, and their corresponding
“rigor tier” as stipulated by the IDOE, based on findings from the Technical Assistance
Team Quality Review
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* Consistent with 1003(g) School Improvement Grant funding, LEAs that choose not to
comply with this expectation will not continue to be provided with that funding

School Improvement Interventions — Technical Assistance

To ensure successful implementation of these interventions, this more differentiated, locally-
driven approach must be paired with an IDOE-delivered frequent, high-touch system of
technical assistance and evaluation, both when LEAs are selecting and implementing school
improvement interventions aligned to all turnaround principles. To this end, the Office of
School Improvement and Turnaround (OSIT) at the Indiana Department of Education will be
restructured to ensure the necessary human capital are dedicated to working closely with LEAs
and their priority and focus schools (Attachment 20).

OSIT will utilize a technical assistance approach consisting of two phases and four total
elements to ensure LEAs with priority and/or focus schools select, monitor, and modify school
improvement interventions in a manner that improves student achievement and closes
achievement gaps.

Phase I: Selection of School Improvement Intervention
l. Root Cause Analysis
Il. Data-Driven Intervention(s) Selection
Il. Development of Logic Model to Guide Implementation

l. Root Cause Analysis

LEAs with priority and/or focus schools will be required to complete a “root cause analysis”
prior to selecting school improvement interventions (Attachment 21). This analysis will be
reviewed, assessed, and returned to the LEA with comments and requests for modifications (if
needed) by an OSIT School Improvement Specialist. OSIT will provide LEAs with technical
assistance to complete this “root cause analysis” through (1) guidance documents with
exemplars, (2) webinars, and (3) on-site assistance (if needed). The objective of the “root cause
analysis” is to ensure LEAs have identified critical areas for improvement prior to selecting
school improvement interventions that are aligned to all turnaround principles.

Il. Data-Driven Intervention(s) Selection

Upon OSIT approval of the “root cause analysis,” the LEA will next complete the “data-driven
intervention(s) selection form” (Attachment 22). This analysis will be reviewed, assessed, and
returned to the LEA with comments and requests for modifications (if needed) by an OSIT
School Improvement Specialist. OSIT will provide LEAs with technical assistance to complete
this “data-driven intervention(s) selection form” through (1) guidance documents with
exemplars, (2) webinars, and (3) on-site assistance (if needed). The objective of the “data-
driven intervention(s) selection form” is to ensure selected school improvement interventions
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are aligned to all turnaround principles, anchored in a framework for high-performing, high-
poverty schools and an analysis of multiple school- and student-level data sources.

Il. Development of Logic Model to Guide Implementation

The third and final phase of the selection process involves the creation of a “logic model” to
guide the implementation of the school improvement intervention(s) (Attachment 23). This
“logic model” will be reviewed, assessed, and returned to the LEA with comments and requests
for modifications (if needed) by an OSIT School Improvement Specialist. OSIT will provide LEAs
with technical assistance to complete this “logic model” through (1) guidance documents with
exemplars, (2) webinars, and (3) on-site assistance (if needed). The objective of the “logic
model” to guide implementation is to ensure that district and school leaders have developed, in
advance of implementation, lagging and leading indicators of success as well as methods to
track progress towards these benchmarks and goals.

Phase 2: Monitoring and Modification of School Improvement Intervention
V. Implementation Monitoring

OSIT school improvement specialists will conduct at least two on-site monitoring visits to each
priority school during the academic year. These monitoring visits will utilize a mixed-methods
approach to tracking the fidelity with which the intervention(s) is/are being implemented (e.g.,
focus group with staff, interview with school leader, classroom observation). Attachment 24
provides an example of a record book designed to track progress towards lagging and leading
indicators as set forth in the “logic model.” Subsequent to these visits, OSIT school
improvement specialists will produce reports with actionable feedback for LEAs and schools.
Efforts to respond to said feedback will be tracked in a follow-up monitoring visit. The feedback
that is provided after the final monitoring visit of the academic year will be expected to be
addressed in the LEAs next “root cause analysis” submission if the school does not exit priority
or focused status.

Alignment of School Improvement Interventions with Turnaround Principles

Mass Insight’s framework outlines the constitutive elements of high-poverty, high-performing
schools. LEAs with priority and focus schools will be required to implement, subject to IDOE
approval and monitoring, school improvement interventions which are aligned to this evidence-
based framework. The chart below demonstrates how the elements described in Mass Insight’s
framework align with the turnaround principles.

Turnaround Principles Corresponding Domain, Indicator(s),
Essential Questions and Intervention
Examples Based on Mass Insight’s High-
Poverty, High-Performing Readiness Model

Provide strong leadership by: (1) reviewing Domain: Readiness to Act
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the performance of the current principal; (2)
either replacing the principal if such a change
is necessary to ensure strong and effective
leadership, or demonstrating to the SEA that
the current principal has a track record in
improving achievement and has the ability to
lead the turnaround effort; and (3) providing
the principal with operational flexibility in the
areas of scheduling, staff, curriculum and
budget

Indicator(s): Resource Authority, Resource
Ingenuity & Agility in the Face of Turbulence
Essential Questions:

* Do school leaders have the authority to
make mission-driven decisions about
people, time, money, and programs?

* Are school leaders adept at securing
additional resources and leveraging
partnerships?

* Are school leaders flexible and inventive
in responding to challenges?

Intervention Examples:

* Replace school leader

* Redesign school leadership structure to
provide appropriate operational flexibility

Ensure that teachers are effective and able to
improve instruction by: (1) reviewing the
quality of all staff and retaining only those
who are determined to be effective and have
the ability to be successful in the turnaround
effort; (2) preventing ineffective teachers
from transferring to these schools; and (3)
providing job-embedded, ongoing
professional development informed by the
teacher evaluation and support systems and
tied to teacher and student needs

Domain: Readiness to Teach

Indicator(s): Share Responsibility for

Achievement, Personalization of Instruction

& Professional Teaching Culture

Essential Questions:

* Do teachers and staff feel deep
accountability for student achievement?

* Are teachers and staff delivering
individualized teaching based on student
data and assessments?

* Does meaningful teacher collaboration
and job-embedded professional
development exist?

Intervention Examples:

* Replace ineffective teachers and staff

* Ensure ineffective teachers are not
assigned or reassigned to the school

* Ensure the school leader has the
authority to hire her/his teachers and
staff

Redesigning the school day, week, or year to
include additional time for student learning
and teacher collaboration

Domain: Readiness to Act

Indicator(s): Resource Authority

Essential Questions:

* Do school leaders have the authority to
make mission-driven decisions about
people, time, money, and programs?

Intervention Example:

* Modify the school calendar to ensure
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appropriate time exists for job-embedded
professional development or student
academic interventions

Strengthening the school’s instructional
program based on student needs and
ensuring that the instructional program is
research-based, rigorous, and aligned with
State academic content standards

Domain: Readiness to Learn

Indicator(s): Safety, Discipline & Engagement

Essential Questions:

* Are students inspired and motivated to
learn?

Intervention Examples:

* Instructional coaches

* Curriculum audit

* Formative assessment development

Use data to inform instruction and for
continuous improvement, including by
providing time for collaboration on the use of
data

Domain: Readiness to Teach

Indicator(s): Personalization of Instruction

Essential Questions:

* Are teachers and staff delivering
individualized teaching based on student
data and assessments?

Intervention Examples:

* Data coaches

* Professional learning communities

* Instructional rounds

Establish a school environment that improves
school safety and discipline and addressing
other non-academic factors that impact
student achievement, such as students’
social, emotional, and health needs

Domain: Readiness to Learn

Indicator(s): Safety, Discipline & Engagement,

Close Student-Adult Relationships

Essential Questions:

* Do students feel secure and safe at
school?

* Do students have positive and enduring
mentor/teacher relationships?

Intervention Example:

*  Wrap-around student services

Provide ongoing mechanism for family and
community engagement

Domain: Readiness to Learn

Indicator(s): Action Against Adversity

Essential Questions:

* Does the school directly address poverty-
driven challenges?

Intervention Examples:

*  Family liaison

* Community liaison

2.D.v Provide the timeline the SEA will use to ensure that its LEAs that have one or more priority
schools implement meaningful interventions aligned with the turnaround principles in each
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priority school no later than the 2014—2015 school year and provide a justification for the
SEA’s choice of timeline.

Current State School Improvement System

Public Law 221-1999 (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 and 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. These

consequences become more serious the longer schools remain in the bottom category.

Public Law 221 Timeline for “F” Schools

Year 1

State Action The local school board can request that the State Board of Education
appoint an outside team to manage the school or assist in the
development of a new school improvement plan. If this happens, the
state will consider the school to be in Year 4 under P.L. 221. (See section
on Years 4 and5.)

Local Action Local school board notifies public and conducts hearing. School
improvement committee revises improvement plan accordingly.

Years 2 and 3

State Action The local school board can request that the State Board of Education
appoint an outside team to assist in the development of a new plan. If
this happens, the state will consider the school to be in Year 4 under P.L.

221.
Local Action School implements revised school improvement plan.
Years 4 and 5
State Action The State Board of Education appoints a technical assistance team (TAT)

to provide schools and their supporters with specific, action-focused
feedback on what is working well and clear targets for improvement in
order to support the school in their efforts to improve the educational
outcomes for all students. Based on public testimony, analysis of
previous school evaluations and critiques of student- and school-level
performance data, the IDOE will make an intervention recommendation
for state intervention to the State Board of Education. The IDOE’s
intervention recommendation and subsequent State Board of Education
action will be made with the understanding that the LEA has been
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afforded the appropriate time, autonomy and technical assistance to

improve its priority school’s quality. In short, while there is a menu of
potential intervention options, those which do not constitute a school
restart (e.g., modifications to the school’s improvement plan) are not

viable.

Local Action School considers and implements recommendations of TAT. LEAs can
petition the State Board of Education for authority to implement one or
more of the “Year 6 Interventions” below in either year 4 or 5.

Year 6

State Action State Board of Education conducts a hearing to solicit testimony on
options for the school, including merging the school with another
school; assigning a special management team to operate all, or part of,
the school; Department recommendations; other options expressed at
hearing; and revising the improvement plan. If the State Board
determines that intervention will improve the school, the school must
implement at least one of the options listed above.

Local Action Implement intervention(s) as determined by the State Board of
Education.

Demonstrated Commitment to Enforcing State School Accountability System

In the fall of 2011, for the first time since P.L. 221 was signed into law, seven schools reached
their sixth year of academic probation — the lowest performance category (now called “F”).
At the August 29, 2011 State Board of Education (SBOE) meeting, the board approved IDOE’s
intervention recommendations and voted in favor of assigning a special management team
to operate five of the seven schools and implementing a lead partner intervention at the
remaining two schools.

Prior to the state’s action, school reform opponents were highly skeptical and dubious of Dr.
Bennett’s and the State Board of Education’s resolve to intervene. In fact, some publicly
guestioned what they perceived as a “game of chicken” and one school administrator even
remarked, “The State of Indiana will never take over a school. It never has and it never will.”
To the surprise of these detractors, the SBOE has proven its willingness to exercise the full
scope of its authority and act with the sense of urgency needed to quickly and dramatically
improve the educational quality in these schools.

As a result of Dr. Bennett’s leadership and the SBOE’s courage and conviction, a new dawn of
school accountability has finally begun in Indiana. Prior to August 29, there was no
precedent for this level of state action. Not surprisingly, a clear message has been sent that
the state will not stand idly by when schools continue to fail and students are permitted to
languish. Perhaps more importantly, the landscape has permanently shifted to one where
accountability is real.

The state’s process and strategy for intervening in the lowest performing schools is
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predicated upon the development of clear goals and measurable success indicators through
the lens of a seminal framework developed by Mass Insight and outlined in The Turnaround
Challenge, which U.S. Education Secretary Arne Duncan has called “the Bible of school
turnaround.” Indiana is currently one of a few select states participating in Mass Insight’s
School Development Network as part of a concerted effort to trailblaze cutting-edge, best-in-
class turnaround policies.

The special management team assigned by the SBOE is also referred to as a Turnaround
School Operator (TSO). TSOs run operations for all or part of a school, using the school’s per-
pupil funding allocation. The TSO intervention is the most severe of the options available
under state statute. It is reserved exclusively for the chronically lowest performing schools.
In schools not assigned TSOs, Lead Partners (LPs) work strategically with the leadership
appointed through the school district to support and implement targeted improvements.
Each TSO has entered into an initial one-year contract with the state, and the SBOE has
established aggressive benchmarks that TSOs and LPs must hit to maintain their good
standing.

TSOs will spend the rest of the 2011-12 academic year evaluating and preparing to assume
full operational control in the 2012-13 school year. Consistent with Mass Insight’s
groundbreaking research, benchmarks for this transitional year include a strong focus on
community and parent outreach as well as a thorough evaluation of school programs, staff
and curriculum. The data collected by TSOs will lay the groundwork for a fast start when they
take the wheel from the local school district next year.

Once administrative rules recently initiated by the SBOE become final, the state will have an
established process for schools ending the five-year turnaround period. Atthe end of a TSO’s
four-year operational contract (which follows the initial one-year contract), the initial
oversight of the school will come from a newly created local governing board. This board will
be made up of three members appointed by the highest level official of the political
subdivision and four members appointed by the SBOE. The initial governing body will
determine the length of terms, term limits, and other governing matters. Notably, the
governing body of a school may do any of the following:

1. Enterinto an agreement with the school district in which the school is located for the
operation of the school. Before an agreement is finalized, the SBOE:
(A) must approve the transfer of operations; and
(B) may set requirements for the operation of the school district.
2. Join with another school to form a single school.
3. Apply to an appropriate sponsor to become a charter school.
4. Enter into a contract with a management team to operate the school or any part of
the school.
5. Enter into a contract with another school to provide educational services.
6. Operate the school.
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The flexibility provided to the initial governing body provides a clear exit strategy for IDOE, as
the SEA should not be in the long-term business of running schools. Moreover, this process
ensures that a school that has been successful transformed does not return to the original
school district by default, especially if it is in a state of chronic dysfunction.

LPs will also engage key stakeholder groups to establish buy-in to the support services
provided. They will be held responsible for integrating their work with existing school
initiatives and ensuring that the school is on track to dramatically improve. LPs will spend a
few months embedding themselves into the school and assessing its needs before initiating
services this year.

The TSOs and LPs are under the direct oversight of IDOE and are directly accountable to the
State Board of Education. IDOE’s Office of School Improvement and Turnaround will conduct
constant and ongoing oversight of the TSOs and LPs through weekly meetings, attendance at
key events and functions (e.g. community forums), and review of all deliverables, which are
subject to IDOE approval. IDOE’s engagement with TSOs and LPs will be “high touch,” as this
is one of Dr. Bennett’s key education priorities.

Limited or non-existent community engagement is one of the most frequently cited reasons
for the failure of school turnaround. Consequently, IDOE intentionally built-in a transitional
year that prioritizes community engagement (e.g. focus groups, community forums,
partnerships) in each of the four phases of work required of TSOs during the initial year. This
transition affords TSOs critical time to develop a bold and aggressive school transformation
plan while building meaningful community will and coalitions that can later be leveraged to
sustain ongoing improvement. LPs will also be responsible for engaging their respective
communities to generate support for its school turnaround efforts.

More information about the state’s turnaround process is included as Attachment 17 and
available at http://www.doe.in.gov/turnaround/.

Description and Rationale for Accelerated Timeline in State School Accountability System

As dramatically as Indiana’s accountability climate has recently shifted, the six-year timeline
is far too long considering it is nearly equivalent to a student’s entire middle and high school
experience. Notwithstanding Dr. Bennett’s impatience with mediocrity, the PL. 221 timeline
must be accelerated to ensure all LEAs with one or more priority schools implement
meaningful interventions. Allowing schools to linger in “F” status for six consecutive years
before demanding action is an injustice to Indiana’s students.

At the same time, it is hardly better to allow “D” schools and those that bounce between “D”
and “F” to avoid accountability completely. For example, in the spring of 2011, eighteen
schools in Indiana had been designated as “F” for five consecutive years. Eleven of these
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eighteen made just enough improvement to escape intervention. As a result, the clock has
reset for these eleven schools. If they return to an “F” rating this year, it will take five
additional consecutive years of “F” ratings before IDOE and SBOE can apply an intervention.
This statutory shortcoming must soon be remedied.

Given the need to boldly intervene in the lowest performing schools, Dr. Bennett is
aggressively pursuing an accelerated accountability timeline. Specifically, he seeks one in
which schools that are an “F” for four consecutive years or any combination of “D” and “F”
for five years without resetting the accountability timeline would face state intervention. Dr.
Bennett will ask the Indiana General Assembly to take up the issue during the next legislative
session, which commences in January 2012. IDOE is counting on having an accelerated
timeline ready to commence in the 2012-13 school year — far ahead of 2014-15.

The only differences between the current and proposed accelerated timeline are the criteria
and timing for state intervention assigned to chronically low-performing schools by the SBOE.
Regardless of whether Indiana’s school accountability timeline changes, all priority schools
will be required to implement meaningful interventions aligned to the turnaround principles
beginning with the 2012-2013 academic year.

Even though Indiana’s current school accountability law allows schools that make marginal
improvement (e.g. receiving an “F” in 2010 and receiving an “D” in 2011) to reset their school
accountability timeline, IDOE will require priority schools to maintain a C grade or better for
two consecutive years or earn the status of being a reward school for one year to exit priority
status. Section 2.D.v describes how these standards for exiting priority status will require
schools to demonstrate significant improvements for two consecutive years, or monumental
improvement in one year, both in terms of student performance and growth. This
significantly more rigorous accountability system will ensure that those schools exiting
priority status have demonstrated sustained and substantive improvement.

PL 221 Timeline — Current versus Proposed

Status Current timeline* Proposed timeline
(Starting in 2012-13)

Year 1 LEA holds a public hearing LEA holds a public hearing and forwards
minutes to the State Board of Education
within 45 days of the hearing. This also applies
if the school receives a “D” rating.

Year 2 Nothing additional Parents of at least 51% of students in an “F”
school may petition SBOE to place the school
into the equivalent of Year 4 status — allowing
SBOE to intervene earlier. This “parent
trigger” may be implemented any time
between Years 2-4.

Year 3 Nothing additional SEA conducts a Quality Review visit to audit
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the school against the Mass Insight readiness
framework. This Quality Review requirement
applies to schools with 3 consecutive years of
any combination of “D” or “F.”

School remains subject to the parent trigger.
A “D” or “F” school remains subject to these

provisions until the school achieves a “C” or
higher for two consecutive years.

Year 4 SEA conducts a Quality SBOE holds a public hearing. SBOE votes on
Review visit to audit the potential interventions.

school against the Mass
Insight readiness framework. | Schools with 4 years of any combination of
“D” or “F” remain subject to the parent
trigger.

Year 5 LEA implements Quality Fully implement interventions.
Review recommendations.
For schools with 5 years of any combination of
“D” or “F,” SBOE holds a public hearing and
votes on potential interventions.

Year 6 SBOE holds a public hearing. | Continue implementation of interventions.
SBOE votes on potential
interventions.

Full implementation of
interventions begins in the
subsequent year.

* The current timeline only applies to “F” schools. The proposed timeline addresses both “D”
and “F” schools.

Introduction to Proposed Synergy of State and Federal School Accountability Systems

In Indiana, Title I-served schools are currently subject to two different (and at times
dissonant) accountability systems — state and federal. The state accountability model, as
defined under Indiana Public Law 221-1999, ensures schools in the fourth and fifth year of
“F” receive direct support, including a “quality review” (i.e. technical assistance and
evaluation). As described earlier, the state legislature is currently considering expanding the
scope of the accountability system to include “D” schools.

If a school receives an “F” for six consecutive years, the State Board of Education (SBOE) has
the authority to intervene directly, including the assignment of a special management team
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to operate the school. Because broad consensus exists that six years is far too long a timeline,
the state legislature is currently considering shortening this window to provide for earlier
intervention.

Given that the current state accountability law focuses on evaluations of and state-mandated
interventions in persistently low-achieving schools, the IDOE has leveraged its federal school
accountability model, the “Differentiated Accountability model,” to ensure meaningful
district- and school-driven interventions, aligned to the turnaround principles, are in place in
low-achieving Title I-served schools prior to the application of state-mandated interventions.
Schools are assigned to the federal school improvement list based on their failure to make
“adequate yearly progress” (“AYP”). The graphic below represents our current model.

Indiana’s Current School Accountability System
State Federal
“F” schools Title-1 served schools that fail to meet AYP are ranked
by an index rating and assigned to comprehensive-
intensive, comprehensive or focus status
Years 1-3 Modifications to Comprehensive schools are required to implement a
the school set of school improvement initiatives aligned to the
improvement plan | turnaround principles and in year three must
implement corrective action.
Focus schools are required to set aside 10% of their
Title | allocation for targeted professional
development.

Years 4-5 Quality review and | In addition to sustaining initiatives required in years
technical assistance | one through three, comprehensive schools are also
provided by IDOE required to restructure. Focus schools are required

to implement corrective action.

Year 6 State intervention Comprehensive schools must sustain or modify their

corrective action and restructuring plans. Focus
schools must sustain or modify their corrective
action plan.

Through this flexibility request, the IDOE will collapse Indiana’s two school accountability
models into one. Schools in federal school improvement (i.e. priority and focus schools) will
be defined in a way that aligns directly to the state’s accountability model (i.e. “D” and “F”
schools). In doing so, beginning in their first year of priority or focus status, a low-performing
school will be required, as they once were under the “Differentiated Accountability Model,”
to implement meaningful school improvement initiatives aligned to the turnaround
principles.

Notably, this allows Indiana to proactively provide supports to struggling schools from the
outset with the goal of obviating the need for more severe interventions later. Nevertheless,
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the state will not hesitate to impose more severe measures if and when they become
necessary. The graphic below represents the proposed model.

Indiana’s Proposed School Accountability System — Synergy of State and Federal

Each Title I-served school earning an “F” will be defined as a priority school;
each earning a “D” will be defined as a focus school

2011-12 Baseline Established
2012-13 All Schools:

* Hold a public hearing to notify community of low performance

* Modify school improvement plan

* May request intervention from IDOE

Additions for Priority and Focus:

* Implement school improvement interventions aligned to the
turnaround principles*

* Subject to the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) review and
monitoring of and technical assistance during the selection and
implementation of these initiatives

2013-14 All Schools:

* Hold a public hearing to notify community of lack of improvement

* Modify school improvement plan

* May request intervention from IDOE

* Parents may trigger state intervention

Additions for Priority and Focus:

* Both must sustain or modify interventions required in year one*

* Priority schools will receive a quality review from IDOE and must plan to
modify the interventions and implementation strategies based on
findings from the quality review

2014-15 All Schools:

* Hold a public hearing to notify community of lack of improvement
* Modify school improvement plan

* May request intervention from IDOE

* Parents may trigger state intervention

Additions for Priority and Focus:

* Priority schools must modify the interventions and implementation
strategies based on findings from the quality review*

* Focus schools must sustain or modify interventions required in year
one*

* Focus schools will receive a quality review from IDOE and must plan to
modify the interventions and implementation strategies based on
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findings from that review

2015-16 All Schools:

* Receive a quality review from IDOE

* May enter into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with IDOE

Additions for Priority and Focus:

* Priority schools are subject to state intervention*

* Focus schools must modify the interventions and implementation
strategies based on findings from IDOE’s quality review*

2016-17 All Schools:

* Direct intervention, including assignment of a school operator if
necessary

Additionally for Focus Schools:
* Focus schools are subject to state intervention

* Priority schools must implement interventions aligned to all turnaround principles;
focus schools must implement interventions aligned to turnaround principles most
relevant for their targeted needs for improvement.

2.D.v Provide the criteria the SEA will use to determine when a school that is making significant
progress in improving student achievement exits priority status and a justification for the
criteria selected.

To exit priority status, a school must maintain a ‘C’ grade or better for at least two
consecutive years or earn the status of being a reward school for one year.

Carrying this out would require a school to show a combination of significant improvement
on proficiency rates (between 10% to 20%) and substantially high growth over that two-year
period (ranking in the top 25% of all schools in student growth). This type of movement (i.e.
grade improvement) would demonstrate that the school has made major changes in the
quality of instruction provided, in how the school operates, and the methods used to teach
its students. Indiana’s proposed criteria make it impossible to exit priority status without
establishing meaningful and long-term strategies that promise to put the students and the
school on a path of future success.

Notably, a 10% improvement in proficiency rate and showing high student growth are
required to increase a school’s grade to the next level. A school that is able to raise its letter
grade by that amount for two or more consecutive years is unlikely to precipitously regress.
However, a school would not be able to exit that criteria after two years if the reason they
were able to obtain two consecutive scores of “C” or earn reward status was because of the
top 75% performance.
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2.E  Focus SCHOOLS

2.Ei Describe the SEA’s methodology for identifying a number of low-performing schools equal
to at least 10 percent of the State’s Title I schools as “focus schools.”

Any Title | school that receives a ‘D’ and is not identified as a priority school, or has a
graduation rate under 60% for two consecutive years shall be classified as a Focus School.

Schools that receive ‘Ds’ under Indiana’s state accountability model also have the largest
achievement gaps in the state (i.e. the 5% of schools with the largest achievement gaps). In
fact, 95% of the Title | schools with the largest achievement gap between their highest
performing students (top 75% subgroup) and their lowest performing students (the bottom
25% subgroup) received ‘Ds’ and would be captured under this definition. These schools
contribute to Indiana’s achievement gaps across traditional subgroups as well.

Indiana’s focus schools have both low proficiency rates and significant achievement gaps. It is
Indiana’s goal to reduce the number of focus schools by two-thirds (from 16% to 5%) by 2015
and to completely remove the need for this designation by 2020.

According to ESEA flexibility guidance documents, states are required to ensure that at least
10% of the State’s Tile | schools are identified as focus schools. Statewide, 16% (154 schools)
of Title | schools would be identified as focus schools.

Focus and Priority School Inclusion

Through Indiana’s use of the focus and priority schools, Title | schools with the lowest 20%
proficiency rate in English and Math; Title | schools with the 12% worst achievement gaps;
and 100% of Title | schools with a graduation rate under 60 percent are identified for
improvement.

2.E.ii Provide the SEA’s list of focus schools in Table 2.

2.E.iii Describe the process and timeline the SEA will use to ensure that its LEAs that have one or
more focus schools will identify the specific needs of the SEA’s focus schools and their
students and provide examples of and justifications for the interventions focus schools will
be required to implement to improve the performance of students who are the furthest

behind.

See Attachment 9, Table 2 for a list of Indiana’s focus schools.

The chart below displays how Indiana will ensure its LEAs with one or more focus schools will
implement school improvement interventions starting in the 2012-13 school year.
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Indiana’s Proposed School Accountability System — Synergy of State and Federal

Each Title I-served school earning an “F” will be defined as a priority school;
each earning a “D” will be defined as a focus school

2011-12 Baseline Established
2012-13 All Schools:
* Hold a public hearing to notify community of low performance
* Modify school improvement plan
* May request intervention from IDOE
Additions for Priority and Focus:
* Implement school improvement interventions aligned to the
turnaround principles
* Subject to the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE) review and
monitoring of and technical assistance during the selection and
implementation of these initiatives
2013-14 All Schools:
* Hold a public hearing to notify community of lack of improvement
* Modify school improvement plan
* May request intervention from IDOE
* Parents may trigger state intervention
Additions for Priority and Focus:
* Both must sustain or modify interventions required in year one
* Priority schools will receive a quality review from IDOE and must plan to
modify the interventions and implementation strategies based on
findings from the quality review
2014-15 All Schools:
* Hold a public hearing to notify community of lack of improvement
* Modify school improvement plan
* May request intervention from IDOE
* Parents may trigger state intervention
Additions for Priority and Focus:
* Priority schools must modify the interventions and implementation
strategies based on findings from the quality review
* Focus schools must sustain or modify interventions required in year one
* Each focus school will receive a quality review from IDOE and must plan
to modify the interventions and implementation strategies based on
findings from that review
2015-16 All Schools:

* Receive a quality review from IDOE
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* May enter into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with IDOE

Additions for Priority and Focus:

* Priority schools are subject to state intervention

* Focus schools must modify the interventions and implementation
strategies based on findings from IDOE’s quality review

2016-17 All Schools:
* Direct intervention, including assignment of a school operator if
necessary

Additionally for Focus Schools:
* Focus schools are subject to state intervention

Currently, schools similar to focus schools only have to set-aside 10% of their Title | budget
for professional development. They frequently use these funds to hire instructional coaches
to deliver professional development, but there is little if any accountability for achieving
results. Under this proposal, IDOE will approve and require schools to select meaningful,
rigorously implemented interventions tied to the Mass Insight readiness framework IDOE
uses to drive school improvement.

IDOE will require LEAs with one or more focus schools to implement scientifically-based
interventions aligned with demonstrated needs supported by quantitative and qualitative

data. The process and timeline for these efforts are as follows:

School Improvement Interventions — Selection Criteria and Parameters

Under Indiana’s proposal, priority and focus schools will be provided substantive flexibility to
implement scientifically-based, student-/school-based data-informed interventions aligned
to the turnaround principles. As described below, these interventions will be tied to the
turnaround principles and a framework utilized by the IDOE during Technical Assistance
Team Quality Reviews — Mass Insight’s “Readiness Model.”

Readiness to Learn Readiness to Teach Readiness to Act

e Safety, Discipline, * Shared Responsibility * Resource Authority
and Engagement for Achievement * Resource Ingenuity

* Action Against * Personalization of * Agility in the Face of
Adversity Instruction Turbulence

* C(Close Student-Adult * Professional

Relationships Teaching culture

Intervention Examples
* School culture
specialist
* Attendance officer

Intervention Examples
¢ 8-step process
* Formative
assessment training

Intervention Examples
* Performance
incentives tied to
high-need areas of
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* ELA specialist (e.g., Acuity) instruction and/or
* Community liaison * Revise schedule to student performance
*  Family liaison build-in time for indicators
professional learning * Replace principal
communities with one who has a
* Restructure the track record of
academic schedule success in school
to increase core turnaround
content or
remediation time
* Tutoring or extended
learning time
The LEA may propose an intervention not listed above as long as it is anchored in the
“Readiness Model” and turnaround principles.

School Improvement Interventions — Expectations for Implementation

Moreover, the rigor with which an LEA is responsible for implementing these interventions
will be tied to the “rigor tiers” outlined below.

Tier 1 Implementation Rigor — Overall
* Designed for all students and/or staff
* Considered requisite for the operation of the school
* Intervention implementation plans may not fall into this tier

Tier 2 Implementation Rigor — Targeted
* Designed to provide strategic, targeted modifications to one or more constitutive
elements of the school, such as the following:
o Core curriculum
o Data-driven instruction
o Community partnerships

Tier 3 Implementation Rigor — Highly-Targeted
* Designed as intense intervention to meet demonstrated individual or subgroup
needs, such as the following:
o English language learner support
o Exceptional learners support
o Specialized English/Language Arts and/or Mathematics support

School Improvement Interventions — Timeline for Focus Schools

In Year 1, focus schools must do the following:
* Select at least three interventions aligned to the turnaround principles, at least one
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from each of the three “readiness” domains, and determine how to implement each
intervention with at least “Tier 2” rigor. The domains and tiers are outlined in section
2.F.

* Submit information to IDOE outlining of each proposed intervention and a
justification for the selections with evidence from School Improvement Plans and/or
student-/school-level data

* Subject to IDOE review and requests for revisions, implement the interventions during
Year 1

In Year 2, focus schools must do the following:
* Analyze student-/school-level data to determine necessary modifications to the
interventions, the “rigor tier” or fidelity of implementation
o The number of interventions, aligned to the turnaround principles, and their
corresponding domains can be adjusted based on demonstrated needs (i.e. at
least three interventions, one from each of the “readiness” domains, are no
longer required)
o Allimplementation plans for proposed interventions must be at least “Tier 2”
rigor
* Submit information to the IDOE outlining each proposed intervention and justifying
the selections with evidence from previous year’s findings as well as School
Improvement Plans and/or student-/school-level data
* Subject to IDOE review and requests for revisions, implement the interventions during
Year 2

In Year 3, focus schools must do the following:
* Analyze student-/school-level data to determine necessary modifications to the
interventions, the “rigor tier” or fidelity of implementation
o The number of interventions and their corresponding domains can be adjusted
based on demonstrated needs (i.e. at least three interventions, one from each
of the “readiness” domains, are no longer required)
o Allimplementation plans for proposed interventions must be at least “Tier 2”
rigor
* Plan to make modifications to proposed interventions based on mid-year findings
from IDOE-provided Technical Assistance Team Quality Review
* Submit information to the IDOE outlining each proposed intervention and justifying
the selections with evidence from previous year’s findings as well as School
Improvement Plans and/or student-/school-level data
* Subject to IDOE review and requests for revisions, implement the interventions during
Year 3
* Participate and comply with IDOE-provided Technical Assistance Team Quality Review
* Based on findings from the Quality Review and IDOE review (subject to requests for
revisions), adjust interventions accordingly
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In year 4, focus schools must do the following:
* Implement interventions and their corresponding “rigor tier” as stipulated by the
IDOE, based on findings from the Technical Assistance Team Quality Review
* LEAs that choose not to comply with this expectation will not be provided school
improvement funding

School Improvement Interventions — Technical Assistance

To ensure successful implementation of these interventions, this more differentiated, locally-
driven approach must be paired with an IDOE-delivered frequent, high-touch system of
technical assistance and evaluation, both when LEAs are selecting and implementing school
improvement interventions aligned to the turnaround principles. To this end, the Office of
School Improvement and Turnaround (OSIT) at the Indiana Department of Education will be
restructured to ensure the necessary human capital are dedicated to working closely with
LEAs and their priority and focus schools (Attachment 20).

OSIT will utilize a technical assistance approach consisting of two phases and four total
elements to ensure LEAs with priority and/or focus schools select, monitor, and modify
school improvement interventions in a manner that improves student achievement and
closes achievement gaps.

Phase I: Selection of School Improvement Intervention
l. Root Cause Analysis
Il. Data-Driven Intervention(s) Selection
Il. Development of Logic Model to Guide Implementation

l. Root Cause Analysis

LEAs with priority and/or focus schools will be required to complete a “root cause analysis”
prior to selecting school improvement interventions aligned to the turnaround principles
(Attachment 21). This analysis will be reviewed, assessed, and returned to the LEA with
comments and requests for modifications (if needed) by an OSIT School Improvement
Specialist. OSIT will provide LEAs with technical assistance to complete this “root cause
analysis” through (1) guidance documents with exemplars, (2) webinars, and (3) on-site
assistance (if needed). The objective of the “root cause analysis” is to ensure that LEAs have
identified critical areas for improvement prior to selecting school improvement
interventions.

Il. Data-Driven Intervention(s) Selection
Upon OSIT approval of the “root cause analysis,” the LEA will next complete the “data-driven

intervention(s) selection form” (Attachment 22). This analysis will be reviewed, assessed, and
returned to the LEA with comments and requests for modifications (if needed) by an OSIT
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School Improvement Specialist. OSIT will provide LEAs with technical assistance to complete
this “data-driven intervention(s) selection form” through (1) guidance documents with
exemplars, (2) webinars, and (3) on-site assistance (if needed). The objective of the “data-
driven intervention(s) selection form” is to ensure selected school improvement
interventions are aligned to the turnaround principles and anchored in a framework for high-
performing, high-poverty schools and an analysis of multiple school- and student-level data
sources.

Il. Development of Logic Model to Guide Implementation

The third and final phase of the selection process involves the creation of a “logic model” to
guide the implementation of the school improvement intervention(s) (Attachment 23). This
“logic model” will be reviewed, assessed, and returned to the LEA with comments and
requests for modifications (if needed) by an OSIT School Improvement Specialist. OSIT will
provide LEAs with technical assistance to complete this “logic model” through (1) guidance
documents with exemplars, (2) webinars, and (3) on-site assistance (if needed). The objective
of the “logic model” to guide implementation is to ensure that district and school leaders
have developed, in advance of implementation, lagging and leading indicators of success as
well as methods to track progress towards these benchmarks and goals.

Phase 2: Monitoring and Modification of School Improvement Intervention
V. Implementation Monitoring

OSIT school improvement specialists will conduct at least two on-site monitoring visits to
each priority school during the academic year. These monitoring visits will utilize a mixed-
methods approach to tracking the fidelity with which the intervention(s) is/are being
implemented (e.g., focus group with staff, interview with school leader, classroom
observation). Attachment 24 provides an example of a record book designed to track
progress towards lagging and leading indicators as set forth in the “logic model.” Subsequent
to these visits, OSIT school improvement specialists will produce reports with actionable
feedback for LEAs and schools. Efforts to respond to said feedback will be tracked in a follow-
up monitoring visit. The feedback that is provided after the final monitoring visit of the
academic year will be expected to be addressed in the LEAs next “root cause analysis”
submission if the school does not exit priority or focused status.

2.E.iv Provide the criteria the SEA will use to determine when a school that is making significant
progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps exits focus
status and a justification for the criteria selected.

To exit focus status, a school must maintain a ‘C’ grade or better for at least two years or
earn the status of being a reward school for one year and the grade improvement or reward
status is derived by the improvement of the subgroup(s) that originally fostered the school
categorization as focus. If a school moves from being a ‘D’ school up to at least a ‘C’ for two
years, this attainment means it has made significant gains in student growth and
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achievement. If a school can move one letter grade and sustain that level of achievement for
two years, it is likely that substantive changes were made to the instructional quality at the
school.

As described in 2.D.v, carrying this out would require a school to show a combination of
significant improvement on proficiency rates (between 10 to 20%) and substantially high
growth over that two-year period (ranking in the top 25% of all schools in student growth).
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TABLE 2: REWARD, PRIORITY, AND FOCUS SCHOOLS

Provide the SEA’s list of reward, priority, and focus schools using the Table 2 template. Use the key to indicate the criteria used to identify a school as a
reward, priority, or focus school.

TABLE 2: REWARD, PRIORITY, AND FOCUS SCHOOL

LEA Name School Name School NCES ID # | REWARD SCHOOL | PRIORITY SCHOOL | FOCUS SCHOOL
Ex. Washington Oak HS 111111100001 C

Maple ES 111111100002 H
Adams Willow MS 222222200001 A

Cedar HS 222222200002 F

Elm HS 222222200003 G
TOTAL # of Schools:

Total # of Title I schools in the State:

Total # of Title I-participating high schools in the State with graduation rates less than 60%o:

Key

Reward School Criteria:

B. High-progress school

Priority School Criteria:

A. Highest-performing school

C. Among the lowest five percent of Title I schools in the State based on
the proficiency and lack of progress of the “all students” group

D. Title I-participating or Title I-eligible high school with graduation rate
less than 60% over a number of years

E. Tier I or Tier 11 SIG school implementing a school intervention model

Focus School Criteria:

F. Has the largest within-school gaps between the highest-achieving
subgroup(s) and the lowest-achieving subgroup(s) or, at the high school
level, has the largest within-school gaps in the graduation rate

G. Has a subgroup or subgroups with low achievement or, at the high

school level, a low graduation rate

H. A Title I-participating high school with graduation rate less than 60%
over a number of years that is not identified as a priority school
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2.F PROVIDE INCENTIVES AND SUPPORTS FOR OTHER TITLE I SCHOOLS

2.F  Describe how the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system will
provide incentives and supports to ensure continuous improvement in other Title I schools
that, based on the SEA’s new AMOs and other measures, are not making progress in
improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps, and an explanation of how
these incentives and supports are likely to improve student achievement and school
performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for students.

Incentives and Supports

Title I schools that are not in priority or focus status will have flexibility and autonomy to select
and monitor the implementation of their selected school improvement interventions and will
also have the option to receive all elements of the technical assistance IDOE provides to priority
and focus Title | schools (as described in 2.D.iii and 2.E.iii).

To incent LEAs to continue to work with the IDOE to monitor the selection and implementation
of school improvement initiatives in other Title | schools, the IDOE will automatically consider
schools that accept technical assistance for Indiana’s Distinguished Title | Schools award. This
annual competition recognizes Title | schools that demonstrate high student performance or
high student growth. A winner and select group of finalists are selected for both high student
performance and high student growth. All award recipients, including finalists, receive a grant
award and recognition from the State Superintendent. Through this incentive, Title | schools
that partner with the IDOE to ensure their school improvement interventions are selected,
monitored, and modified with fidelity could potentially receive additional funding and at the
very least will receive supplementary technical assistance.

Monitoring and Accountability for Continuous Improvement

In addition to the integration of state and federal school improvement models (described in
2.D.iv), Indiana will also provide two additional levels of “checks” for non-priority, focus and
reward Title | schools. These checks are designed to prevent any student population from
slipping through the cracks — by ensuring improved student achievement and the closure of
achievement gaps through the close monitoring of student performance in both the bottom
25% subgroup and in the traditional ESEA subgroups. Moreover, these checks prevent the
masking of individual subgroup performance by any subset of students. Following is a chart
describing these checks and their constitutive supports and interventions for other Title |
schools not meeting expectations for a particular subgroup.

Page 111 of 140



Indiana’s Proposed School Accountability System — Subgroup Checks

Bottom 25% subgroup

ESEA subgroups

All Schools that receive an overall grade
Of IIA’ ” IIBII Or IICII

(Non Priority, Focus and Reward Title |
schools subject herein to interventions
are called “Focus-Targeted”)

All Schools that receive an overall grade of
IIA’ ” IIBII Or IICII

(Non Priority, Focus and Reward Title |
schools subject herein to interventions are
called “Focus-Targeted”)

2011-12

Baseline Established

Baseline Established

2012-13

All Schools:

If a school’s bottom 25% subgroup does

not receive an “A” or increase at least

one letter grade from the baseline, it

must

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for
this subgroup

Additions for Focus-Targeted:

®* The LEA must send notification to all
students’ parents or guardians
indicating that the school did not
meet expectations for this subgroup

All Schools:

For any ESEA subgroup** that does not

meet expectations (i.e. two letter grades

or greater behind the overall group or
does not meet annual state targets of
achievement):

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for this
subgroup

Additions for Focus-Targeted:

®* The LEA must send notification to all
students’ parents or guardians
indicating that the school did not meet
expectations for this subgroup

2013-14

All Schools:

If a school’s bottom 25% subgroup does
not receive an “A” or increase at least
one letter grade from the baseline, it
must

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for
this subgroup

IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the school
improvement plan

Additions for Focus-Targeted:
®* The LEA must send notification to all

All Schools:

For any ESEA subgroup** that does not
meet expectations (i.e. two letter grades
or greater behind the overall group or
does not meet annual state targets of
achievement):

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for this
subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the school
improvement plan

/Additions for Focus-Targeted:
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students’ parents or guardians
indicating that the school did not
meet expectations for this subgroup

®* The LEA must send notification to all
students’ parents or guardians
indicating that the school did not meet
expectations for this subgroup

2014-15

All Schools:

If a school’s bottom 25% subgroup does

not receive an “A” or increase at least

one letter grade from the baseline, it

must

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for
this subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to

LEAs to make the appropriate

modifications to the school

improvement plan

Additions for Focus-Targeted:

®* The LEA must send notification to all
students’ parents or guardians
indicating that the school did not
meet expectations for this subgroup
* Modify relevant federal grant
application (e.g., Title I, Title Ill) to
include specific intervention
strategies for this subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the federal grant
application(s)

All Schools:

For any ESEA subgroup** that does not

meet expectations (i.e. two letter grades

or greater behind the overall group or
does not meet annual state targets of
achievement):

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for this
subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the school
improvement plan

Additions for Focus-Targeted:

®* The LEA must send notification to all
students’ parents or guardians
indicating that the school did not meet
expectations for this subgroup

Modify relevant federal grant
application (e.g., Title Il, Title Ill) to
include specific intervention strategies
for this subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the federal grant
application(s)
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2015-16

All Schools:

If a school’s bottom 25% subgroup does

not receive an “A” or increase at least

two letter grades* (note shift) from the

baseline, it must

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for
this subgroup

IDOE will offer technical assistance to

LEAs to make the appropriate

modifications to their school

improvement plan

Additions for Focus-Targeted:

®* The LEA must send notification to all
students’ parents or guardians
indicating that the school did not
meet expectations for this subgroup

* Modify relevant federal grant
application (e.g., Title I, Title Ill) to
include specific intervention
strategies for this subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the federal grant
application(s)

All Schools:

For any ESEA subgroup** that does not

meet expectations (i.e. two letter grades

or greater behind the Overall group, or
does not meet annual state targets of
achievement):

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for this
subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to their school
improvement plan

Additions for Focus-Targeted:

®* The LEA must send notification to all
students’ parents or guardians
indicating that the school did not meet
expectations for this subgroup

Modify relevant federal grant
application (e.g., Title Il, Title Ill) to
include specific intervention strategies
for this subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the federal grant
application(s)

2016-17

All Schools:

If a school’s bottom 25% subgroup does
not receive an “A” or increase at least
two letter grades from the baseline, it
must

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for
this subgroup

IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the school
improvement plan

All Schools:

For any ESEA subgroup** that does not
meet expectations (i.e. two letter grades
or greater behind the overall group or
does not meet annual state targets of
achievement):

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for this
subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the school
improvement plan
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Additions for Focus-Targeted:
* The LEA must send notification to all |Additions for Focus-Targeted:

students’ parents or guardians * The LEA must send notification to all
indicating that the school did not students’ parents or guardians
meet expectations for this subgroup indicating that the school did not meet
* Modify relevant federal grant expectations for this subgroup
application (e.g., Title Il, Title lll) to  |* Modify relevant federal grant
include specific intervention application (e.g., Title Il, Title Ill) to
strategies for this subgroup include specific intervention strategies
* |IDOE will offer technical assistance to for this subgroup
LEAs to make the appropriate * IDOE will offer technical assistance to
modifications to the federal grant LEAs to make the appropriate
application(s) modifications to the federal grant
* LEA must complete quarterly application(s)
monitoring reports that provide * LEA must complete quarterly
evidence of progress towards goals monitoring reports that provide
tied to the specific intervention evidence of progress towards goals
strategies for this subgroup tied to the specific intervention

strategies for this subgroup
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2017-18

All Schools:

If a school’s bottom 25% subgroup does

not receive an “A” or increase at least

two letter grades from the baseline, it

must

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for
this subgroup

IDOE will offer technical assistance to

LEAs to make the appropriate

modifications to the school

improvement plan

Additions for Focus-Targeted:

®* The LEA must send notification to all
students’ parents or guardians
indicating that the school did not
meet expectations for this subgroup

* Modify relevant federal grant
application (e.g., Title I, Title Ill) to
include specific intervention
strategies for this subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the federal grant
application(s)

* LEA must complete quarterly
monitoring reports that provide
evidence of progress towards goals
tied to the specific intervention
strategies for this subgroup

All Schools:

For any ESEA subgroup** that does not

meet expectations (i.e. two letter grades

or greater behind the overall group or
does not meet annual state targets of
achievement):

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for this
subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the school
improvement plan

Additions for Focus-Targeted:

* The LEA must send notification to all

students’ parents or guardians

indicating that the school did not meet
expectations for this subgroup

Modify relevant federal grant

application (e.g., Title I, Title lll) to

include specific intervention strategies
for this subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the federal grant
application(s)

* LEA must complete quarterly
monitoring reports that provide
evidence of progress towards goals
tied to the specific intervention
strategies for this subgroup

2018-19

All Schools:

If a school’s bottom 25% subgroup does

not receive an “A” or increase at least

two letter grades from the baseline, it

must

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for

this subgroup

All Schools:

For any ESEA subgroup** that does not

meet expectations (i.e. two letter grades

or greater behind the overall group or

does not meet annual state targets of

achievement):

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include

specific intervention strategies for this
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IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the school
improvement plan

Additions for Focus-Targeted:

* The LEA must send notification to all
students’ parents or guardians
indicating that the school did not
meet expectations for this subgroup

* Modify relevant federal grant
application (e.g., Title Il, Title Ill) to
include specific intervention
strategies for this subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the federal grant
application(s)

* LEA must complete quarterly
monitoring reports that provide
evidence of progress towards goals
tied to the specific intervention
strategies for this subgroup

* Receive a quality review from IDOE
and must plan to modify the
interventions and implementation
strategies based on findings from
that review

subgroup

* |IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the school
improvement plan

Additions for Focus-Targeted:

* The LEA must send notification to all

students’ parents or guardians

indicating that the school did not meet
expectations for this subgroup

Modify relevant federal grant

application (e.g., Title I, Title Ill) to

include specific intervention strategies
for this subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the federal grant
application(s)

* LEA must complete quarterly
monitoring reports that provide
evidence of progress towards goals
tied to the specific intervention
strategies for this subgroup

* Receive a quality review from IDOE and
must plan to modify the interventions
and implementation strategies based
on findings from that review

2019-20

All Schools:

If a school’s bottom 25% subgroup does

not receive an “A” or increase at least

two letter grades from the baseline, it

must

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for
this subgroup

IDOE will offer technical assistance to

LEAs to make the appropriate

modifications to the school

improvement plan

All Schools:

For any ESEA subgroup** that does not

meet expectations (i.e. two letter grades

or greater behind the overall group or
does not meet annual state targets of
achievement):

* Modify school improvement plan for
IDOE review and approval to include
specific intervention strategies for this
subgroup

* IDOE will offer technical assistance to
LEAs to make the appropriate
modifications to the school

improvement plan
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Additions for Focus-Targeted:
* The LEA must send notification to all |Additions for Focus-Targeted:
students’ parents or guardians * The LEA must send notification to all
indicating that the school did not students’ parents or guardians
meet expectations for this subgroup indicating that the school did not meet
* Modify relevant federal grant expectations for this subgroup
application (e.g., Title Il, Title lll) to  |* Modify relevant federal grant
include specific intervention application (e.g., Title Il, Title Ill) to
strategies for this subgroup include specific intervention strategies
* IDOE will offer technical assistance to for this subgroup
LEAs to make the appropriate * IDOE will offer technical assistance to
modifications to the federal grant LEAs to make the appropriate
application(s) modifications to the federal grant
* LEA must complete quarterly application(s)
monitoring reports that provide * LEA must complete quarterly
evidence of progress towards goals monitoring reports that provide
tied to the specific intervention evidence of progress towards goals
strategies for this subgroup tied to the specific intervention
* Receive a quality review from IDOE strategies for this subgroup
and must plan to modify the * Receive a quality review from IDOE and
interventions and implementation must plan to modify the interventions
strategies based on findings from and implementation strategies based
that review on findings from that review

* Schools have three years to raise the bottom 25% subgroup one grade because for most
schools this group is significantly below the proficiency bar (the average passing percentage is
40%, which is 20% below the threshold to earn a “D” on proficiency in the model). As such,
schools will need time to dramatically improve these results. Similarly they are given the same
consideration for raising this group’s performance two grades in eight years. To be clear, both
of these targets reflect very high expectations.

** Even if a school has fewer than thirty students in a subgroup that is not meeting
expectations (as defined in the preceding chart), Indiana will still require it to fulfill the
requirements and accept the technical assistance described in the chart titled, Indiana’s
Proposed School Accountability System — Subgroup Checks to ensure that no ESEA subgroup,
regardless of “n size,” is overlooked.

The subgroup checks are designed to trigger required school improvement interventions and to
provide technical assistance aimed at a particular student population. As such, these
interventions and technical assistance will be tailored to the specific subgroup in need of
improvement. As an illustration, the chart below describes how interventions and technical
assistance will be tailored if triggered as a result of English learner or special education
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subgroup performance.

Targeted Interventions and Technical Assistance Resulting From Triggering of Subgroup
Checks — English Learners and Special Education

Intervention or Technical
Assistance

Targeted for English Learners
Subgroup

Targeted for Special
Education Subgroup

Modifying school
improvement plan

Must include professional
development that is at least
monthly, progress monitored
by LEA, provided to all
teachers and selected from a
menu of approved topics
from Title Ill office (these
approved topics will be
created with advisement
from the committee of
practitioners and content
experts such as the Center
for Applied Linguistics)

Must work with the Indiana
Resource Network (i.e. nine
resource centers designed to
support LEAs not meeting
IDEA’s federal indicator
targets) to complete a needs
assessment and create an
action plan specifying
mandatory interventions for
the school that triggered the
special education subgroup
check

Impact on Federal programs

Technical assistance offered
by Title Ill specialists, in
conjunction with assistance
from Great Lakes East and
the Center for Applied
Linguistics, to ensure an
LEA’s Title Ill application
describes at the school-level
how targeted professional
development will meet the
criteria listed in the table cell
above

For LEAs not compliant with
their required corrective
actions and/or continued
issues with their data (i.e.
from resource centers for
implementation), delay of
funding will be considered

Quality review from IDOE

Conducted jointly by
representatives from Title IlI
and the Office of School
Improvement and
Turnaround, utilizing an
adapted framework for high-
poverty, high-quality schools
to reflect English learners’
needs (adapted in
collaboration with Mass
Insight)

Conducted jointly by
representatives from Title IlI
and the Office of School
Improvement and
Turnaround, utilizing the
special education program
area review of indicators and
support from SEA-sponsored
special education resource
centers
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2.G BUILD SEA, LEA, AND SCHOOL CAPACITY TO IMPROVE STUDENT
LEARNING

2.G  Describe the SEA’s process for building SEA, LEA, and school capacity to improve student
learning in all schools and, in particular, in low-performing schools and schools with the
largest achievement gaps, including through:

1. timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA
implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools;
i.  holding LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance,
particularly for turning around their priority schools; and
ii.  ensuring sufficient support for implementation of interventions in priority schools,
focus schools, and other Title I schools identified under the SEA’s differentiated
recognition, accountability, and support system (including through leveraging funds
the LEA was previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), SIG
funds, and other Federal funds, as permitted, along with State and local resources).
Explain how this process is likely to succeed in improving SEA, LEA, and school capacity.

i. timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical
assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority
and focus schools;

To bolster IDOE’s monitoring of and technical assistance for LEA implementation of
interventions in priority and focus schools, additional structures and supports will be built
around the proposed interventions. For priority and focus schools, the LEA will be required to
submit an intervention plan each year, which in turn will be reviewed by the IDOE and
subject to necessary revisions. This additional check will provide meaningful monitoring and
technical assistance to ensure the interventions selected from the menu of options are data-
driven and reflective of the school’s demonstrated needs. This review and potential revision
process persists for priority schools until year 3 and for focus schools until year 4, when the
LEA must align its interventions to the IDOE’s recommendations based on the findings of the
Technical Assistance Team Quality Review.

Rather than creating another compliance exercise, this process is designed to align federal
and state improvement efforts into a singular, coherent strategy. IDOE is serious about
ensuring that all plans, interventions and uses of funds (federal and state) are closely aligned.
More importantly, all plans and funds must directly address the needs of the students and be
firmly grounded in relevant performance data.

ii. holding LEAs accountable for improving school and student
performance, particularly for turning around priority schools; and

Indiana’s current school accountability law does not grant IDOE the authority to provide
meaningful technical assistance to an LEA until a school’s fourth consecutive year of “F”
status. It is not until a school’s sixth consecutive year of “F” status that the IDOE, in
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conjunction with the SBOE, can substantively intervene to turnaround a priority school that
an LEA has failed to improve.

The model proposed in this section and previously in 2.D.iii and 2.E.iii dramatically increases
the urgency and degree of LEA accountability for improving school and student performance
in priority and focus schools. To receive school improvement funds, LEAs must forfeit
authority to select and manage the implementation of school improvement interventions
when a Title | school enters into its third year of priority status or its fourth year of focus
status. When schools enter into either of these stages of improvement, the IDOE will do the
following:
1. Assign school improvement interventions rooted in findings from the previous
academic year’s Technical Assistance Team Quality Review
2. Closely monitor and adjust as needed the implementation of school
improvement interventions

IDOE will also hold LEAs accountable for turning around priority schools by continuing to
enforce the interventions prescribed in P.L. 221, including changing the priority school’s
governance structure. Specifically, if an LEA fails to utilize the resources and authority at its
disposal across a six-year trajectory for turning around its priority schools, IDOE and SBOE will
take the appropriate actions to ensure a dramatic course correction is applied.

As described in 2.D.iii., Indiana recently demonstrated this commitment by directly
intervening in seven of the state’s persistently lowest performing schools. Five of these
schools are no longer a part of the LEA and are now designated “Turnaround Academies”
under the auspices of the SBOE. For a Turnaround Academy to rejoin the LEA, the SBOE will
need to see that the LEA has, in the time that the Turnaround Academy has been operated by
a TSO, demonstrated significant improvement in its other priority and focus schools as well as
made appropriate district-level changes in staffing and structure to better support its low-
performing schools. When determining the next steps for a Turnaround Academy at the end
of the TSO’s four-year operational contract, the SBOE will have a menu of options from which
to select, including renewing the TSO’s contract.

The assignment of TSOs constitutes a school restart, one of the four federal turnaround
models. A recent analysis of School Improvement Grant recipients identified that less than
3% of all SIG interventions utilize the restart model. The fact that IDOE and SBOE selected the
restart model for over two-thirds of the schools within its jurisdiction highlights the urgency
that both groups bring to the critical job of turning around Indiana’s lowest-performing
schools. Even the application of a lead partner intervention, certainly not a mild intervention
by any means, at the remaining two schools is designed to hold the LEA accountable for
improving its priority schools.

Priority schools assigned a lead partner intervention by the SBOE remain under the LEA’s
jurisdiction. But if the priority school does not demonstrate measured and agreed upon gains
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and/or if the LEA impedes upon the LP’s work, the SBOE has the authority and conviction to
modify the intervention as soon as it deems necessary. As a result, the LEA is compelled to
work collaboratively and support LPs to both retain LEA authority and ensure the marked
improvement of priority schools.

The IDOE believes local communities and leaders are best suited to address education
challenges at the local level. Individuals intertwined in the local culture, opportunities and
problems are best situated for maximum influence, and systemic change is more sustainable
with the support of local leaders and community members. To this end, the IDOE will provide
resources where necessary to help local communities get their schools on the right track.

Pursuant to IC 20-31-9-3 and 20-31-9-4 (Public Law 221-1999), the governing body of a
school corporation may petition the Indiana State Board of Education (SBOE) to immediately
restructure a school where, in the third year after initial placement in the lowest category or
designation, the school remains in the lowest category or designation.

The governing body may petition the SBOE by presenting a written plan setting forth the
proposed intervention for the school. The petitioner may select one intervention method or
a combination of methods, subject to the approval of the SBOE. Interventions are defined by
IC 20-31-9-4 and include the following:

(@) Merging the school with a nearby school that is in a higher category of school
improvement under IC 20-31-8 and 511 IAC 6.2-6.
(b) Assigning a special management team to operate all or part of the school.
(c) Implementing the department's recommendations for improving the school.
(d) Implementing other options for school improvement expressed at the public hearing,
including closing the school.
(e) Revising the school's plan in any of the following areas:
i.  School procedures or operations.
ii. Professional development.
iii.  Intervention for individual teachers or administrators.

As governed by IC 20-31-9-3, if the SBOE approves the petition, the school will operate under
the applicable sections of IC 20-31-9.5 and will remain in the same performance category or
designation where the school was placed at the time the SBOE accepted the plan.

1ii. ensuring sufficient support for implementation of interventions in
priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools identified
under IDOFE’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support
system (including through leveraging funds the LEA was previously
required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), SIG funds, and
other Federal funds, as permitted, along with State and local
resources).

Explain how this process is likely to succeed in improving SEA, LEA, and school capacity.
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As a part of their proposals to the IDOE for school improvement interventions in their priority
or focus schools, LEAs will be required to complete a “Funding and Intervention Alignment”
worksheet (Attachment 19). The purpose of this requirement is to ensure that LEAs are
leveraging appropriate available federal and state funds to support and sustain school
improvement interventions.

Interventions selected by priority and focus schools will undergo a rigorous review process by
the IDOE and its Office of School Improvement and Turnaround. This review process will not
be compliance driven but rather rooted in high expectations that proposed interventions will
be decided upon based on a theory of action and anchored in relevant quantitative and
qualitative data. Moreover, IDOE will require LEAs to clearly describe its implementation
plans for proposed interventions in terms of three tiers of rigor (discussed in 2.F).

If the plan is approved, IDOE specialists in the Office of School Improvement and Turnaround
will conduct monitoring visits to ascertain the fidelity with which the intervention is truly
being implemented. This information will in turn inform subsequent IDOE and SBOE decisions
for state intervention. In the short-term, monitoring of intervention selection and
implementation will inform how much flexibility LEAs are given to determine their own
interventions; in the long-term, it will shape the SBOE’s recommendation for state
intervention.

Summary

IDOE has thoughtfully and carefully designed its new accountability system to differentiate
recognition, accountability, and support. The A-F letter grades — built on top of a robust
growth model and a bottom 25% focus that targets the achievement gap — coupled with a
state accountability statute (P.L. 221) that provides for an aggressive state support and
intervention mechanism fit together as part of a coherent and comprehensive system that
supports continuous school improvement.

When it comes to the state’s chronically lowest performing schools, Indiana proposes a
tiered intervention system aligned to the latest research and best practices in school
turnaround. Working alongside the SEA, successful schools and LEAs are provided greater
support, flexibility, and latitude. Conversely, those that persistently struggle will receive
interventions of increasing severity, proportional to the level of need at the school.

Moreover, the efficacy of this system is promising within Indiana’s new education climate —
one that promotes strong school choice and competition. As part of “Putting Students First,”
parents and families can compare traditional public, public charter, and private school
options because all receive letter grades as part the state’s broader effort to increase the
engagement and involvement of all stakeholders.
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PRINCIPLE 3: SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION

AND LEADERSHIP

3.A DEVELOP AND ADOPT GUIDELINES FOR LOCAL TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL
EVALUATION AND SUPPORT SYSTEMS

Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide the corresponding description and evidence,
as appropriate, for the option selected.

Option A

[ ] If the SEA has not already
developed any guidelines
consistent with Principle 3,
provide:

i. the SEA’s plan to
develop and adopt
guidelines for local
teacher and principal
evaluation and support

systems by the end of
the 2011-2012 school
year;

ii. a description of the
process the SEA will use
to involve teachers and
principals in the
development of these
guidelines; and

iii. an assurance that the
SEA will submit to the
Department a copy of
the guidelines that it will
adopt by the end of the
2011-2012 school year
(see Assurance 14).

Option B

[ ] If the SEA has already
developed and adopted one
or mote, but not all,
guidelines consistent with
Principle 3, provide:

1. a copy of any guidelines
the SEA has adopted
(Attachment 10) and an
explanation of how these
guidelines are likely to
lead to the development
of evaluation and
support systems that
improve student
achievement and the
quality of instruction for
students;

ii. evidence of the adoption
of the guidelines
(Attachment 11);

iii. the SEA’s plan to
develop and adopt the
remaining guidelines for
local teacher and
principal evaluation and
support systems by the
end of the 2011-2012
school year;

iv. a description of the
process used to involve
teachers and principals in
the development of the

Option C

X] If the SEA has developed
and adopted all of the
guidelines consistent with
Principle 3, provide:

1. a copy of the guidelines
the SEA has adopted
(Attachment 10) and an
explanation of how these
guidelines are likely to
lead to the development
of evaluation and
support systems that
improve student
achievement and the
quality of instruction for
students;

ii. evidence of the adoption
of the guidelines
(Attachment 11); and

iii. a description of the
process the SEA used to
involve teachers and
principals in the
development of these
guidelines.

Page 124 of 140




adopted guidelines and
the process to continue
their involvement in
developing any remaining
guidelines; and

v. an assurance that the
SEA will submit to the
Department a copy of
the remaining guidelines
that it will adopt by the
end of the 2011-2012
school year (see
Assurance 14).

i. a copy of the guidelines IDOE has adopted (Attachment 10) and an explanation of how
these guidelines are likely to lead to the development of evaluation and support systems
that improve student achievement and the quality of instruction for students;

* evidence of the adoption of the guidelines (Attachment 11); and
First and foremost, IDOE’s priority with regard to improving student achievement and the
quality of instruction for students is to recognize great teaching and leadership. Few states
are as well positioned as Indiana to lead the way in the important work of improving teacher
and principal support systems. Indiana has fully embraced this challenge and opportunity to
fundamentally reshape the quality of feedback provided to educators and to develop robust
evaluation systems that shine a spotlight on excellence.

As part of “Putting Students First,” IDOE recently established bold new guidelines for holding
principals and teachers accountable for their students’ performance and achievement
through meaningful evaluations. These guidelines are designed to assist schools and LEAs in
their efforts to increase teacher and leader effectiveness, close the achievement gap and
promote the equitable distribution of effective teachers and leaders across the state.
Nowhere is this task more urgent and important than in high-poverty and high-minority
schools that have been historically marginalized. Addressing this inequity and eliminating the
achievement gap are the civil rights issues of our time.

Indiana’s new evaluation system provides a transparent way to validate the quality of a
school’s human capital by coupling professional accountability with school accountability. For
example, an “A” school with over 90% of its teachers rated effective or highly effective is far
less problematic than an “F” school with a similar distribution. Examining the new evaluation
system alongside the new A-F accountability framework provides a unique check and balance
that will allow IDOE to continue supporting the field in this new and innovative approach to
transforming schools.

Through legislation passed during the 2011 session of the Indiana General Assembly, all LEAs
must establish a teacher evaluation system by July 1, 2012. Public Law 90 (PL 90) details
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several clear and rigorous guardrails for evaluations that are outlined below. Specifically,
evaluations must reflect the following state priorities:

* Be conducted at least annually

* Include objective measures of student data

* Include multiple measures

* Differentiate across four discrete category ratings (i.e. highly effective, effective,
improvement necessary, ineffective)

* Include valuable feedback that is tied directly to professional development

Recognizing the importance of PL 90, the state legislature included funding in the state
budget to provide a monetary incentive for LEAs to embrace the primacy of educator
effectiveness. Six million dollars in pay for performance grants are competitively available to
school districts that wish to reward high performing teachers by implementing rigorous
evaluation systems. An additional nine million dollars in performance-based compensation
grants are available the following year. IDOE has been charged with administering this grant
and will do so to drive the development of innovative evaluation systems that best promise
to boost student achievement and growth.

P.L. 90 also mandates that evaluations directly support teachers by identifying areas of
improvement to be targeted via professional development. The goal is to increase the
frequency and quality of feedback to Indiana’s educators so that they can leverage this
information to improve their instructional practice and raise student performance.

While the state views actionable feedback and measurement of student growth and
achievement as primary to our goals, IDOE understands the next step is using this
information to help teachers improve their instructional practice. Thus, Educator
Effectiveness staff has redesigned Indiana’s Title Il(a) application to help guide school in
leveraging their federal dollars in support of targeted professional development. Workshops
and webinars were conducted in the fall of 2011 to communicate how to shift from a highly
qualified focus to a teacher effectiveness focus, and additional training to support this work
is being planned for the spring of 2012. IDOE believes professional development decisions
need to be made at the local level to address initiatives determined by the needs of
individual school corporations.

As described earlier in this proposal, Indiana is one of only a handful of states in the country
with a clear approach to measuring student growth at the individual student level. As part of
the evaluation guidelines required by P.L. 90, LEAs must include objective measures of
student data as part of their evaluation of teachers and principals. When available, LEAs are
strongly encouraged to use student growth data as part of a teacher’s evaluation.

Currently, growth data is available for Mathematics and English/Language Arts teachers in
grades 4 through 8. Using growth model data, IDOE will provide a rating based on the four
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categories (4=highly effective, 3=effective, 2=improvement necessary, 1=ineffective) for
teachers working with students with growth model data. For teachers in untested subject
areas, the state is developing guidelines around best assessments, sources of data and how
to utilize that information for the purposes of teacher evaluation. Although school districts
have some flexibility with how data is weighted, PL 90 mandates that any teacher with a
negative impact on student growth cannot receive a rating of effective or highly effective
(regardless of the tool or weighting in place at the local level). Moreover, the definition of
negative impact is determined by IDOE.

See Attachments 10 and 11 for an explanation of how these guidelines are likely to lead to
the development of evaluation and support systems and for evidence of their adoption.

ii.  a description of the process IDOE used to involve teachers and principals in the
development of these guidelines.

Educators played an important role in the state’s efforts to develop the best possible teacher
and principal evaluation legislation and model rubrics. IDOE staff traveled across the state
presenting and facilitating discussions with over 30,000 teachers to help inform legislative
policy and implementation plans for changes in evaluation practice. In working to develop a
model tool, the state convened an Educator Evaluation Cabinet to help ensure proposed laws
and tools were fair, multifaceted and comprehensive. This group met monthly for over
eighteen months and continues to do so as the tool gets piloted throughout the state and as
training sessions are developed. The Educator Evaluation Cabinet represents a diverse cross-
section of educators and education advocates:
= J. Matthew Walsh: Brownsburg Community School Corporation Director of Curriculum
and Professional Development, 2003 Milken National Educator
= Keith Gambill: President, Evansville Teachers Association
= Steve Baker: Indiana Association of School Principals President, Principal in Bluffton-
Harrison MSD
* Anna Shults: IDOE Literacy Specialist, 2007 Indiana Teacher of the Year
» Lorinda Kline: 2009 Indiana Teacher of the Year Runner Up, District Mathematics Coach,
Warsaw Community Schools
= Alicia D. Harris: 2001 Milken Educator, Assistant Principal in MSD Washington Township
» Jim Larson: Teach Plus Policy Fellow, Charles A. Tindley Accelerated School, 2009-2010
Tindley Teacher of the Year
= Tom Keeley: Director of Business and Personnel, Beech Grove City Schools
= Mindy Schlegel: IDOE Senior Policy Advisor for Educator Effectiveness

The evaluation tool developed through this process is known as RISE. As part of current
efforts to implement Indiana’s new educator evaluation law and test RISE, the IDOE has
launched the 2011-2012 Indiana Evaluation Pilot. The pilot will do the following:
1. Establish that evaluation systems (including the state model as well as other diverse
models currently in use) can incorporate state priorities and are fair, accurate and
feasible,
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2. Gather key lessons about systems and implementation to improve resources and
outcomes in the statewide rollout, and

3. Create a community of early adopters of state priorities to share information and
problem solve in real time.

IDOE recognized that there were school districts in the state already using rigorous
evaluation systems. Some of these districts were also included in the pilot. As a result, the
state pilot runs on two tracks:
* Track 1 is for districts interested in piloting the state model (i.e. RISE) district-wide.
* Track 2 is for districts interested becoming early adopters incorporating state
priorities into their current district evaluation tool (e.g. annual evaluations, the use of
student growth data, and summative ratings in four categories).

The pilot was deliberately structured to include evaluation tools school districts were already
using. This design was intentional so the state could promote best practices and lessons
learned from not only the state’s tool but also those gleaned from the best locally developed
tools already in use. In the coming year, as more LEAs begin to consider changes to their
current systems, they will have access to lessons learned from this year’s pilot.

There are six LEAs participating in the pilot, reflecting two distinct cohorts. The first cohort is
comprised of the three LEAs implementing RISE. The second constitutes the three LEAs
implementing their own models with adjustments that ensure alignment to the state
priorities outlined in PL 90. LEAs were selected to reflect diversity in size/population,
geographic region and socio-economic status. Qualitative and quantitative data sources will
be collected during the pilot year, culminating in a mid-year and summative report that will
be published and made available via the IDOE website.

Methodology for the reporting will include multiple data sources and a combination of
analyses. A primary data source will be confidential administrator and teacher surveys that
will probe viewpoints on teacher evaluation systems. The information from these surveys will
be linked to district data sources on teacher evaluation. The study will compare the
responses of teachers based on effectiveness ratings as well as other relevant factors (such
as level of school need, seniority, etc.). In addition to surveys, interviews and focus groups
will be conducted with key stakeholders. These interviews will provide important qualitative
data to help round out findings from the report, specifically those related to challenges and
successes regarding implementation.

The pilot provides IDOE an opportunity to build guidance and support materials as we
prepare for state-wide implementation. For example, IDOE intends to collect best practice
professional development provided during the pilot and use exemplars to update guidance
materials available to support statewide implementation.

Indiana’s school districts have already expressed excitement with regard to RISE
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implementation. For many, the need to explore a revamping of teacher and principal
evaluations systems is long overdue. This sentiment is reflected in the sampling of quotes
below, which attests to the promise of RISE and the state’s commitment to overhauling
educator evaluation systems:

“We developed a process that has been effective in turning around our 11 LEAD Schools
that includes a four-step support system. Because of our relationship with the state, we
signed on to pilot its Teacher Effectiveness rubric that is closely aligned to the evaluation
tool we are already using. This will also give us the opportunity to validate our support
system to improve instruction.”

— Dr. Wendy Robinson, Superintendent, Fort Wayne Community Schools

“Beech Grove City Schools is excited to be part of the IDOE pilot to enhance teaching and
learning in our school district. The pilot will provide the opportunity to be involved in the
new model of staff evaluation from the ground floor. Our involvement will assist school
districts throughout the entire state of Indiana.”

— Dr. Paul Kaiser, Superintendent, Beech Grove City Schools

“The goal is to carefully develop a teacher evaluation process and instrument, pilot the
instrument and train the evaluators and teachers in the implementation. We are looking
to develop a reliable and valid process and instrument that will provide data that can be
transformed into meaningful information.”

— Russ Mikel, Superintendent, Bremen Public Schools

RISE represents the tip of the spear in ensuring evaluation systems across the state are
markedly improved. This pilot paves the path for strengthening the teaching profession,
because it offers a unique opportunity to put best practices into action and enables IDOE to
further support teacher and principal improvement down the line. The state will study the
successes and challenges of each pilot district and leverage this information to support
evaluation reforms statewide.

In an ongoing effort to develop customized guidance for school districts, IDOE has identified
working groups of teachers to research and recommend appropriate assessments for districts
to use in assessing student growth in their subject area. In particular, the state has
established working advisory groups for some of the non-tested subject areas including
special education, career and technical education, art, music, and physical education. These
working groups are producing guidance documents on assessments, quality data sources,
and issues to consider specific to their content area. IDOE is confident this collaboration with
the field will build credibility in the model across the state. Moreover, the wisdom,
knowledge and practical experience these practitioners have brought to be bear to this
process has been invaluable.

Teachers and principals are accountable to students and parents for employing high
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expectations and world-class standards to drive student achievement each day. Now, these
professionals will be evaluated annually and rewarded for their performance based on
objective data on student learning. Working side-by-side with some of the state’s finest
educators, Indiana is laying the groundwork for becoming the best state in the union in
establishing a positive culture where professional support, cultivation and training are second
to none.

3.B ENSURE LEAS IMPLEMENT TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL EVALUATION AND

SUPPORT SYSTEMS

3.B Provide the SEA’s process for ensuring that each LEA develops, adopts, pilots, and
implements, with the involvement of teachers and principals, including mechanisms to
review, revise, and improve, high-quality teacher and principal evaluation and support
systems consistent with the SEA’s adopted guidelines.

As part of Dr. Bennett’s call to shift IDOE from a compliance-based organization to one that
supports educators in carrying out swift-moving and sweeping reforms, IDOE was again
reorganized in July 2011 to align with the demands of “Putting Students First.” A new division,
the Office of Educator Effectiveness and Leadership, was created specifically to address the new
initiatives called for with the implementation of P.L. 90. With the establishment of this office,
IDOE has committed resources and personnel to adequately staff the work needed to ensure
successful statewide implementation.

The Office of Educator Effectiveness and Leadership will support districts as they embark on this
groundbreaking work, develop training modules and support documents, and provide
assessment support for areas not covered by state exams. P.L. 90 provided districts with one
school year for the planning and development of tools to meet the new expectations for
teacher and principal evaluation. IDOE is creating guidance support in helping districts
understand and implement the steps needed. Moreover, IDOE representatives presented
information at each of the state’s regional superintendent meetings this fall in order to ensure
school districts are on track with the timeline and changes required.

Educator Effectiveness and Leadership representatives presented information on RISE and P.L.
90 across the state as part of “Roadshow” communication efforts. Roadshows are open forum
meetings held across the state. Between July and December of 2011, presentations were made
to stakeholder groups by Educator Effectiveness and Leadership representatives to
approximately 6,031 educators across the state. In total, the Office of Educator Effectiveness
and Leadership added eight full-time staff members to work on supporting state-wide
implementation of this work.

IDOE recognizes that creating a thorough process in identifying high performing and struggling
teachers is the first step in addressing teacher and leader quality in the state. Once identified,
LEAs face the challenge of tapping into their most talented people and addressing the
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deficiencies of their struggling teachers. IDOE have three initiatives in place to help alleviate
some of that burden.

= For TAP districts and schools, IDOE was awarded Teacher Incentive Fund grant in
2010. The state allocated money to districts interested in implementing TAP in
their schools. These schools invest in master and mentor teachers help lead
professional development for teachers throughout the building on a daily basis;
identifying the needs of staff. Currently 44 schools (9 districts and 9 charters) in
Indiana are involved in this project.

= Teacher preparation programs will be trained in the RISE model. New standards
for teacher and principal licensure programs were adopted in December 2010.
These new standards are aligned to the teacher/principal effectiveness state
initiatives. New principal assessment licensure test is currently in the process of
being developed and will align to the Principal Effectiveness Rubric. This will
assist in holding principal preparation programs accountable for meeting state
expectations.

= All of the training for the state evaluation model has been standardized. All
trainers participate in a session modeled for them before they deliver any
component. All slide decks are provided to trainers so the same content is
delivered statewide. The state attends an early first session for any training
module and provides feedback for quality control. The IDOE participates in call-
in question/answer sessions for every RISE overview event to help ensure
consistent and accurate messaging is provided.

Regional Educational Service Centers (ESCs) currently offer professional development to
districts throughout the state. Because of their close relationships with districts and regional
placement, IDOE is partnering with ESCs to deliver all training for the state’s model (RISE);
directly building capacity statewide for continued support and professional development in
years to come.

Educator Evaluations

The following requirements are provided under state law due to the passage of PL 90. A school
district may adopt the model plan (RISE) without the SBOE’s approval, or the district may
modify the model plan or develop the school district's own plan, so long as it fulfills the state’s
priorities for all evaluations. If a school district modifies the model plan or develops its own, the
district must have 75% of teachers approve the plan in order to apply for state pay for
performance grant monies. IDOE will ensure these plans meet the minimum criteria. Each
school district must submit its plan to IDOE, which will publish all plans on IDOE’s website.

Every school district must annually provide to IDOE the results of the staff performance
evaluations, including the number of certificated employees placed in each of the four
performance categories. IDOE will annually report the results of staff performance evaluations
to SBOE and will publish aggregate information on the IDOE’s website. As described earlier in
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3.A.ii., the collection and display of teacher evaluation data in combination with the A-F grading
system will make the alighment of teacher effectiveness to school achievement transparent.
Failing schools with high percentages of effective or highly effective teachers will easily be
identified for remediation. Identifying any disconnect between school accountability and
professional accountability will enable IDOE to target assistance and support in a strategic
manner. These two key indicators run parallel to one another and should work in conjunction
so parents and community members have access to clear and transparent information about
their schools and the teachers that work in them.

While districts are obligated to comply with legislative mandates, the state also installed sound
mechanisms to ensure that districts could take ownership in improving their systems. The
performance grants, described earlier, will incent districts to do just this. These competitive
grants will increase in amount over the next two years with early indication that additional
dollars will be allocated in the future.

The performance grant application is included as Attachment 18 and also available at:
http://www.doe.in.gov/puttingstudentsfirst/documents/performance_grant_application.pdf.

Additionally, evaluation guidance will direct districts to develop a review system as a part of the
evaluation plans they must submit to the state. School districts will outline a clear process for
review and refinement to ensure they are moving towards high quality evaluations,
professional development, and improved instructional practice for all teachers and leaders.

While evaluations will be used to inform professional development, they must also be
leveraged to ensure all students are receiving instruction from an effective teacher. The
information provided to administrators through evaluations will be used to make human capital
decisions in their buildings. Specifically, evaluations are now tied to a teacher’s contract status,
which for all intents and purposes is analogous to tenure. The chart below describes possible
status changes based on evaluation ratings.

STATUS RATING ACTION
Professional Ineffective Status Changed to
Probationary
Probationary Ineffective or 2 times Contract may be cancelled
Improvement Necessary

Any teacher hired after July 1, 2012 (probationary teacher) must demonstrate a pattern of
effectiveness (i.e. by receiving three effective or highly effective ratings in any five-year period)
to receive professional status. One ineffective or two consecutive improvement necessary
ratings can lead to (though does not automatically require) the dismissal of a probationary
teacher. Professional status can be lost with one ineffective rating. These teachers then move
to probationary status. These status changes reflect Indiana’s new paradigm for teacher tenure.
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Professional status is the new equivalent to obtaining tenure; however, tenure is no longer
automatic or permanent — it must be earned. Moreover, tenure can always be lost if
effectiveness in the classroom dips.

IDOE recognizes that having effective teachers is just one piece of the equation. Schools must
also have strong and effective leadership. In PL 90, principal evaluations were designed to
mirror the teacher evaluation system described above. A principal evaluation system includes
all of the same components as teacher evaluations. The Educator Evaluation Cabinet also
developed a model principal evaluation rubric. As with the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric, the
Principal Effectiveness Rubric was based on exemplars from across the country.

RISE: the state’s model tool

As described in 3.A.iii., IDOE is currently piloting the model teacher evaluation system, named
RISE, in three school districts of varying sizes and geographic locations. Information on the state
model is available for school districts to use via the IDOE’s website at www.riseindiana.org.

RISE is a differentiated system of teacher evaluation that defines effective teaching in a rubric
across four domains and 24 components of practice. It incorporates measures of student
learning for teachers and principals. As mentioned earlier, RISE was developed in collaboration
with a statewide advisory evaluation cabinet of practicing teachers and administrators. The RISE
Evaluator and Teacher Handbook and RISE How it Works document are included as Attachment
18

The development of RISE and the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric were informed by numerous
sources, including the following:

* Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teachers

* |owa’s A Model Framework

* KIPP Academy’s Teacher Evaluation Rubric

* Robert Marzano’s Classroom Instruction that Works
* Massachusetts’ Principles for Effective Teaching

* Kim Marshall’s Teacher Evaluation Rubrics

* National Board’s Professional Teaching Standards

* North Carolina’s Teacher Evaluation Process

* Doug Reeves’ Unwrapping the Standards

* Research for Bettering Teaching’s Skillful Teacher

* Teach For America’s Teaching as Leadership Rubric

* Texas’ TxBess Framework

*  Washington DC’s IMPACT Performance Assessment
*  Wiggins &McTighe’s Understanding by Design

The system was also designed with three key purposes:
* Toshine a spotlight on great teaching
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o The rubric is designed to assist principals and teachers in their efforts to increase
teacher effectiveness and ensure a differentiated distribution of great teachers
across the state.

* To provide clear expectations for teachers

o The rubric defines and prioritizes the actions that effective teachers use to
achieve gains in student achievement.

* To support a fair and transparent evaluation of effectiveness

o The rubric provides a foundation for accurately assessing teacher effectiveness
along four discrete ratings, in addition to growth data.

There are three possible measures of student learning in RISE for teachers: an individual growth
model score (where available), a school wide learning score, and a student learning objective
score. How these data points roll up into a summative rating is shown below.

S O

Group 1 Teachers: Group 2 Teachers: Group 3 Teachers:
Half or more Growth Less than half Growth No Growth Model
Model classes Model classes classes
WL g0

5% 10% SWL  SLO SLO
5% 15% 209

TER
50% TER 75%

60%

Key:

TER: Teacher Effectiveness Rubric
IGM: Individual Growth Model

SLO: Student Learning Objective
SWL: School-wide Learning Measure

As the chart above illustrates, teachers are assigned into one of three groups. This trifurcated
design, based on the feedback of educators across the state, was intentional in order to
maximize the differentiation of teachers and in recognition of the variability of data sources
currently available. The component weighting assigned to each group will be closely examined
as part of the pilot, though as assessment systems and measures improve over time, the state
anticipates that more teachers will move from Group 3 into Group 2 and from Group 2 into
Group 1.

P.L. 90 requires evaluations of all certificated staff to include significant factors of student
growth and achievement. P.L. 90 also requires all evaluations to include any mandated state
assessment results. Embedded in this requirement is also the notion of weighting growth
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model data more than other student data if other measures are included. These requirements
ensure all LEAs utilize state mandated assessments, which cover all students, including students
with special needs and ELL students. It also ensures that the Indiana Growth Model data as a
significant portion of evaluations for certificated staff. The Indiana Growth Model includes all
students with disabilities, including ELL, except those who take alternative assessments (ISTAR
and IMAST).

For students who take IMAST, the results are not included in the Indiana Growth Model, but
teachers are still required to use the results of this assessment. Therefore, in RISE, teachers are
asked to set Student Learning Objectives (SLO) based on the results of this state level exam (see
RISE Student Learning Objective handbook for more details.)

For students who take ISTAR, LEAs must develop a way to include their academic achievement
and growth into evaluations. The state is developing guidance around the use of state and local
assessments in order to do this. IDOE does not recommend LEAs use ISTAR results as a factor in
evaluations, but rather use student learning objectives based on other assessments (individual,
classroom, and IEP goals) that are appropriate for students and are better designed to illustrate
growth across an academic year. A special education working group has been working for
months on developing guidance for teachers in order to guide them in selecting the most
appropriate assessments and developing a process for setting rigorous goals based on those
assessments. This working group has identified two possible ways to connect student to data
to special education teachers under the RISE system:

1. Group Special Education teachers in Group 3 (see above graphic) write two SLOs
for students on their case load. Teachers work to group students based on
disability and monitor progress to connect data. This may be that all students in
grade 7 with fluency issues will be on one SLO while the other objective may
focus on students with computation issues. Currently, many if not most of our
pilot districts are using this method of data collection.

2. Group Special Education teachers in Group 3 (see graphic above) write a Primary
and Secondary Learning Objective. The Primary Learning Objective would
require a different method of grouping students however. Teachers look at all
the students on their case load and group students into High, Medium and Low
levels of historical growth. The teacher then reviews historical trend data found
in the IEP paperwork to determine if the student is typically producing higher
levels of growth or has not grown a grade level for many years. Once these
students have been grouped, the teacher then determines how many of the
students achieve growth on their IEP goals. This would then be written into the
SLO form. These teachers write a SLO by grouping a certain set of students with
similar disabilities that require similar assessments and interventions.

Evaluations must include data from all students — no students are exempt from teacher and
principal accountability based on subgroup. IDOE is working to help LEAs select or develop the
most appropriate assessments for different groups of students — particularly for those students
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who do not fit easily into subjects already tested by state assessments. RISE does this as a
model for all districts and will train observers in the process of identifying and selecting the
right assessments for administrator approval, along with providing guidance around setting
goals.

English Language Learners in the state take the ISTEP+ (they are not exempt from the state
exam and thus are included in teacher accountability for those teachers that teach in a tested
area). In RISE pilot districts, teachers are also using growth on the LAS Links to set Student
Learning Objectives.

Guidance on these multiple measures was distributed to school districts this fall. This document
is included as Attachment 18. The RISE website provides resources on implementation of
guality measures including an assessment handbook. Training on the RISE model will be
provided statewide prior to the beginning of the 2012-13 school year.

Moving from the pilot to a statewide scale will include multiple support measures to ensure
smooth implementation. Training on the RISE model will take place statewide during spring and
summer 2012, prior to the beginning of the 2012-13 school year. Training will be available
regionally provided by the ESCs which will be trained by the IDOE. This approach provides
regional support for foundational level training as well as follow-up regional support as needed.
While RISE training is more focused on training primary and secondary evaluators, IDOE is
working on on-line modules targeting teachers on topics of interest. These modules are
scheduled to be available in spring 2012. The pilot mid-year and final report will be strong
resources for statewide implementation. The reorganization of the IDOE and creation of the
Educator Effectiveness and Leadership Division (EEL) provides additional SEA support to school
corporations. Currently each ESC region in the state is assigned two EEL representatives to
assist with technical support for issues related to teacher evaluation implementation.
www.riseindina.org is an invaluable resource with the most current information available for all
stakeholders.

Leadership Practice
The Educator Evaluation Cabinet led the development of a model principal evaluation rubric. As
with the Teacher Effectiveness Rubric, the Principal Effectiveness Rubric was developed from
multiple sources and for the same three key purposes:
* To shine a spotlight on great leadership
o The rubricis designed to assist schools and districts in their efforts to increase
principal effectiveness and promote the equitable distribution of great leaders
across the state.
* To provide clear expectations for principals
o The rubric defines and prioritizes the actions that effective principals must
engage in to lead breakthrough gains in student achievement.
* To support fair and transparent evaluation of effectiveness
o The rubric provides the foundation for accurately assessing school leadership
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along four discrete proficiency ratings with student growth data used as the
predominant measure.

While drafting the Principal Effectiveness Rubric, the development team examined leadership
frameworks from numerous sources, including:

* Achievement First’s Professional Growth Plan for School Principals

* CHORUS’s Hallmarks of Excellence in Leadership

* Clay Christensen’s Disrupting Class

* Discovery Education’s Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-ED)
* Doug Reeves’ Leadership Performance Matrix

* Gallup’s Principal Insight

* |SLLC’s Educational Leadership Policy Standards

* Kim Marshall’s Principal Evaluation Rubrics

* KIPP’s Leadership Competency Model

* Mass Insight’s HPHP Readiness Model

* National Board’s Accomplished Principal Standards

* New Leaders for New Schools’ Urban Excellence Framework

* NYC Leadership Academy’s Leadership Performance Standards Matrix
* Public Impact’s Turnaround Leaders Competencies

* Todd Whitaker’s What Great Principals Do Differently

The Principal Effectiveness Rubric is comprised of two domains and thirteen individual
indicators. A copy of the rubric is included as Attachment 18. The student learning measures for
principal evaluation are still in development, but currently include whole school growth, A-F
school accountability grade, district goals, and school goals. Once the weighting and final
measures are finalized, principals will receive a summative rating in the same four categories as
teachers.

Summary
Over the last eighteen months, Indiana has worked collaboratively with an array of

stakeholders to develop and build support for a comprehensive teacher and principal
evaluation system that recognizes and rewards excellence. The state understands that the
development of a robust system is an iterative process. As IDOE continues to work closely with
school districts and gets further into the weeds, the state will leverage its unique position as the
SEA to provide resources and disseminate best practices across the state.

Both the teacher and principal evaluation models include a collaborative goal-setting
component for teachers and principals to set growth goals specific to student achievement and
teacher or principal effectiveness. This design reflects Indiana’s belief in the power of
evaluations to support the improvement of human capital and ensure a pipeline of great
teachers in every classroom and strong leaders in every building.

In addition to using student growth to evaluate teachers and principals, IDOE is a strong
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proponent of using student growth and performance to evaluate the institutions that train
teachers and principals. In collaboration with state institutions of higher education, the state’s
evaluation framework will be taught in teacher and principal preparation programs. These
programs will be held accountable for producing effective teachers and leaders. Modeled after
Louisiana’s initiative, Indiana plans to tie student growth data into a chain of evaluation that
reaches all the way to teacher colleges. Those with a pattern of weak performance would face
shake-ups or, in extreme cases, more severe sanctions.

Among other things, the state’s evaluation support system includes (a) the pilot of a statewide
evaluation protocol, collaboratively developed with top educators, based on the latest research
and best practices; (b) the refinement and possible expansion of current evaluation systems
with a proven track record of identifying and differentiating exceptional human capital; (c) clear
guardrails for the implementation of evaluation systems, regardless of where they originated or
how they were developed; and (d) the increased frequency of high quality feedback to drive the
improvement of student achievement and provision of high quality instruction.

Conclusion

Indiana is one of only a few states that are aggressively advancing education reforms. The
state’s plan for ESEA flexibility accelerates the bold and innovative initiatives called for as part
of “Putting Students First” that will dramatically close the achievement gap and have a lasting
impact on education in this state.

Indiana’s proposal raises the bar on the original 2013-2014 proficiency requirement called for in
No Child Left Behind by utilizing new advances in measuring student growth and overall school
performance. Indiana’s A-F framework closely aligns with federal efforts to support high
standards without compromising on accountability. Moreover, Indiana’s focus on the bottom
25% hones in on the need to close the achievement gap and prevent more students from
slipping through the cracks in the current accountability system.

RISE and the state’s efforts to improve educator effectiveness improve upon the Highly
Qualified Teacher (HQT) requirement and exceed HQT’s original intent of ensuring that every
student receives a high quality education. By prioritizing effectiveness over qualifications,
Indiana is now focused on indicators that directly relate to a teacher or principal’s performance.
This shift from inputs to outputs and outcomes reflects Dr. Bennett’s firm conviction that
student performance is the ultimate measure of success.

Working collaboratively with schools and LEAs, IDOE will continue to move swiftly and
deliberately in pursuit of our vision for academic achievement and global competitiveness,
encouraging fresh new ideas and out-of-the-box thinking. Contrary to what other states may be
contemplating, Indiana’s efforts to attain these flexibilities does not reflect a desire to slow
down or back off of the importance of accountability. In fact, Indiana intends to use these
flexibilities to provide fuel for Indiana’s reform efforts and align federal priorities with recent
structural changes at the state and local level. Indiana’s commitment to high standards and
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accountability has never been greater. The urgency to improve has never been higher and the
. focus on putting students first has never been stronger.
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SAMPLE FORMAT FOR PLAN

Below is one example of a format an SEA may use to provide a plan to meet a particular principle in

the ESEA Flexibility.

Key Detailed Party or Evidence Resources Significant
Milestone or Timeline Parties (Attachment) (e.g., staff Obstacles
Activity Responsible time,
additional
funding)
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Marcie Brown

From: sams-bounces@listserv.doe.state.in.us on behalf of Superintendent's Alert and Messaging
System [sams@listserv.doe.state.in.us]

Sent: Mecnday, November 07, 2011 11:00 AM

To: sams@listserv.doe state.in.us

Subject: [SAMS] DRAFT: Indiana's No Child Left Behind (NCLB) flexibilityapplication

Attachments: IN NCLB waiver.pdf; memo_nclb_flexibility _application.pdf

MEMORANDUM

TO: Superintendents

FROM: Marcie Brown, Deputy Chief of Staff

DATE: November 7, 201 |

SUBJECT: DRAFT: Indiana’s No Child Left Behind (NCLB;) flexibility application

Thank you for reviewing the following DRAFT of Indiana’s No Child Left Behind (NCLB} flexibility application.
This draft is being constantly updated. Please just focus your comments on the content of the application. We
will do an extensive edit for grammar, style, etc. before we submit. Please review the waivers that the USDOE
will offer all states whose applications are approved. You can find that information at the following link:
www.ed.gov/esealflexibility . Under “ESEA Flexibility Documents,” please view the “"ESEA Flexibility” and
“ESEA Flexibility Request” documents.

Submit comments via the Survey Monkey at www.surveymonkey.com/s/6NLSBSZ.
All comments must be received by 8 a.m. Thursday, November 10. The deadline for submission is November
t4, 2011, so please forgive the extremely short timeline.




Survey Results Page 1 of |

Browse ReSpOnSGS i Filter Rés';;onscr-:sré | Dowrtoad I;leérf.)ﬂmrméesé * View Summary »
Disptaying 10 of 10 respondents  «Prev | fesin Jump To: 10 ‘Gon
Respondent Type: Normal Response Collector: NCLB Waiver Survey (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 184.18.75.30

Response Started: Thursday, November 10, 2011 9:46:02 AM  Response Modified: Thursday, November 10, 2011 9:57:01 AM

1. Name:
First Name -
Last Name -

(b)(6)

2, Affiliation {ex: teacher at Elm Street Elementary in Elmhurst, IN; Executive Director, XYZ Association)

(b)(6)

3. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 1: College and Career Ready Expectations for All Students

No Response

4. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability and Support System

No Response

5. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership

We would like lo comment that we hope thatl the SEA realizes the importance of providing free QUALITY tutering to the students that
fall into the 25% category that may require intervention. We wouid like the SEA to include in the waiver-reguest a plan to include
(and provide funding for) SMALL GROUP (1instructor:2-3 student ratio) tutoring as & required intervention in all schools, and offered
to students in the 25% category who are not showing academic progress. We would like to see a plan for this tutoring that requires
the LEA to award a contract for this tutoring {0 a learning center that has a proven track record with previous student effectiveness
data, has strong ties 10 the community, and uses established research-based, programs that are proven {0 work with students who
are listed in the sub-groups that fall in that 25%, such as ELL and Special Needs. Thank you.

http://fwww.surveymonkey.conv/sr_detail.aspx?sm=80Nb5600UMgIMOBISe79ny%sJCah... 11/10/2011



Survey Results ' Page 1 of 1

rowse Responses * Fiter Responses | Download Responses | View Summary »
Displaying 9 of 10 respondents | «Prev i iNext»  Jump To: 9 Go»

Respondent Type: Nermal Response Collector: NCLB Waiver Survey (Web Link)

Custom Value: empty IP Address: 165.139.162.189

Response Started: Thursday, November 10, 2011 7:37:44 AM  Response Modified: Thursday, November 10, 2011 7:58:52 AM

1..Name: ®)(6)
First Name

Last Name 4

2. Affiliation {ex: teacher at Elm Street Elementary in Elmhurst, IN; Executive Director, XYZ Association)

(b)(6)

3. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 1: College and Career Ready Expectations for All Students

| believe in common core standards for all students; however many special needs students will not go on to College. | am concerned
with the preparation of these non college bound students for entrance into a work world or independent living. | believe we need to
be instrumental in helping our disabled sfudents be successful in college, but | feei like we are dismissing most of our students with
special needs fo give them the skills to be successful in the work pface. | think the use of Acuity Testing as a predictive measure for
passing a standardized assessment. More training for special education teachers and directors on Acuity shouid be emphasized.
The SEA should provide better professional development o prepare leachers on how to use the data on multiple measures {0 help
inform/determine instruction. Aligning curricuium to the common core slandards o me is crucial. { would like the IDOE to create
another dipioma for the majority of special needs studenis who cannot meet the Core 40 requirements but are much more
competent than a cerlificate of completion/attendance. Many special needs students can complete many or most of the Core 40
requirements but can not pass ECA even with modifications and adaptation.

4, SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability and Support System

Some of the comments above can alsc he placed in Principle 2. Many speciat needs students can not make a years growth in a
years time. Several of our special needs students are also iower SES AND EL. Unfortunately, since | didn't get this until 6:30 this
merning and it is due at 8; | haven't had much of a chance 1o read any more of the document but (o just glance at it.

5. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 3: Supporting Effective Insfruction and Leadership

If the IDOE would really like comments on this document, they would have distributed it much earlier than 3:23pm the day before it's
due at 8:00am. Thanks for the opportunity to try and complete it

http://www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=80Nb5600UMgIMOBISe79n%21tdgi... 11/10/2011



Survey Results ' - Page 1 of |

BVOWSe ReSpO nses Filter Responses Downfoad Res.ponses“i View Summary »
Displaying 8 of 10 respondents ~«Prev:  Next» = Jump To: 8 Gos
Respondent Type: Normal Response Collector: NCLB Waiver Survey {Web Link)
Custom Value: empty P Address: 76.16.246.176

Response Started: Tuesday, November 8, 2011 5:09:39 PM  Response Modified: Tuesday, November 8, 2011 5:13:18 PM

1. Name:

First Name _(b)(6)

Last Name -

2, Affiliation {ex: teacher at Eim Street Elementary in Elmhurst, IN; Executive Director, XYZ Association)

(b)(6)

3. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 1: College and Career Ready Expectations for All Students
No Response

4. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability and Support System

| applaud the recognition that students in these failing schools will benefit frem increased instructional time that supplements the
regular school day by organizing tutoring and other related services before, during, and after school, an weekend and during the
summer. And | support IDOE's plan to fully ulilize technology-based tools to deliver supplemental instruction at the student's
home. These interventions are effective for ELL, special ed and T1 students thal are performing well-below their peers.
Additional specificily is requested to more fully organize the use of XLT. These include the use of external service providers
inciuding organizations previously approved to provide SES services.

5. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership

No Response

http://www.surveymonkey.com/sy_detail.aspx?sm=80Nb5600UMgIMOBISe79n%21tdgi... 11/10/2011



Survey Results Page 1 of 2

ilter Responses awnload Responses : View Sumimary » ¢

Browse Responses

Displaying 7 of 10 respondents © «Prev | Next»  Jump To: 7 Goxn:
Respondent Type: Normal Response Collector: NCLB Waiver Survey (Web Link)
Custom Value: emply P Address: 71.178.237.25

Response Started: Tuesday, November 8, 2011 4:17:56 PM  Response Modified: Tuesday, November 8, 2011 4:25:48 PM

1, Name:

' (b)
First Name -|(6)

Last Name -

2. Affiliation {ex: teacher at Elm Street Efementary in Elmhurst, IN; Executive Director, XYZ Association)

(b)(6)

3. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 1: College and Career Ready Expectations for All Students
No Response

4. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability and Support Systern

Under the proposed Differentiated Accountability (DA) system Pricrity Scheals that receive a F grade and Focus Schools that
receive a D musl use al least 3 from among a variely of Readiness interventions including Extended Learning Time (XLT) and
tutoring. These interventions are among  list Readiness options that LEAs may selection from ameng. We applaud the
recognition that stidents in these failing schools will benefit from increased instructional time that supplements the regular
school day by organizing tutoring and other related services before, during, and after school, on weekend and during the
summer. These interventions are effective for ELL, special ed and T1 students that are performing well-below their peers.
Additional specificity is requested to more fully organize the use of XLT, especially adding the requirement that
tutoring/extending learning time shall be a required Readiness o Learn intervention used by Pricrity and Focus schoois. In
carrying out these supplemental instructional services, LEAs shall use external service providers inciuding organizations
previously approved o provide SES services. We make a number of recommendations fo raise the quality of these providers
including: + evidence that the provider's curricula are aligned to State academic standards; » evidence that they have at least five
years of continuous operating experience providing education instrugtion to youth; » use instructional methods and materials that
are research- based; » demonstrate financial stability, which may include a financial audit, evidence of sufficient working capital,
or other means; and - employ tutors that meet state-determined quaiifications; In organizing XLT, Districts may be allowed to
serve as tutoring service providers. However, scheols seeking 1o provide tutoring services under the program must meet the
same approval, monitoring &nd evaluation criteria as all other State-approved providers. Further, where a school or district is
approved as a provider, under the program, the state must be required to enforce rules necessary {o ensure that LEAs do not
exert unfair advantages from their control of schools, administrators, faciities and leachers. « Schoo! principals are ultimately
accountable for their schools. Principals should have greater input inte the number of providers who can operate in their specific
schools by setting a fimit on the number of providers per school site taking into consideration the providers' preferences for
space (based on the Chicage Public Schools madel.) « LEAs and tuicring service providers should be required ic share student
achievement data to ensure better communication with the District, school, and with parenis and to better frack student
performance and maximize attendance. « LEAs shall make space on school greunds available to providers on the same lerms
and conditions offered to other community organizations. » LEAs shall create a plan to inform eligible students of the availability
of high quality academic tutoring which shali include, but not be limited to: (A) Posting the common statewide student appiication
on the agency's website; (B) Conduct enrollment of eligible students throughout the year in conjunction with approved providers
and community-based organizations to ensure that eligible students have full opportunities to participate; and = A description of
how the LEA will ensure tutaring services are provided in a timely manner, including notification to eligible families, enrolling
students, and contracting with providers, to ensure that services begin no later than 60 days after the start of the school year In
General Comments: Numercus published studies by third-parly researchers and others commissioned by the US Department of
Education cile evidence that SES tutoring can raise student academic skills and help close the achievement gap particularly for
jower performing students. These same studies also suggest oppariunities to strengthen SES and the recommendations
describe below draw upoen many of the researchers recommendations,

5. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership
No Response

http://www surveymonkey.com/st_detail.aspx?7sm=80Nb560OUMgIMOBISe79n%2ftdgi... 11/10/2011



Survey Results Page 2 of 2

http://www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=80Nb5600OUMgIMOBISe7I%2{tdgi... 11/10/2011



Survey Results o Page 1 of 1

Browse P\eSpOﬂSGS Filter Responses | é.Déwﬁ!oad Responses I view Summary »
bisplaying 6 of 10 respondents  «Prev  "Next»  Jump To: 6 Gow»
Respondent Type: Normal Response Collector: NCLB Walver Survey (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty iP Address: 165.139.139.1

Response Started: Tuesday, November 8, 2011 7:03:50 AM  Response Modified: Tuesday, November 8, 2011 12:17:04 PM

1N 3
ame ®)

First Name -|(6)
Last Name -

2. Affiliation (ex: teacher at Elm Street Elementary in Elmhurst, IN; Executive Director, XYZ Association)

(b)(6)

3. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principie 1: College and Career Ready Expectations for All Students

1 read about the A-F high schooi medel being adopied by the State Board of Educaticn, but § did not read that part of the model will
be based on college and career readiness (up o 30%) by the year 2014-2015. | think this is a significant piece of college and
career accountability, | think that fact should be stated in this section.

4. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability and Support System

lsn't the concept of all schools must earn an A or improve by 2 letter grades plagued with the same flaws as NCLB's 2014
unrealistic standards that must now be addressed and fixed? | am struggling to see the difference. It seems that we are trading
one unrealistic measure for another.

5. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 3: Supporting Effective instruction and Leadership
Well done. 1f think this is very relevant and practical.

http://www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx7sm=80NbS60OUMgIMOBISe79n%2{tdgr...  11/10/2011



Survey Results - Page 1 of 1

BI”OWSG ReSpOﬂSGS Fiiter Respenses ]‘ Downlo.ad.Resf)é.n;e:; - View Summary »
Displaying 5 of 10 respondents  «Prev’ iNext» - Jump To: 5 ‘Goxn
Respondent Type: Normal Response Collector: NCLB Waiver Survey (Web Link}
Custom Value: eniply IP Address: 165.139.115.11

Response Started: Monday, November 7, 2011 4:40:57 PM  Response Medified: Monday, November 7, 2011 4:54:03 PM

1. Name:

First Name -|(P)
(6)

Last Name -

2. Affillation (ex: teacher at Eim Street Elementary in Elmhurst, IN; Executive Director, XYZ Association}

[(®)(®)

3. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principie 1: College and Career Ready Expectations for All Students

Indiana High School Plan *Incoherent *Not based on measuring college and career skills *No ability to measure growth with
disconnected instruments *Arbitrary cut scores nol based on post-secondary success - just based on guessing *A general dis-
service to Indiana kids *Not competitive with neighboring states where all students receive a college and workforce credential
*No relevant daia provided to schocls or teachers to inform instructional improvement "No ability to measure teacher impact on
student learning *No consistent reading measurement *No math measurement beyond Algebra 1 *Reporied 31% of indiana
students college ready on ACT - this is a subset of Indiana students. There is no metric in the stale that encompasses all
Indiana students and represents college and/or career readiness *Basically - the Indiana High School Plan is woefully
insufficient to meet the demands of the 21st century global economy. All surrounding states use national college and workforce
instruments - s¢ there is no reason for Indiana to be behind.

4. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability and Support System

No Response

5, SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership
No Response

http:/fwww.surveymonkey.comy/stdetail.aspx?sm=80Nb5600UMgIMOBISe7In%21tdgi... 11/10/2011



Survey Results Page 1 of 1

Browse RG}SDOHS@S Fitter Resﬁonsés ‘ | bé)wnload.Respo.ns.es View Summary »
Displaying 4 of 10 respondents " «Prev - "Next»  Jump To: 4 Go »
Respondent Type: Normai Response Collector: NCLE Waiver Survey (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 165.138.161.100

Response Started: Monday, November 7, 2011 4:14:26 PM  Response Modified: Monday, November 7, 2011 4:20:50 PM

1. Name;

(b)(6)

First Name -
Last Name -

2, Affiliation {ex: teacher at Elm Street Elementary in Elmhurst, IN; Executive Director, XYZ Asscciation}

(b)(6)

3. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 1: College and Career Ready Expectations for All Students

| support the concepts. § think that COMMUNICATION will be the key. Infermation comes at building administrators at break-
neck speed. We need to do all that we can to inform principals of CCSS and PARCC. We alse need to explore the financial
and staffing logistics that impede implementation of AP curricuium and 1B programs, especially in rural scheols.

4. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability and Support System

The focus on the lowest 25% will represent a signficant change, though it's the right approach. | think accountabiity has to be
simplified in order for schools and the public to understand it. | like the concept of the "focus" schoois.

5. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 3: Supperting Effective Instruction and Leadership

| suppor the changes that have been made to the evaluation system via SEA 1. implementation is going to be a challenge,
especially for schools that haven't been preparing for it. We're going to be ready at Randolph Central!

http://www .surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=80Nb560OUMgIMOBISe79n%2ftdgt... 11/10/2011



Survey Results Page | of 1

Browse ReSpOﬂSGS Fitter Respcnsés VE Downicad .Responb:es Viow Summary »
Displaying 3 of 10 respondents  «frev ' Next» - Jump To: 3 Gon
Respondent Type: Normal Response Collector: NCLB Waiver Survey (Web Link}
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 165.138.120.251

Response Started: Monday, November 7, 2011 12:54:52 PM  Response Modified: Monday, November 7, 2011 1:25:03 PM

1. Name:

First Name 1(B)(®)

Last Name -

2, Affiliation (ex: teacher at Elm Sireet Elementary in Elmhurst, IN; Executive Director, XYZ Assocclation}

[(6)(6)

3. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principie 1: College and Career Ready Expectations for All Students

1.B. page 6. | would not say "Nothing has been done specifically retated to this." Rather, " under the umbrella of IDOE vision and
legisiative mandates, the professionat organizations such as the Indiana Public Schools Superintendent Association, Indiana
Schoo! Board Association, and Indiana Principals Association and universities such as University of Indianapolis CELL, Indiana
University Southeast have been providing professicnal development on these and many olher topics. IDCE stafl members often
are participants in these activities and have been complimented for partnering with practitioners to create learning and sharing
opportunities that have been well received. Additionally, IDOE has created a hugely successfut information exchange called The
learning Connection. Moderated by SEA subject malter experts, this effort has crealed a centralized format for sharing
information ang a forum for exchange of best practice shared by practitioners and educational leaders throughout the state.”
These grass roats efforts have connected research and theory with practice. Currently, the membership in The Learning
Connection alone is XXXXXXX {I dont' know how many but from the email notices | get, it looks like a lotl} ALSO, on page 12,
when asked "Does the SEA plan to evaluate...." with subcategory, "Raising the State’s academic achievernent standards, |
believe we should reference the fact that, tracing student achievement through grades k-12, # became rapidly apparent that the
pivotal skill was reading and the pivotal grade level was 3rd grade. Therefore, Indiana has implemented {-READ3 {then describe
the process or products expected from this additional evaluation tool and subsequent ouicomes).

4. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability and Support System

Mo Response

5, SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership
No Response

http://www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=80Nb5600UMgIMOBISe79n%2{tdgi... 11/10/2011



Survey Results Page 1 of 1

| Filter Responses | | Download Responses | View Summary »

Browse Responses
Displaying 2 of 10 respondents  «Prev  Next»  Jump To: 2 Go»
Respondent Type: Normal Response Collector: NCLB Waiver Survey (Web Link)

Custom Value: empty IP Address: 165.138.76.10
Response Started: Monday, November 7, 2011 11:48:07 AM  Response Modified: Monday, November 7, 2011 11:52:47 AM

1. Name:
First Name - (b)(6)
Last Name -

2. Affiliation (ex: teacher at Elm Street Elementary in Elmhurst, IN; Executive Director, XYZ Association)

(b)(6)

3. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principte 1: College and Career Ready Expectations for All Students
Our state designed and school supplemented reguirements for all students meet these reguirments in good fashion.

4. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principie 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability and Support System
The siate of Indiana has implemented a very rigorous accountability and grading system regarding scheol success/performance.

5. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership

Again, Indiana has been a strong ieader in developing a performance evaluation system for teachers, principals, and all student
suppert staff which supports federal mandates.

http://www surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=80Nb5600OUMgIMOBISe79n%21tdgi... 11/10/2011



Survey Results Page 1 of |

BI‘OWSG Hespon Ses . I.Tiller.Responses‘i Downlpad Responses View Summary »
Displaying 1 of 10 respondents .« rwv Next» | Jump To: 1 {Gon
Respondent Type: Normal Response Collector: NCLB Waiver Survey (Web Link)
Custom Value: emply IP Address: 88.223.67.39

Response Started: Monday, November 7, 2011 11:11:41 AM  Response Modified: Monday, November 7, 2011 11:12:44 AM

1. Name:
First Name {(b)(6)
Last Name -

2, Affiliation {ex: teacher at Elm Street Elementary in Eimhurst, IN; Executive Director, XYZ Association}

(b)(6)

3. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 1: College and Career Ready Expectations for All Students
This is very well put together

4, SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability and Support System

Again, well stated

5. SPECIFIC comments on NCLB Waiver Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership
Stated strongly

http://www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=80Nb5600UMgIMOBISe79n%2ftdgi... 11/10/2011



DRAFT: ESEA Flexibility Application | IDOE

¢ Search...
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DRAFT: ESEA Flexibility Application
Posted: Pri, 11/11/2010 - 1gqpn Upxdeted: Fvi, 15 /10 /2008 - 12481t

The Indiana Department of Education {IDOE} will submit its Elementary and Secondary Education Acl
(ESEA) flexibitity application this Monday, Nov. 14, to the U.S. Depariment of Education (USDOE).

R IDOE:
‘- SERVICES [ _
- . e Indiana's application seeks {o secure eleven waivers for outdated provisions of the current ESEA for
main wmewnu  which the state can demenstrate college-and-career readiness, rigorous accountability metrics that
emphasize growth and focus on closing the achievement gap, and support for effective instruction ang
school leadership.

Cigital Media
FAQ
e 1B0E has released a drafl of ils application to educalors and other stakeholders for review and
Finance  feedback via survey at www.surveymonkey com/s/GNLSBYZ. To view the original draft application,
Grants Management cIick_here: INNCLE waiver.ndl . To review the waivers the USDOE will offer all states whose
—————— applicalions are approved, please visil www.ed.gp !
Education
“'il'l‘:)"’lt’?'z‘ﬂ:g IDOE's application includes detailed descriptions of Indiana’s recent efforis thal reflect the guidelines
o e for waiver approval. The applicalion includes notes on department outreach and engagement wilh
Edueation  education stakeholders. The waivers will provide Indiana schools greater flexibilily in exchange for
Roundtabie  state-level accountability and reform.

Jobs
0% The waivers will be granted to states for outdaled federal adequate yearly progress (AYP)

requirements in exchange for challenging but altainable sxpectalions for student growth and
State Board of performance; for federal turnaround restrictions and requirements in exchange.for state intervention
Education  Plans based on students’ needs; for certain highly qualified teacher provisions in exchange for more
———  meaningfluf educator evaiuations and development; and, for restrictive federal funding guidelines in
Superintendent  sxchange for state-level funding policies that supporl excellence and are student focused.

States who receive the federal waivers wilt be nelified in early 2012.

Follow Us Top Pagus
R aok Jot:

imer s Linking |Acoessibaity  Bedtler

i o
NouTalys
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http://192.168.1.52/idoe/grants-management/draft-csea-flexibility-application
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Indiana State Board of Education
Room 225 State House
indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2798

MINUTES
INDIANA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

August 3, 2010
Department of Education
James Whitcomb Riley Conference Room
151 West Ohio Street
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

The meeting of the Indiana State Board of Education convened at 1:05 p.m. Board
members Dr. Tony Bennett, Jo Blacketor, David Shane, Mike Pettibone, James
Edwards, Vicki Snyder, Steve Gabet, and Daniel Elsener were present. Sarah
O’Brien, Dr. Gwendolyn Griffith-Adell, and Neil Pickett were not present.

Call to Order

Dr. Bennett led the Pledge of Allegiance.

Approval of the Minutes

Mr. Elsener moved for approval of the minutes. Mr. Edwards seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously.

Statement of the Chair

Dr. Bennett thanked Board members for attending the Education Roundtable
meeting. Two national expetts, David Coleman, Founder, Student Achievement
Partners; and Matt Gandal, Executive Vice President, Achieve, appeared before
members of the Roundtable and discussed Common Core State Standards and cut
scores for End of Course Assessments. Dr. Bennett said these are two very
important issues that Board members will be asked to approve later in the meeting
and also thanked Wes Bruce, Chief Assessment Officer for his hard work.



Vi,

VIL.

Vit

Dr. Bennett said the Department of Education (DOE} will bring information to the
Board in the next couple of months about school corporations whose
superintendents did not hold the school corporation accountable for fulfilling the 180
day school year requirement. DOE staff are in the process of collecting information,
investigating those reports, and discussing recommendations on how to address this
issue.

Spotlight on Learning

Board Member Comments

Mr. Elsener discussed the grant received by Marian University to create an academy
to prepare school administrators. The university was also notified that the Kern
Family Foundation, Madison, Wisconsin, will give Marian University a sum of over
$500,000 and they are in the process of recruiting talented people who want to be a
part of this leadership academy. Mr. Elsener said a number of national experts will
be involved, and Marian University is very grateful for this opportunity.

Adjudications and Hearings

Public Comments

Public comments were provided by Dr. Pavel Polanco-Safadit.
Discussion

Dr. Stacey Hughes, Assistant Superintendent, introduced Dr. Gina DelSanto, Deputy
Commissioner, Department of Workforce Development (DWD), and Jackie Dowd,
Adult Education Director. Dr. Hughes said the DOE is working with DWD in
administrating adult education services and work place skills so those skills are
better aligned.

Dr. DelSanto discussed programmatic and structural changes, including the
following:

* Increased funding.

* Transition of administration.

* Regional systems.

+ Performance funding.

+ Division of labor.

» Focus on occupational certification.



Dr. DelSanto said aduit education funding has been increased by over $500,000 by
bringing in Workforce Investment Act dollars.

Mr. Zaring said Board members received a list of proposed discussion items. The
DOE’s legislative discussion will be provided to the Board as soon as there is a clear
picture of what is going to happen in the next General Assembly session. The DOE
is working on a timeline and metrics for indicators for everything related to its
strategic plan.

Board members were also given an accountability timeline. Mr, Zaring said the
Department has not yet received federal approval of the proposed waivers that
would allow newly identified schools to wait until the second semester to offer
choice.

Mr. Zaring said the Memorandum of Agreements (MOA) have not been signed.
School corporations involved are currently discussing and considering them. One of
the corporation’s involved has scheduled a public session with its community to
present the MOA, get signatures, and send it to the DOE.

As this process moves forward, Board members will be kept up to date.

Anna Shultz, Reading Consultant, provided an update regarding Read On, Indiana!
Board members were given a Third Grade Reading Plan proposal, which now
includes information on any fiscal impact that might be involved. A component of the
proposal is that school districts will submit to the department a Reading Plan for their
district. Ms. Shultz said a template for the Plan schools will be provided will be
discussed at the September meeting.

An additional requirement of the law is the development of Indiana’s reading
framework. The framework will be a template of what reading instruction should look
like in terms of instruction and assessment, leadership, professional development,
and goals. Opportunity schools were selected; training was conducted in late June;
and participants were frained by the Consortium on Reading Effectiveness, which
took the lead in writing Indiana’s reading framework. The reading framework will be
available online this fall.

Dr. Hughes discussed fiscal impact and said the reading standards and the reading
framework will have no additional fiscal impact to schools. However, a school that
currently does not have a core reading program that teaches the five components of
scientifically-based reading instruction (phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency,
vocabulary, and comprehension) will need to purchase one.



Funding sources available to schools will include remediation funding and summer
school funding.

Consent Agenda ltems

A,

Mr. Zaring presented a request for certification of an amended governing body
selection plan for the Sunman-Dearborn Community School Corporation.
[Agenda item VI, A]

Mr. Zaring presented a request for approval of amendments to textbook adoption
lists. [Agenda item X, |]

Mr. Zaring presented a request for approval of corrections to Adult Education
allocations. [Agenda item X, J.

Mr. Pettibone moved for approval of the consent agenda items. Mr. Shane
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Action

A.

Mr. Zaring presented a request for adoption of the Common Core State
Standards.

Mr. Pettibone moved for approval. Mr. Shane seconded the motion. The motion
passed unanimously.

Mr. Bruce presented a request for approval of achievement standards for the
Indiana Modified Achievement Standards Test. Mr. Bruce introduced Dr. Ed
Roeber, Professor, Michigan State University, and Chair of the Technical
Advisory Panel,

Mr. Pettibone moved for approval. Mr. Edwards seconded the motion. The
motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Bruce presented a request for approval of achievement standards for End of
Course Assessments in Algebra | and English 10.

Mr. Shane made a motion to adopt passing scores for the Algebra | and English
10 End of Course Assessments as reflective of the current performance level
descriptors. Dr. Bennett made a recommendation that the Education
Roundtable, DOE, and the Commission for Higher Education develop a report
comparing the Algebra | £End of Course Assessment to the skill level required to
enter college level math course work without remediation. In addition, the
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Commission for Higher Education and DOE should ask the Education
Roundtabte to consider raising cut scores before the normal six year period is
complete. Dr. Bennett’s recommendation was accepted a part of the motion. Mr.
Elsener seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

. Mr. Bruce presented a request for approval to move to online assessments hy

requiring schools to administer ISTEP+ online at their highest grade level in
2010-2011. Schools will have the option of substituting another grade or adding
grades. Schools with inadequate capacily will be excused.

Mr. Gabet moved for approval. Mr. Shane seconded the motion. The motion
passed unanimously.

. Mr. Zaring presented a request for approval of LSA Document 09-995, changes

in the names of school improvement and performance categories under IC 20-
31-8.

Mr. Shane moved for approval. Mrs. Blacketor seconded the motion. The
motion passed unanimousiy.

. Mr. Zaring presented a request for approval of a rulemaking process for rules

scheduled to expire January 1, 2011,

Mrs. Blacketor moved for approval. Mr. Gabet seconded the motion. The motion
passed unanimously.

. Mr. Zaring presented a reguest for approval of proposed language and a

rulemaking process for new rules to establish procedures for technical assistance
and intervention under IC 20-31-9.

Mr. Edwards moved for approval. Mr. Gabet seconded the motion. The motion
passed unanimously.

Board OQperations

Dr. Bennett said he and other DOE staff will be going around the state starting
August 4, to 10 different locations, to talk about DOE initiatives.

Mrs. Blacketor moved for adjournment. Mr. Shane seconded the motion. The
motion passed unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 3:05 p.m.

5
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
For
Race To The Top — Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant

PARTNERSHIP FOR ASSESSMENT OF READINESS FOR COLLEGE AND
CAREERS MEMBERS

JUNE 3, 2010

L Parties

This Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) is made and effective as of this 11 day of June
2010, (the “Effective Date”) by and between the State of Indiana and all other member states of
the Partnership For Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (“Consortium™ or
“PARCC"”) who have also executed this MOU.

L Scope of MOU

This MOU constitutes an understanding between the Consortium member states to participate in
the Consortium. This document describes the purpose and goals of the Consortium, presents its
background, explains its organizational and governance structure, and defines the terms,
responsibilities and benefits of participation in the Consortium.

ITI.  Background — Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant

On April 9, 2010, the Department of Education (“ED*) announced its intent to provide grant
funding to consortia of States for two grant categories under the Race to the Top Fund
Assessment Program: (a) Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants, and (b) High School
Course Assessment grants. 75 Fed. Reg. 18171 (April 9, 2010} (*Notice™).

The Comprehensive Assessment Systems grant will support the development of new assessment
systems that measure student knowledge and skills against a common set of college- and career-
ready standards in mathematics and English language arts in a way that covers the full range of
those standards, elicits complex student demonstrations or applications of knowledge and skills
as appropriate, and provides an accurate measure of student achievement across the full
performance continuum and an accurate measure of student growth over a full academic year or
course.

1V.  Purpose and Goals

The states that are signatories to this MOU are members of a consortium (Partnership For
Assessment of Readiness for Coliege and Careers) that have organized themselves to apply for
and carry out the objectives of the Comprehensive Assessment Systems grant program.

Consortium states have identified the following major purposes and uses for the assessment
system results:
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¢ To measure and document students’ college and career readiness by the end of high
school and progress toward this target. Students meeting the college and career readiness
standards will be eligible for placement into entry-level credit-bearing, rather than
remedial, courses in public 2- and 4-year postsecondary institutions in all participating
states.

¢ To provide assessments and results that:
o Are comparable across states at the student level;
o Meet internationally rigorous benchmarks;
o Allow valid measures of student longitudinal growth; and
o Serve as a signal for good instructional practices.

e To support multiple levels and forms of accountability including;
o Decisions about promotion and graduation for individual students;
o Teacher and leader evaluations;
o School accountability determinations;
o Determinations of principal and teacher professional development and support

needs; and
o Teaching, learning, and program improvement.

« Assesses all students, including English learners and students with disabilities.

To further these goals, States that join the Consortium by signing this MOU mutually agree to
support the work of the Consortium as described in the PARCC application for funding under the
Race to the Top Assessment Program. 2

V. Definitions

This MOU incorporates and adopts the terms defined in the Department of Education’s Notice,
which is appended hereto as Addendum 1.

VI, Key Deadlines

The Consortium has established key deadlines and action items for all Consortium states, as
specified in Table (A)(1)(b)(v) and Section (A)(1) of its proposal. The following milestones
represent major junctures during the grant period when the direction of the Consortium’s work
will be clarified, when the Consortium must make key decisions, and when member states must
make additional commitments to the Consortium and its work.

A The Consortium shall develop procedures for the administration of its duties, set
forth in By-Laws, which will be adopted at the first meeting of the Governing
Board.

B. The Consortium shall adopt common assessment administration procedures no

later than the spring of 2011.
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The Consortium shall adopt a common set of item release policies no later than
the spring of 2011.

The Consortium shall adopt a test security policy no later than the spring of 2011.

The Consortium shall adopt a common definition of “English learner” and
common policies and procedures for student participation and accommodations
for English learners no later than the spring of 2011.

The Consortium shall adopt common policies and procedures for student
participation and accommodations for students with disabilities no later than the

spring of 2011.

Each Consortium state shall adopt a common set of college- and career-ready
standards no later than December 31, 2011.

The Consortium shall adopt a common set of common performance level
descriptors no later than the summer of 2014,

The Consortium shall adopt a common set of achievement standards no later than
the summer of 2015.

Consortium Membership

Membership Types and Responsibilities

1. Governing State: A State becomes a Governing State if it meets the
eligibility criteria in this section.

a. The eligibility criteria for a Governing State are as follows:

@ A Governing State may not be a member of any other
consortium that has applied for or receives grant
funding from the Department of Education under the
Race to the Top Fund Assessment Program for the
Comprehensive Course Assessment Systems grant
category;

(i1) A Governing State must be committed to statewide
implementation and administration of the assessment
system developed by the Consortium no later than the
2014-2015 school year, subject to availability of
funds;

(iii) A Govemning State must be committed to using the

assessment results in its accountability system,
including for school accountability determinations;
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teacher and leader evaluations; and teaching, learning
and program improvement;

(iv) A Governing State must provide staff to the
Consortium to support the activities of the
Consortium as follows:

» Coordinate the state’s overall participation in all
aspects of the project, including;

ongoing communication within the state

education agency, with local school systems,

teachers and school leaders, higher
education leaders;

communication to keep the state board of
education, governor’s office and appropriate
legislative leaders and committees informed
of the consortium’s activities and progress
on a regular basis;

participation by local schools and education
agencies in pilot tests and field test of
system components; and

identification of barriers to implementation.

" Participate in the management of the assessment
deve]opment process on behalf of the Consortium;
» Represent the chief state school officer when
~ necessary in Governing Board meetings and calls;
«  Participate on Design Committees that will:

Develop the overall assessment design for
the Consortium,;

Develop content and test specifications;
Develop and review Requests for Proposals
(RFPs);

Manage contract(s) for assessment system
development;

Recommend common achievement levels;
Recommend common assessment policies;
and

Other tasks as needed.

(v) A Governing State must identify and address the
legal, statutory, regulatory and policy barriers it must
change in order for the State to adopt and implement

4
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the Consortium’s assessment system components by
the 2014-15 school year.

b A Governing State has the following additional rights and
responsibilities:

@

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

)

(vi)

(vif)

(viii)

A Governing State has authority to participate with
other Governing States to determine and/or to modify
the major policies and operational procedures of the
Consortium, including the Consortium’s work plan
and theory of action;

A Governing State has authority to participate with
other Governing States to provide direction to the
Project Management Partner, the Fiscal Agent, and to
any other contractors or advisors retained by or on
behalf of the Consortium that are compensated with
Grant funds;

A Governing State has authority to participate with
other Governing States to approve the design of the
assessment system that will be developed by the
Consortium;

A Governing State must participate in the work of the
Consortium’s design and assessment committees;

A Governing State must participate in pilot and field
testing of the assessment systerns and tools developed
by the Consortjum, in accordance with the
Consortium’s work plan;

A Governing State must develop a plan for the
statewide implementation of the Consortium’s
assessment system by 2014-2015, including removing
or resolving statutory, regulatory and policy barriers
to implementation, and securing funding for
implementation; :

A Governing State may receive funding from the
Consortium to defray the costs associated with staff
time devoted to governance of the Consortium, if
such funding is inctuded in the Consortium budget;

A Governing State may receive funding from the
Consortium to defray the costs associated with intra-
State communications and engagements, if such
funding is included in the Consortium budget.

5
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(ix) A Govering State has authority to vote upon
: significant grant fund expenditures and disbursements
(including awards of contracts and subgrants) made to
and/or executed by the Fiscal Agent, Governing
States, the Project Management Partner, and other
contractors or subgrantees,

2. Fiscal Agent: The Fiscal Agent will be one of the Governing States in the
Consortium.

(1) The Fiscal Agent will serve as the “Applicant” state
for purposes of the grant application, applying as the
member of the Consortium on behalf of the
Consortium, pursuant to the Application
Requirements of the Notice (Addendum 1) and 34
C.F.R. 75.128.

(i)  The Fiscal Agent shall have a fiduciary responsibility
to the Consortium to manage and account for the
grant funds provided by the Federal Government
under the Race to the Top Fund Assessment Program
Comprehensive Assessment Systems grants,
including related administrative functions, subject to
the direction and approval of the Governing Board
regarding the expenditure and disbursement of all
grant funds, and shall have no greater decision-
making authority regarding the expenditure and
disbursement of grant funds than any other Governing
State,

(iii)  The Fiscal Agent shall issue RFPs in order to procure
goods and services on behalf of the Consortium;

(iv)  The Fiscal Agent has the authority, with the
Governing Board’s approval, to designate another
Governing State as the issuing entity of RFPs for
procurements on behalf of the Consortium;

(v) The Fiscal Agent shall enter into a contract or
subgrant with the organization selected to serve as the
Consortium’s Project Management Partner;

(vi)  The Fiscal Agent may receive funding from the
Consortium in the form of disbursements from Grant
funding, as authorized by the Governing Board, to
cover the costs associated with carrying out its
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(vii)

(viii)

3. Participating State

responsibilities as a Fiscal Agent, if such funding is
included in the Consortium budget;

The Fiscal Agent may enter into significant contracts
for services to assist the grantee to fulfill its
obligation to the Federal Government to manage and
account for grant funds;

Consortium member states will identify and report to
the Fiscal Agent, and the Fiscal Agent will report to
the Department of Education, pursuant to program
requirement 11 identified in the Notice for
Comprehensive Assessment System grantees, any
current assessment requirements in Title I of the
ESEA that would need to be waived in order for
member States to fully implement the assessment
system developed by the Consortium.

a. The eligibility criteria for a Participating State are as follows:

@

Q)

A Participating State commits to support and assist
with the Consortium’s execution of the program
described in the PARCC application for a Race to the
Top Fund Assessment Program grant, consistent with
the righits and responsibilities detailed below, but does
not at this time make the commitments of a
Governing State;

A Participating State may be a member of more than
one consortium that applies for or receives grant
funds from ED for the Race to the Top Fund
Assessment Program for the Comprehensive
Assessment Systems grant category.

b. The rights and responsibilities of a Participating State are as

follows:

®

(ii)

A Participating State is encouraged to provide staff to
participate on the Design Committees, Advisory
Committees, Working Groups or other similar groups
established by the Governing Board;

A Participating State shall review and provide
feedback to the Design Committees and to the
Governing Board regarding the design plans,

7
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strategies and policies of the Consortium as they are
being developed;

(i) A Participating State must participate in pilot and
field testing of the assessment systems and tools
developed by the Consortium, in accordance with the
Consortium’s work plan; and

(iv) A Participating State is not eligible to receive
reimbursement for the costs it may incur to participate
in certain activities of the Consortium.

4. Proposed Project Management Partner:

Consistent with the requirements of ED’s Notice, the PARCC Governing
States are conducting a competitive procurement to select the consortium
Project Management Partner. The PARCC Governing Board will direct
and oversee the work of the organization selected to be the Project
Management Partner.

B. Recommitment to the Consortium

In the event that that the governor or chief state school officer is replaced in a
Consortium state, the successor in that office shall affirm in writing to the
Governing Board Chair the State’s continued commitment to participation in the
Consortium and to the binding commitments made by that official’s predecessor
within five (5) months of taking office.

C. Application Process For New Members

1. A State that wishes to join the Consortium after submission of the grant
application may apply for membership in the Consortium at any time,
provided that the State meets the prevailing eligibility requirements
associated with its desired membership classification in the Consortium.
The state’s Governor, Chief State School Officer, and President of the
State Board of Education (if applicable) must sign a MOU with all of the
commitments contained herein, and the appropriate state higher education
leaders must sign a letter making the same commitments as those made by
higher education leaders in the states that have signed this MOU.

2. A State that joins the Consortium after the grant application is submitted
to the Department of Education is not authorized to re-open settled issues,
nor may it participate in the review of proposals for Requests for
Proposals that have already been issued.

D. Membership Opt-Out Process

%0
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At any time, a State may withdraw from the Consortium by providing written
notice to the chair of the Governing Board, signed by the individuals holding
the same positions that signed the MOU, at least ten (10) days prior to the
effective date of the withdrawal, including an explanation of reasons for the

withdrawal.

VIII. Consortium Governance

This section of the MOU details the process by which the Consortium shall conduct its business.

A. Governing Board

I,

The Governing Board shall be comprised of the chief state school officer
or designee from each Governing State;

The Governing Board shall make decisions regarding major policy,
design, operational and organizational aspects of the Consortium’s work,

including:

a. Overall design of the assessment system;

b. Common achievement levels;

C. Consortium procurement strategy;

d. Modifications to governance structure and decision-making
process; B

e. Pbiicies and decisions regarding control and ownership of

intellectual property developed or acquired by the Consortium
(including without limitation, test specifications and blue prints,
test forms, item banks, psychometric information, and other
measurement theories/practices), provided that such policies and

decisions:

() will provide equivalent rights to such intellectual
property 1o all states participating in the Consortium,
regardless of membership type;

(i)  will preserve the Consortium’s flexibility to acquire
intellectual property to the assessment systems as the
Consortium may deem necessary and consistent with
“best value” procurement principles, and with due
regard for the Notice requirements regarding broad
availability of such intellectual property except as
otherwise protected by law or agreement as
proprietary information.



The Governing Board shall form Design, Advisory and other committees,
groups and teams (“committees™) as it deems necessary and appropriate to
carry out the Consortium’s work, including those identified in the PARCC

grant application.

a.

The Governing Board will define the charter for each committee, to
include objectives, timeline, and anticipated work product, and will

‘specify which design and policy decisions (if any) may be made by the

committee and which must be elevated to the Governing Board for
decision;

When a committee is being formed, the Governing Board shall seek
nominations for members from all states in the Consortium;

Design Committees that were formed during the proposal development
stage shall continue with their initial membership, though additional
members may be added at the discretion of the Governing Board;

In forming committees, the Governing Board will seek to maximize
involvement across the Consortium, while keeping groups to
manageable sizes in light of time and budget constraints,

Committees shall share drafts of their work products, when
appropriate, with all PARCC states for review and feedback; and

Committees shall make decisions by consensus; but where consensus
does not exist the committee shall provide the options developed to the
Governing Board for decision (except as the charter for a committee
may otherwise provide). '

The Governing Board shall be chaired by a chief state school officer from
one Governing State.

a.

The Governing Board Chair shall serve a one-year term, which
may be renewed.

The Governing States shall nominate candidates to serve as the
Governing Board Chair, and the Governing Board Chair shall be
selected by majority vote.

The Governing Board Chair shall have the following
responsibilities:

(i) To provide leadership to the Governing Board to
ensure that it operates in an efficient, effective, and
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orderly manner. The tasks related to these
responsibilities include:

(a) Ensure that the appropriate policies and procedures
are in place for the effective management of the
Governing Board and the Consortium;

(b)  Assist in managing the affairs of the Governing
Board, including chairing meetings of the
Governing Board and ensure that each meeting has
a set agenda, is planned effectively and is conducted
according to the Consortium’s policies and
procedures and addresses the matters identified on
the meeting agenda;

(c) Represent the Governing Board, and act as a
spokesperson for the Governing Board if and when
necessary;

(d)  Ensure that the Governing Board is managed
effectively by, among other actions, supervising the
Project Management Partner; and

(e) Serve as in a leadership capacity by encouraging the
work of the Consortium, and assist in resolving any
conflicts.

The Consortium shall adhere to the timeline provided in the grant
application for making major decisions regarding the Consortium’s work
plan.

a. The timeline shall be updated and distributed by the Project
Management Partner to all Consortium states on a quarterly basis.

Participating States may provide input for Governing Board decisions, as
described below.

Governing Board decisions shall be made by consensus; where consensus
is not achieved among Governing States, decisions shall be made by a
vote of the Governing States. Each State has one vote. Votes of a
supermajority of the Governing States are necessary for a decision to be
reached.

a. The supermajority of the Governing States is currently defined as a
majority of Governing States plus one additional State;

b. The Governing Board shall, from time to time as necessary,
including as milestones are reached and additional States become

1
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8.

Governing States, evaluate the need to revise the votes that are
required to reach a decision, and may revise the definition of
supermajority, as appropriate. The Governing Board shall make
the decision to revise the definition of supermajority by consensus,
or if consensus is not achieved, by a vote of the supermajority as
currently defined at the time of the vote.

The Governing Board shall meet quarterly to consider issues identified by
the Board Chair, including but not limited to major policy decisions of the
Consortium.

B. Design Committees

1.

One or more Design Committees will be formed by the Governing Board
to develop plans for key areas of Consortium work, such as recommending
the assessment system design and development process, to oversee the
assessment development work performed by one or more vendors, to
recommend achievement levels and other assessment policies, and address
other issues as needed. These committees will be comprised of state
assessment directors and other key representatives from Governing States
and Participating States.

Design Committees shall provide recommendations to the Governing
Board regarding major decisions on issues such as those identified above,
or as otherwise established in their charters,

a. Recommendations af¢ made on a consensus basis, with input from
the Participating States. :

b. Where consensus is not achieved by a Design Committee, the
Committee shall provide alternative recommendations to the
Governing Board, and describe the strengths and weaknesses of
each recommendation.

C. Design Committees, with support from the Project Management
Partner, shall make and keep records of decisions on behalf of the
Consortium regarding assessment policies, operational matters and
other aspects of the Consortium’s work if a Design Committee’s
charter authorizes it to make decisions without input from or
involvement of the Governing Board.

d. Decisions reserved to Design Committees by their charters shall be
made by consensus; but where consensus is not achieved decisions
shall be made by a vote of Governing States on each Design
Committee. Each Governing State on the comumittee has one vote.
Votes of a majority of the Governing States on a Design
Committee, plus one, are necessary for a decision to be reached.

12
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3. The selection of successful bidders in response to RFPs issued on behalf
of the Consortium shall be made in accordance with the procurement laws
and regulations of the State that issues the RFP, as described more fully in

Addendum 3 of this MOU.

a. To the extent permitted by the procurement laws and regulations of
the issuing State, appropriate staff of the Design Committees who
were involved in the development of the RFP shall review the
proposals, shall provide feedback to the issuing State on the
strengths and weaknesses of each proposal, and shall identify the
proposal believed to represent the best value for the Consortium
members, including the rationale for this conclusion.

C. General Assembly of All Consortium States

1. There shall be two convenings of all Consortium states per year, for the
purpose of reviewing the progress of the Consortium’s work, discussing
and providing input into upcoming decisions of the Governing Board and
Design Committees, and addressing other issues of concern to the
Consortium states.

a. A leadership team (comprised of chief state school officers, and
other officials from the state education agency, state board of
education, governor’s office, higher education leaders and others
as appropriate) from each state shall be invited to participate in one
annual meeting. .

b. Chief state school officers or their designees only shall be invited
to the second annual convening,

2 In addition to the two annual convenings, Participating States shall also
have the opportunity to provide input and advice to the Governing Board
and to the Design Committees through a variety of means, including:

a. Participation in conference calls and/or webinars;
b. Written responses to draft documents; and
C. Participation in Google groups that allow for quick response to

documents under development.

IX. Benefits of Participation

Participation in the Consortium offers a number of benefits. For example, member States will
have opportunities for:

A, Possible coordinated cooperative purchase discounts;
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Possible discount software license agreements,;

Access to a cooperative environment and knowledge-base to facilitate
information-sharing for educational, administrative, planning, policy and
decision-making purposes;

Shared expertise that can stimulate the development of higher quality assessments
in an efficient and cost-effective manner;

Cooperation in the development of improved instructional materials, professional
development and teacher preparation programs aligned to the States’ standards
and assessments; and

Obtaining comparable data that will enable policymakers and teachers to compare
educational outcomes and to identify effective instructional practices and
strategies.

Binding Commitments and Assurances

A,

Binding Assurances Common To All States — Participating and Governing

Each State that joins the Consortium, whether as a Participating State or a
Governing State, hereby certifies and represents that it:

1. Has all requisite power and authority necessary to execute this MOU;

2. Is familiar with the Consortium’s Comprehensive Assessment Systems
grant application under the ED’s Race to the Top Fund Assessment
Program and is supportive of and will work to implement the
Consortium’s plan, as defined by the Consortium and consistent with
Addendum 1 (Notice); '

3 Will cooperate fully with the Consortium and will carry out all of the
responsibilities associated with its selected membership classification;

4. Will, as a condition of continued membership in the Consortium, adopt a
common set of college- and career-ready standards no later than December
31, 2011, and common achievement standards no later than the 2014-2015

school year;

5. Will, as a condition of continued membership in the Consortium, ensure
that the summative components of the assessment system (in both
mathematics and English language arts) will be fully implemented
statewide no later than the 2014-2015 school year, subject to the
availability of funds;

6. Will conduct periodic reviews of its State laws, regulations and policies to
identify any barriers to implementing the proposed assessment system and

14
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10.

address any such barriers prior to full implementation of the summative
assessment components of the system:

a. The State will take the necessary steps to accomplish
implementation as described in Addendum 2 of this MOU.

Will use the Consortium-developed assessment systems to meet the
assessment requirements in Title I of the ESEA;

Will actively promote collaboration and alignment between the State and
its public elementary and secondary education systems and their public
Institutions of Higher Education (“THE”) or systems of IHEs. The State
will endeavor to:

a. Maintain the commitments from participating public IHEs or IHE
systems to participate in the design and development of the
Consortium’s high school summative assessments;

b. Obtain commitments from additional public IHEs or IHE systems
to participate in the design and development of the Consortium’s
high school summative assessments;

C. Involve participating public IHEs or IHE systems in the
Consortium’s research-based process to establish common
achievement standards on the new assessments that signal
students’ preparation for entry level, credit-bearing coursework;

and ¥

d. Obtain commitments from public IHEs or IHE systems to use the
assessment in all partnership states’ postsecondary institutions,
along with any other placement requirement established by the
THE or IHE system, as an indicator of students’ readiness for
placement in non-remedial, credit-bearing college-level
coursework.

Will provide the required assurances regarding accountability,
transparency, reporting, procurement and other assurances and
certifications; and

Consents to be bound by every statement and assurance in the grant
application.

Additional Binding Assurances By Governing States

In addition to the assurances and commitments required of all States in the
Consortium, a Governing State is bound by the following additional assurances
and commitments:
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1. Provide personnel to the Consortium in sufficient number and
qualifications and for sufficient time to support the activities of the
Consortium as described in Section VII (A)(1)(a)(iv) of this MOU.

XI1. Financial Arrangements

This MOU does not constitute a financial commitment on the part of the Parties. Any financial
arrangements associated with the Consortivm will be covered by separate project agreements
between the Consortium members and other entities, and subject to ordinary budgetary and
administrative procedures. It is understood that the ability of the Parties to carry out their
obligations is subject to the availability of funds and personnel through their respective fonding
procedures.

XIl. Personal Property

Title to any personal property, such as computers, computer equipment, office supplies, and
office equipment furnished by a State to the Consortium under this MOU shall remain with the
State furnishing the same. All parties agree to exercise due care in handling such property.
However, each party agrees to be responsible for any damage to its property which occurs in the
performance of its duties under this MOU, and to waive any claim against the other party for
such damage, whether arising through negligence or otherwise.

XIII. Liability and Risk of Loss

A. To the extent permitted by law, with regard to activities undertaken pursuant to
this MOU, none of the parties to this MOU shall make any claim against one
another or their respective instrumeéntalities, agents or employees for any injury to
or death of its own employees, or for damage to or loss of its own property,
whether such injury, death, damage or loss arises through negligence or
otherwise. . :

B. To the extent permitted by law, if a risk of damage or loss is not dealt with
expressly in this MOU, such party’s liability to another party, whether or not
arising as the result of alleged breach of the MOU, shall be limited to direct
damages only and shall not include loss of revenue or profits or other indirect or
consequential damages. '

XTV. Resolution of Conflicts

Conflicts which may arise regarding the interpretation of the clauses of this MOU will be
resolved by the Governing Board, and that decision will be considered final and not subject to
further appeal or to review by any outside court or other tribunal.

XV. Modifications

The content of this MOU may be reviewed periodically or amended at any time as agreed upon
by vote of the Governing Board.
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XVI. Duration, Renewal, Termination

A, This MOU will take effect upon execution of this MOU by at least five States as
“Governing States” and will have a duration through calendar year 2015, unless
otherwise extended by agreement of the Governing Board.

B. This MOU may be terminated by decision of the Governing Board, or by
withdrawal or termination of a sufficient number of Governing States so that there

are fewer than five Governing States.

C. Any member State of the Consortium may be involuntarily terminated by the
Governing Board as a member for breach of any term of this MOU, or for breach

of any term or condition that may be imposed by the Department of Education,
the Consortium Governing Board, or of any applicable bylaws or regulations.

XVII. Points of Contact

Communications with the State regarding this MOU should be directed to:
Name:Todd Huston, Chief of Staff, Indiana Department of Education
Mailing Address: Room 228 State House, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2798
Telephone: 317-232-6614

Fax: 317-232-8004

E-mail: thuston@doe.in.gov

Or hereafter to such other individual as may be designated by the State in writing transmitted to
the Chair of the Governing Board and/or to the PARCC Project Management Partner.

XVIIL Signatures and Intent To Join in the Consortium

The State of Indiana hereby joins the Consortium as a Governing State, and agrees to be bound
by all of the assurances and commitments associated with the Governing State membership
classification. Further, the State of Indiana agrees to perform the duties and carry out the
responsibilities associated with the Governing State membership classification.

Signatures required:
¢ Each State’s Governor;
¢ [Each State’s chief school officer; and

« If applicable, the president of the State board of education.

2
=
}—-\
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Addenda:

¢ Addendum 1. Department of Education Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards
for Fiscal Year (FY) 2010.

« Addendum 2: Each State describes the process it plans to follow to ensure that it will be
able to implement the assessment systems developed by the Consortium by the 2014-
2015 school year, pursuant to Assurance 6 in Section X of this MOU.

« Addendum 3: Signature of each State’s chief procurement official confirming that the
State is able to participate in the Consortium’s procurement process.

iy
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STATE SIGNATURE BLOCK

Signature of the Governor:

WfM}

Printed Name: Date:

m\)gQ\f\ 5\.\\ BQ\\’\\%\ 3 q\/\\"\{\ \\JBAQ\O

(E)igzz;ature of the Chief State School Officer:
6

Printed Name: ® Date:

V- Q\nm\»\&&\% INnLTY DWal 10,00

Signature of the State Board of Education President (if applicable):

Printed Name: Date:

19
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ADDENDUM 2:
INDIANA ASSURANCE REGARDING PROCESS AND PLANS FOR IMPLEMENTING
PROPOSED ASSESSMENT SYSTEM

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
For
Race To The Top - Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant Partnership For
Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers Members

ADDENDUM 2: ASSURANCE REGARDING PROCESS AND PLANS FOR
IMPLEMENTING PROPOSED ASSESSMENT SYSTEM

June 14, 2010

Plan of Indiana

The Indiana Department of Education has already begun the work necessary to implement both
the Common Core State Standards and the Common Assessment System proposed by our

consortinm.

e July 2010 - Teachers, curriculum specialists, and university professors will work in teams
this summer to assess the gaps between Indiana’s Academic Standards and the Common
Core State Standards.

« August 2010 — The Indiana Education Roundtable and the Indiana State Board of
Education adopt the of the Common Core State Standards

e August 2010 to April 2011 - The Indiana Department working with educators from
across the state will develop curriculum maps for the Common Core State Standards

¢ August 2011 — Indiana’s diagnostic fools (Wireless and Acuity) will be aligned to
Common Core State Standards

¢ 2011-12 school year — Professional development schools will begin teaching the
Common Core State Standards

e 2012-13 school year ~ supplementary items aligned with the Common Core State
Standards will be added to Indiana’s current assessment to also provide information on
student mastery of the Common Core.

e 2012-13 and 2013-14 school years — Indiana participates in pilot and field test of
Cormmon Assessments

¢ Jan 2013-May 2013 — Legislature adopts biennial state assessment budget which will

* fund the operational Common Assessment System in 2014-15

¢ 2013-14 school year The Indiana Education Roundtable and the Indiana State Board of
Education adopt the “the form and content” of the Common Assessment System

¢ 2014-15 school year — Indiana schools administer the Common Assessment System



ADDENDUM 2:
INDIANA ASSURANCE REGARDING PROCESS AND PLANS FOR IMPLEMENTING
PROPOSED ASSESSMENT SYSTEM

Potential Barriers
Current law requires parent access to constructed response items, and further gives parents the
right to the rescoring of any constructed response item they believe was scored in error.
Current law requires the annual release of certain constructed response test items and scoring

rubrics.

Funding
Indiana will fund the Common Assessment System with a combination of state assessment funds
and federal Title V1 funds. The current annual state funding for “Assessment and Remediation™

is $39,000,000.



ADDENDUM 3: ‘
Indiana ASSURANCE REGARDING PARTICIPATION IN CONSORTIUM
PROCUREMENT PROCESS

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
For
Race To The Top -- Comprebensive Assessment Systems Grant Partuership For
Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers Members

ADDENDUM 3: ASSURANCE REGARDING PARTICIPATION
IN CONSORTIUM PROCUREMENT PROCESS

June 3, 2010

The signature of the chief procurement official of Indiana on Addendum 3 to the Memorandum
of Understanding for the Race to the Top Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant Partnership
For Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (“Consortium”) Members constitutes an
assurance that the chief procurement official has determined that Indiana may, consistent with
its applicable procurement laws and regulations, participate in and make procurements using the
Consortium’s procurement processes described herein.

I. Consortium Procurement Process

This section describes the procurement process that will be used by the Consortium. The
Governing Board of the Consortium reserves the right to revise this procurement process as
necessary and appropriate, consistent with its prevailing governance and operational policies and
procedures. In the event of any such revision, the Consortium shall furnish a revised Addendum
Three to each State in the Consortium for the signature by ifs chief procurement official.

1. Competitive Procurement Process, Best Value Source Selection. The Consortium will
procure supplies and services that are necessary to carry out its objectives as defined by
the Governing Board of the Consortium and as described in the grant application by a
competitive process and will make source selection determinations on a “best value”
basis.

2. Compliance with federal procurement requirements. The Consortium procurement
process shall comply with all applicable federal procurement requirements, including the
requirements of the Department of Education’s grant regulation at 34 CFR § 80.36,

~ “Procurement,” and the requirements applicable to projects funded under the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (“ARRA”).

3. Lead State for Procurement. The Fiscal Agent of the Consortium shall act as the Lead
State for Procurement on behalf of the Consortium, or shall designate another Governing
State to serve the Consortium in this capacity. The Lead State for Procurement shall
conduct procurements in a manner consistent with its own procurement statutes and

regulations.

4. Types of Procurements to be Conducted. The Lead State for Procurement shall conduct
two types of procurements: (a) procurements with the grant funds provided by the

1



5.

ADDENDUM 3:
Indiana ASSURANCE REGARDING PARTICIPATION IN CONSORTIUM
PROCUREMENT PROCESS

Department of Education to the Fiscal Agent, and (b) procurements funded by a
Consortiura member State’s non-grant funds.

Manner of Conducting Procurements with Grant Funds. Procurements with grant funds
shall be for the acquisition of supplies and/or services relating only to the design,
development, and evaluation of the Consortium’s assessment system, and a vendor
awarded a contract in this category shall be paid by grant funds disbursed by the Fiscal
Agent at the direction of the Governing Board of the Consortium. The Lead State for
Procurement shall conduct the procurement and perform the following tasks, and such
other tasks as may be required or necessary to conduct the procurement effectively, in a
manner consistent with its own State procurement laws and regulations, provided
however that such procurements involve a competitive process and best value source

selection:

Issue the Request for Proposal;

Receive and evaluate responsive proposals;

Make source selection determinations on a best value basis;
Execute a contract with the awardee(s);

Administer awarded contracts.

o0

6. Manner of Conducting Procurements with State Funds. The Consortium shall conduct

procurements related to the implementation of operational assessments using the
cooperative purchasing model described in this section.

a. The Lead State for Procurement shéll conduct such procurements and perform the
following tasks, and such other tasks as may be required or necessary to conduct
the procurement effectively, in a manner consistent with its own State
procurement laws and regulations, provided however that such procurements
involve a competitive process and best value source selection:

i. Issue the RFP, and include a provision that identifies the States in the
Consortium and provides that each such State may make purchases or
place orders under the contract resulting from the competition at the prices
established during negotiations with offerors and at the guantities dictated
by each ordering State;

ii. Receive and evaluate responsive proposals;
iii. Make source selection determinations on a best value basis;
iv. Execute a contract with the awardee(s);

v. Administer awarded contracts.

b. A Consortium State other than the Lead State for Procurement shall place orders
or make purchases under a contract awarded by the Lead State for Procurement
pursuant to the cooperative purchasing authority provided for under its state
procurement code and regulations, or other similar authority as may exist or be
created or permitted under the applicable laws and regulations of that State.

2



ADDENDUM 3:
Indiana ASSURANCE REGARDING PARTICIPATION IN CONSORTIUM
PROCUREMENT PROCESS

i. Anordering State shall execute an agreement (“Participating Addendum”)
with the contractor, which shall be incorporated into the contract. The
Participating Addendum will address, as necessary, the scope of the
relationship between the contractor and the State; any modifications to
contract terms and conditions; the price agreement between the contractor
and the State; the use of any servicing subcontractors and lease
agreements; and shall provide the contact information for key personnel in
the State, and any other specific information as may be relevant and/or
necessary.

II. Assurance Regarding Participation in Consortium Procurement Process

1, Rob Wynkoop, Commissioner, Indiana Department of Administration, in my capacity as the
chief procurement official for Indiana, confirm by my signature below that Indiana may,
consistent with the procurement laws and regulations of Indiana participate in the Consortium
procurement processes described in this Addendum 3 {0 the Memorandum of Understanding For
Race To The Top -- Comprehensive Assessment Systems Gra\mt Consortium Members.

(b)(6)

[NAME/TREE! Indiana

‘@a[\\,}om

[DATE]
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Senate Enrolled Act 1 Summary

Meaningful, annual evaluations
e Requires local districts to develop teacher and principal evaluation systems considering
multiple measures. Students’ academic growth and performance would be on part of a
comprehensive evaluation system examining muitiple factors.

Performance Rating Categories
* Requires annual performance evaluations to differentiate teachers and principals fairly,
accurately, and credibly along four discrete rating categories;
o Highly Effective;
o Effective;
¢ Improvement Necessary; or
o Ineffective.
¢  While educators must be placed in categories, the state will not mandate a certain
percentage of educators be placed in each category.

Teacher Pay
s SEA 1 enables school corporations to develop systems that reward great teachers with
more pay.

o Current teacher salaries wilt not be reduced by SEA 1.

o Teachers will be abte to receive salary increases based on teacher’s evaluation
results as well as students; needs, leadership roles and seniority/degrees held.

o Seniority and degrees held together may count for up to one-third of the
considerations used to determine teachers’ pay increases,

o No additional funding will be required for these salary increases; this is a new
way of thinking about compensation models and the Indiana Department of
Education will develop model compensation systems,

Teacher Classifications

e SEA 1 provides protections based on performance rather than seniority. The proposal
changes the current non-permanent, semi-permanent and permanent status categories
to probationary, professional and established.

o The new titles are better linked to teachers’ performance in the classroom.

¢ All current teachers will be “established” teachers and cannot be dismissed for
performance until receiving two consecutive ineffective ratings or three ineffective or
improvement necessary ratings in a five-year period.



o All new teachers will be probationary and can be dismissed after one ineffective rating.
Probationary teachers earning three effective or highly effective ratings in a five-year
period bhecome professional teachers and cannot be dismissed until receiving two
ineffective ratings.

Due Process for Teachers

¢ SFEA 1 does not eliminate due process for teachers.

¢ SEA 1 aims to align teacher due process with current principal due process and make it
more focused on demonstrated teacher effectiveness based on locally-developed, multi-
faceted evaluations.

e The higher a teacher’s status, the more ineffective ratings it takes to remove a teacher
from the classroom,

¢ Teachers facing dismissal are given the right to a conference with the local
superintendent and the school board. They may also have representation with them at
the conference.

Operational Efficiencies
e Requires IDOE (partnering with outside entities) to develop a program to address
operational efficiencies in school corporations.
s Focus will be on procurement, especially in areas like technology.

Parent Accountability

e Current law reguires parents to ensure their children attend school.

e SEA 1 reguires every school corporation to include a definition of “attendance” in the
school policies and to define excused and unexcused absences.

¢ If a student is in violation of the attendance statute, the parents must receive
notification from the superintendent before action can be pursued against the parent.

» SEA 1 expands the options available to a superintendent for delivering personal notice
to the parent of a habitually absent child.

e Superintendents or their designees are also required to report habitually absent
children to the juvenile court of Department of Child Services.
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2011 ISTEP+ Results Overview

(Statewide by Grade Level)

o7 EnglishfLanguage Arts  :

Percent Pass Percent Percent

il {Total)* Percent Pass + Did Not Pass Undetermined
3 83 13 17 2
4 82 16 18 3
5 75 16 25 3
6 76 24 24 3
7 77 18 23 3
8 72 10 28 3
Average Pass Rate: 78%

= “. " Mathematics - ‘ _ ¥
Crade Percent Pass Percent Pass + Percent Percent
{Total)* Did Not Pass Undetermined
3 78 28 22 2
4 79 24 21 2
5 86 31 14 2
6 80 18 20 P
7 75 24 25 3
8 77 19 23 3

Average Pass Rate: 79%

cLhome v Sclence T c |
Grade Percent Pass Perisiit Pags + Percent Percent
(Total)* Did Not Pass Undetermined
4 76 24 24 2
6 62 15 38 2

Average Pass Rate: 69%

SN social Studies: : _
Percent Pass Percent Percent

P t +
Grade (Total)* el Did Not Pass Undetermined
5 67 21 33 2
7 68 27 32 3

Average Pass Rate: 67%

* “Total” represents the combined percents for Pass and Pass+
Note: Alf numbers in the chart are for public schools oniy and are rounded to the nearest percent.

www.doe.in.gov/istep
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Information Maintained by the Office of Code Revision Indiana Legislative Services Agency
IC 20-28-11.5
Chapter 11.5. Staff Performance Evaluations

1C 20-28-11.5-1
"Eyahator"
Sec. I. Asused in this chapter, "evaluator” means an individual who conducts a staff performance evaluation.

The term includes a teacher who:

(1) has clearly demonstrated a recoxd of effective teaching over several years;

(2) is approved by the principal as qualificd to evaluate under the plan; and

(3) conducts staffperformance evaluations as a significant part of teacher's responsibilities.
As added by P.L.90-2011, SEC.39.

IC 20-28-11.5-2
"Plan"
Sec. 2. As used in the chapter, "plan’ refers to a staff performance evalnation plan developed under this
chapter.
As added by P.1L.90-2011, SEC.39.

1C 20-28-11.5-3
"School carporafien”
Sec. 3. As used in this chapter, "school corporation” includes:

(1) a school corporation;

(2) a schooi created by an inferlocal agreement under 1C 36-1-7;

(3) a special education cooperative under 1C 20-35-5; and

(4) a joint career and technical education program created under IC 20-37-1.
However, for purposes of section 4(a) and 4(b) of this chapter, "school corporation” includes a charter schaol, a
virtual charter school, an efigible school (as defined in IC 20-51-1-4.7).
As added by P.L.90-2011, SEC.39. Amended by P.L. 2292011 SEC.176; P.L.172-2G11, SEC.122.

IC 20-28-11.5-4
School corporation plan; plan components

Sec. 4. (a) Fach school corporation shali develop a plan for anmual petformance evaluations for cach
certificated employee (as defined in 1C 20-29-2-4). A school corporation shall implement the plan beginning
with the 2012-2013 school yeas.

(b} Instead of developing its own stafl performance evaluation plan under subsection (&), a school corporation
may adopt a staff performance evaluation plan that meets the requirements set forth mn this chapter or any of the
following models:

(1} A plan using master teachers ar contracting with an outside vendor to provide master teachers.
(2) The System for Teacher and Student Advancerment (TAP).



(3) The Peer Assistance and Review Teacher Evaluation System

(PAR).
(¢} A plan must include the following components:
(1) Performance evaluations for ali certificated employees, conducted at least anmally.
(2) Objective measures of student achicvement and growth to significantly inform the evaluation. The
objective measures must inchide:
(A) student assessment results from statewide assessments for certificated employees whose
responsibilities include mstruction in subjects measured in statewide assessments,
(B) methods for assessing student growth for certificated employees who do not teach in areas measured
by statewide assessments; and
(C) student assessment results fiom locally developed assessments and other test measures for
certificated cimployees whose responsibifities may or may not include instruction in subjects and areas measwred
by statewide assessments.
(3) Rigorous measures of effectiveness, including observations and other performance indicators.
(4) An annual designation of each certificated employee in one (1) of the followmg rating categories:
(A) Highly cflective.
(B) Lfective.
(C) Improvement necessary.
(D) Ineflective.
(5) An explanation of the evaluator's recommendations for improvement, and the lime in which
improvement i expected.
(6) A provision that a teacher who negatively affects student achievement and growth cannot receive a
rating of highly cfiective or effective.
(d) The evaliator shall discuss the evaluation with the certificated employee.
As added by P.L.90-201]1, SEC.39.

1C 20-28-11.5-5
Conduct of evaluations

Sec. 5. (a) The superintendent or equivalent authority, for a school corporation that does not have a
superintendent, may provide for evaluations to be conducted by an external provider,

(b) An individual may evahiate a cerlificated employee only if the individual has received training and support
in evaluation skills,
As added by P.L.90-2011, SEC.39.

IC 20-28-11.5-6
Completed evaluation; remediation plan; conference with superintendent

Sce. 6. (a) A copy of the completed evaluation, including any documentation related to the evaluation, must
be provided to a certificated employee not Jater than seven (7) days afler the

evaluation is conducted,

(b) I certificated employee receives a rating of meffective or improvement necessary, the evaluator and the
certificated employee shall develop a remediation plan of not more than ninety (90 school days in fength to
correct the deficiencics noted in the certificated employee's evaluation, The remediation plan must require the use
of the certificated employee's license renewal credits in professional development activities intended to help the
certificated employee achieve an effective rating on the next performance evatvation. If the principal did not



conduet the performance evaluation, the principal may direct the use of the certificated employee's license
renewal credits ander this subsection.

(c) A teacher who receives a rating of ineffective may file a request for a private conference with the
superintendent or the superintendent's designee not Jater than five (5) days after receiving notice that the teacher
received a rating of ineffective. The teacher is entitfed to a private conference with the superintendent or
supermiendent's designee.

As added by P.L.90-2011, SEC.38.

IC 20-28-11.5-7
Student justructed by teachers rated ineffective; notice fo parents required

Sec. 7. (a) This section applies to any teacher instructing students in a content area and grade subject to
1C 20-32-4-1(a)(1) and 1C 20-32-5-2.

(b) A student may not be instructed for two (2) consecutive years by two {2) consecutive teachers, each of
whom was rated as ineffective undesr this chapter in the school year immediately before the school year in which
the student is placed in the respective teacher's class.

{c) If a teacher did not instruct students in the school year immediately before the school year in which
students are placed in the teacher's class, the teacher's rating under this chapter for the most recent year in which
the teaches instructed students, instead of for the school year immediately before the school year in which
students are placed in (he teacher's clss, shall be used in determining whether subsection (b) applies to the
teacher.

(d) Ifit is not possible for a school eorporation to comply with this section, the school corporation must notify
the parents of each applicable student indicating the student will be placed in a classtoom of a teacher who has
been rated ineffective under this chapter, The parent must be notified before the starl of the second consecutive
school year.

As added by P.L.G0-2011, SEC.39.

1C 20-28-11.5-8
State board actions; model plan; approval of plan by teachers
Sec. 8. (a) To implement this chapter, the state board shall do the following:

(1} Before January 31, 2012, adopt rules under IC 4-22-2 that establish:

(A) the criteria that define each of the four categories of teacher ratings under section 4(b)(3) of this
chapter;

(B} the measures to be used to determine student academic achicvement and growth under section 4(b)
(2) of'this chapter;

(C) standards that define actions that constitute a negative impact on student achievement; and

(D} an acceptable standard for training evaluators.

(2) Before January 31, 2012, work with the department 1o develop a model plan and release it to school
corporations. Subsequent versions of the model plan that contain substantive changes must be provided to
school corporations.

(3) Work with the department to ensure the availability of ongoing training on the use of the performance
evaluation to ensure that all evaluators and cestificated employees have access to mformation on the plan, the
plan's implementation, and this chapler.

(b) A school corporation may adopt the model plan without the state board's approval, A school corporation
may modify the model plan or develop the schoot corporation’s own plan, if the modificd or developed plan
meets the criteria established under this chapter, Ifa school corporation madifies the model plan or develops its



own plan, the department may request that the school corporation submit the plan to the department to ensure
the plan meets the criteria developed under this chapter. Each schoot corporation shall submit its stafl
performance evaluation plan to the department. The departiment shalt publish the staff performance evaluation
plans on the department's Internet web site. A school corporation must submif its staff performance evaluation
plan to the department for approval in order to qualify for any grant funding refated to this chapter.

(¢) This subsection applics to a school corporation that has not adopted a staff performance evatuation plan
that complies with this chapter before July 1, 2011, Before submitting a staff performance evaluation plan to the
department under subsection (b), the governing body shall submit the staff performance evaluation plan to the
teachers employed by the school corporation for a vote. 1f at least seventy-five percent (75%) of the teachers
voting vote in favor of adopting the staff performance evaluation plan, the governing body may submit the staff
performance evaluation plan to the department under subsection (b).

As added by P.L.90-2011, SEC.39.

IC 20-28-11.5-9
Department report of evaluation resulis

Sec. 9. (a) Before Angust 1 of each year, cach school corporation shall provide the resulis of the stafl’
performance evaluations, including the nunber of certificated employees placed in each performance category, (o
{he depariment, The results provided may

not melude the names or any other personally identifisble information regarding certificated employees.
(b) Before Seplember | of each year, the department shall report the resulls of stall performance evaluations
{0 the state board, and to the public via the department's Internet web site, for:
(1) the aggregate of certificated employees of each school and school corporation; and
(2) the aggregate of graduates of each teacher preparation progran in Indiana.
As added by P.L.96-2011, SEC.39.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of the State Board of Education
FROM: Mindy Schiegel, Senior Advisor on Educator Effectiveness and Leadership
DATE: November 1, 201 |

SUBJECT: Proposed final rule on teacher performance evaluations (LSA #]1-405)

In light of public testimony on proposed rules #11-405, there are several slight changes to the
regulations after public hearing. While some edits were minor and merely altered the language to
read more consistently, there were several suggestions made that clarified the content.

1.
2.

S

Primary measure is now defined

Guidelines to be developed by the department are specifically required to be published
annually by August 1

Amended to use consistent terminology regarding assessment and exam

Clarified that locals may select more than one data measure

Clarified mandatory assessment (ISTEP) versus state assessment (mClass)

Added 511 IAC 10-6-5 to incorporate best practice suggestions from field for professional
development, including the use of observations and feedback for formative and summative

evaluations

www.doe.in.gov



TITLE 511 INDIANA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Proposed Rule
[.SA Document #11-405

DIGEST
Amends 511 IAC 10-6 to establish new staff performance evaluation procedures. Effective thirty

{30) days afler filing with the publisher,
IC 4-22-2.1-5 Statement Concerning Rules Affecting Smalt Businesses
Rule 6. - Staff Performance Evaluation

511 TAC 10-6-1 Plan-development Definitions

Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; 16-20-28-11 IC 20-28-11.5-8

Affected: 1C 20-19-2-8; 1C 20-31-4; IC 20.35.5; IC 20-37-1-1; IC 36-1-7; I1C 20-28-11.5-8; 20-28-6-7.5;
20-28-7.5; 26-28-9-1

Sec. |.-Begimingin-the-1988-80-schoolyveareach:

(1-school-corporation;

(Z¥sehoel-erganized pursuantlo-aninterlocalagreement under 1E-36-1-%
{3)speciat-eduention-cooperative-organized-under16G-20-35-5;

{B-eooperatinp-scheol corporationforvoentional-educationorpanizedunder G201 43-F-HC 20 veers

repeted-bypd2tA-

2HS-SECTHON240-effective-idy-L-2005—See-tE20-37 4 and

5)-private-schook
as-a-condition-ofacereditation-underE2019-2- 88 -musi-develop-and-implementa-staff-performanse
evaluation-plante-evatuate

the—performance-of-each-employee-—whose-position-requires-a-license-issued--by—the-state—board—of
edueation:
The following definitions apply throughout this rule:
(1) “Category” means any onc of the four categories in 20-28-11.5-4,
(2) “Certified Employee” has the meaning set forth in 20-29-2-4,
(3) “Department” means the Indiana Department of Education.
(4) “Evaluator” has the meaning set forth in 20-28-11.5-1,
(5) *Measures™ means the student learning measures as described in section 4 of this rule.
{6) “Plan” has the meaning set forth in 20-28-11.5-2,
(7} “Primary measure” means & measure used that is afforded more weight than other
wicasures utbilived in the objective data component of an evaluation plan,
(8) “School Corporation” has the meaning set forth in 1C 20-28-11.5-3.
(%) “Summative cvaluation” means an evaluation for the purpose of making personnel
decisions and for enhancing teaching effectiveness,
(10) “Teacher™ has the meaning set forth in 20-18-2-22,

511 IAC 10-6-2 Plan appreval development and adoption
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; 1G-20-28-14; 1C 20-28-11,5-8
Affected: IC 20-31-4; IC 20-28-11.5-8: IC 20-19-2-8; 1C 20-35-5; 1C 20-37-1-1; IC 36-1-7; 20-
28-6-7.5; 20-28-7.5; 26-28-9-1
Sec. 2. fayThe-departnentof-eduecation-shall-approveostaff performance-evaluation-plen-that-provides
for-the-foleowing:



-hnprovementof the-performance-of each-individual evaluated:

) Growth-and developmentof-each-individual-evaluated:

B -Anannualassessment-of the-effectiveness-of-the plan:
(-An-evaluation-ofnon-permenentand-semi-permanent-teachers:
tAyoh-or-beforeDocember-34-each-vear-and

(Bt requested-by-theteacheran-additional-evaluation-on-or before March-T-of the-following-year
rAstatfperformanee-evaluation-plonmay providew busis-foremplovment-decisions-
{ey-Aostaffperformance evalvation-plan-may-not-useISTER-seores-as-n-basisforan-emplayees-evahuation
(a) For implementation during the 2012-2013 school year, each school corporation shall develop or
adopt a staff performance evaluation plan to evaluate the performance of each certified employee
per EC 20-28-11.5-4,

(b) Any staff performance evaluation plan shall include the following performance level descriptors
and definitions for category designation under the plan. A school corporation may supplement, but
not replace, definitions of the performance level deseriptors to appropriately reflect the selected or
developed evaluation systen.

(1) Highly Iiffective. A highly effective teacher consistently exceeds expectations both in terms
of student outcomes and instructional practice. This is a teacher who has demonstrated
excellence, as determined by a trained evaluator, in locally selected competencies reasonably
believed to be highly correlated with positive student learning outcomes. The highly effective
teacher’s students, in aggregate, have exceeded expectations for academic growth and
achievement based on guidelines suggested by the department, which shall be published
annually by Auagast 1,

(2)Effective. An effective teacher consistently meets expectations both in terms of student
outcomes and instructional practice. This is a teacher who has consistently met expectations,
as determined by a trained evaluator, in locally selected competencies reasonably believed to
be highly correlated with positive student learning outcomes. The effective teacher’s students,
in aggregate, have achieved an acceptable rate of academic growth and achicvement based on
guidelines suggested by the department, which shall be published annually by Avgus( 1,

(3) Improvement Necessary. A teacher who is rated as improvement necessary requires a
change in performance before he/she meets expectations cither in terms of student outcomes or
instructional practice. This is a teacher who a trained evaluator has determined to require
improvement in locally selected competencies reasonably believed to be highly correlated with
positive student learning outcomes. In aggregate, the students of a teacher rated improvement
necessary have achieved a below acceptable rate of academic growth and achievement based
on guidelines suggested by the departuient, which shali be published annually by August |,

(4) Incffective, An incffective teacher consistently fails to meet expectations both in terms of
student outcomes and instructional practice. This is a teacher who has failed to meet
cxpectations, as determined by a trained evaluator, in locally selected competencies reasonably
believed to be highly correlated with positive student learning outcomes. The ineffective
teacher’s students, in aggregate, have achieved unacceptable levels of academic growth and
achievement based on guidelines suggested by the department, which shall be published
annuily by August T,

5111AC 10-6-3 Department-of-edusationfunction Evaluator Training
Authority: 1C 20-19-2-8; 16-20-28-1-1; 1C 20-28-11.5-8



Affected: 1C 20-28-11; IC 20-31-4; IC 20-28-11.5-8; 1C 20-35-5; 1C 20-37-1-1; IC 36-1-7; 20-
28-6-7.5; 20-28-7.5; 2(-28-9-1

Sec. 3. {a) The-department-of edusation-shall:
Hrprovide-guidelines-forplan-development-and-implementation;
2y eollect-and disseminate-information-concerning staff evaluation;
2)-assist-in-the-training-of evaluators;
(Dreview-and-approve-cachstaff performance-evatuation-plagsubmitted;
Syprovidea-vadtten-response-to-each-corporation concerning-itsplan-before- Oetober 3ol theyearin
whish-itHs-submitted;
and
t&)-provide-technical-assistance-for-plan-development-and-implementation:
tA)-as-necessaryfo-bring-the-plas-into-comphanee-with 1620 28-H-and- S 1 H-HACH0-6-0r
{By-at-therequest-ef the-corporation:
o) The-department-may-suppest-ways lodmprove-a-plur-thakis-in-compliatee-wilh1620-28-H-and 531
IAGH0-6-
(a) Observation and Analysis of Teacher Practice and Student Learning Measures, Administrators
and other administrator-designated individuals shall coliect evidence throughout the scheol year to
be used toward a summative evaluation,
(1) Any individual responsible for collecting evidence toward summative evaluations must
be provided with training en how {0 collect and analyze evidence, Such training may
include, but is not limited fo, training incorporated info professional development
programs, supervisor-led training, or virtual training. In developing training programs, a
school corporation must incorporate mechanisms to assess evaluators’ improvement in
collecting and using evidence.
(2} An individual responsible for collecting evidence towards sunmumative evaluations is not
required to be certified in administration,

(b) Summative Evaluations. Administrators and other administrator-designated individuals shall
be provided training by the school corporation on evaluating evidence provided and shall be
responsible for making a fipal summative evaluation.
(1) Any individual responsible for summative evaluations shall be provided with training
on how to evaluate evidence and how te make a final summative judgment. Such training
may include, but is not limited to, training incorporated into professional development
programs, supervisor-fed training, oy virtual training. In developing training programs, a
school corporation must incorporate mechanisms to assess evaluators” competence in
¢ollecting and using evidence.
(2) An individual responsible for summative evaluations is not required to be certified in
administration but must have experience in observing and analyzing feacher practice and
student tearning measures.

511 IAC 10-6-4 Dates-for-submission-of plans Evaluation Measures
Authority: 1C 20-19-2-8; 3&-20-28-++; 1C 20-28-11,5-8
Affected; 1C 20-31-4; IC 20-28-11.5-8; 1C 20-19-2-8; IC 20-35-5; 1C 20-37-1-1; 1C 36-1-7; 20-
28-6-7.5; 20-28-7.5; 20-28-9-1
Sec. 4. () Staffperformance-evaluationplans-must-besubmitied-to-the-department-betwesn-June-+-and
September-1
inmediately-precedingthe-sehoolyearmin-which-they-are-to-be-implemented:
(by-Fellowing-hxitial-approval-and-implementation,each-corporation-must-on-ot-before-September 1 5-0f
each-yearrepor-te
the-department-of-education-any-modifications-i-its-staffperformance-evaluation-plan:



(a) Measures to be used shall include the following:
(1) Measures provided by the department based on student achievement and/or growth on
statewide assessments; or both,
(2) Measures based on other assessments developed or procured by a school corporation for
the purpose of showing student growth and/or achicvement;-or-botlr. 'The department will
issue guidance to assist corporations in identifying and developing assessments, which may
incinde commercially available or locally developed assessments, performance tasks,
portfolios, or other measures of student growth and achievement.
(3) Measures closely aligned with content standards, as applicable, to reflect ambitious
learning goals and preportional representation of confent.

(b} Selection and Weight of Mecasures. The use and weighting of student measures shall directly
relate the assessments that most accurately measure student learning according to the following
priority:
(1) Where a stitte-exam mandatory stafe assessment exists, a school corporation must use it as a
primuvy-measure of student tearning, I that state assessmont provides individoal growih
madet data, the sehool corporasion mast gse B as that teachor's primary measure of siaden
fearving,.
(2) Where a state ¢xam assessment does not exist, the-primary-measure shath-be an-eyam an
asscssment developed or procured by a corporation that is used for common grades = or
subjects shiall be used as a measure of student fearning,
(3) Only when there is no state, corporation or school exam assessment shall a school
corporation utilize class-specific, teacher-created exams assessments as a prismury measure of
student learning for evaluation purposes. -datafronrstnteexrms-are-avaitablecthat date nuust
be used andweightedmore than other sourees-of student lenrning-mensures:
(4) Whereindividunl-stite assessinent-erowth-data-is-available; schools and school corporations
must-inearporate thisdafa i simmative petines and-sive this-dafe o Maberwelehi than ofher
student learning measures thatomoy be-dncluded. Corporations way vse multiple stadent
learning measures. b corporatiens choose to use multiple sources of data, the primary messure
will carry the mast weight i velation to the other student learning mreasures,

(¢) Negative Impact on Student Learning shall be defined as follows:
(1) For classes measured by statewide assessments with growth mode] data, the department
shall determine and revise at regular intervals the cut levels in growth results that would
determine negative impact on growth and achievement, Cut levels shall be published by August
i.
(2) For classes that are not measured by statewide assessments, negative impact on student
growth shall be defined locally where data show a significant number of students across a
teacher’s classes fails fo demonstrate student learning or mastery of standards established by

the state.
(d) The department will provide guidance to districts on the best selection of assessments.

ST EACT 10-6-58 Periodieelvaluation for professional development

ASarthouty: 3602010228010 20-28 04

Aected: 162028415 w2

Sec. 500 systens {or the pertodicevalustion of - Heensed-employvees-that-is:

(13 inctuded in-a-eollvelive bargainine agreanent-negetated priorw-duly 11987 and
{2} not-direomphianee with- 360 20-28- 1 and- 540 3AL -6




is-not-n-basis for-denyingasereditation-te-that-school-orsclwot-corporation-while-that-pattiewlar
apresment-is-fi-effeot However il w-subsequen! agreement-eontains-a-system for the-periodic-evaluation
af-lieensed-emplovess-the-evalyation-system-must-comphewih-16-20-28--4-and -1 IAL -1.0-6:
Any evahiation plan adopted by a school corporation shall include:
{1) a mininnnn of two (2) observations as part of formative evaluations thar shall take place at
reasonable intervals to ensure that teachers have the opportunity to demonstrate growth prior
to a simmative evaluation; and
(7) a defined thmeline, process, and format for teachers to reeeive meaningtul feedback towards
growth opportunities to ensurce that evaluations capture progress hetween the beginning and
the ¢l of the school year, Meaningful feedback shall include identified strengths and areas for
improvement.



First Regular Session 117th General Assembly (2011)

PRINTING CODE. Amendments: Whenever an existing statute (or a section of the Indiana Constitution) is
being amended, the text of the existing provision will appear in this style type, additions will appear in this style
type, and deletions will appear in this style type-

Additions: Whenever a new statutory provision is being enacted (or a new constitutional provision adopted), the
text of the new provision will appear in this style type. Also, the word NEW will appear in that style type in the
introductory clause of each SECTION that adds a new provision to the Indiana Code or the Indiana
Constitution.

Contflict reconciliation: Text in a statute in this style type or this styte type reconciles conflicts between statutes
enacted by the 2010 Regular Session of the General Assembly.

SENATE ENROLLED ACT No. 1

AN ACT to amend the Indiana Code concerning education.

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of Indiana:

SOURCE: IC 11-10-5-2; (11)SE0001.1.1. -->

SECTION 1. IC 11-10-5-2, AS AMENDED BY P.L.246-2005, SECTION 96, IS AMENDED TO
READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 2. The advisory beatrd of the division of
professional standards of the departiment of edueation established by 1€ 26-28-2-2 state board of education
shall, in accord with IC 20-28-4 and IC 20-28-5, adopt rules under IC 4-22-2 for the licensing of teachers to
be employed by the department.
SOURCE: IC 11-10-5-3; (11)SE0001.1.2. -->  SECTION 2. IC 11-10-5-3, AS AMENDED BY
P.L.246-2005, SECTION 97, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]:
Sec. 3. Limited certificates valid for one (1) year may be granted, upon the request of the commissioner,
according to rules of the advisery board of the division of professional standards ef the departiment of edueation
established by 1€ 20-28-2-2- state board of education. Modification of these rules may be made by the
advisery board of the division of professional standards of the department of edueation established by 1€ 20-26-
2-2 state board of education in a way reasonably calculated to make available an adequate supply of qualified
teachers. A limited certificate may be issued in cases where special education and qualifications warrant the
waiver of part of the prerequisite professional education required for certification to teach in the public schools.
The limited certificate, however, may be issued

only to applicants who have graduated from an accredited college or university. Teachers of vocational education




need not be graduates of an accredited college or university but shall meet requirements for conditional
vocational certificates as determined by the department of education.

SOURCE: IC 20-18-2-16; (11)SE0001.1.3. -->  SECTION 3. IC 20-18-2-16, AS AMENDED BY
P.1.2-2006, SECTION 77, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec.
16. (2) "School corporation", for purposes of'this title (except IC 20-20-33, IC 20-26-1 through IC 20-26-5,
IC 20-26-7, IC 20-30-8, and IC 20-43), means a public school corporation established by Tndiana law. The
term includes a:
(1) school city;
(2) school town;
(3) school township;
(4) consolidated school corporation;
(5) metropolitan school district;
(6) township school corporation;
(7) county school corporation;
(8) united school corporation; or
(9) community school corporation.
(b) "School corporation", for purposes of IC 20-26-1 through IC 20-26-5 and IC 20-26-7, has the meaning
set forth in IC 20-26-2-4.
(¢) "School corporation”, for purposes of IC 20-20-33 and IC 20-30-8, includes a charter school (as defined
in IC 20-24-1-4).
(d) "School corporation”, for purposes of IC 20-43, has the meaning set forth in IC 20-43-1-23.
(e) "School corporation", for purposes of IC 20-28-11.5, has the meaning set forth in IC 20-28-
11.5-3.
SOURCE: IC 20-18-2-22; (11)SE0001.1.4. -->  SECTION 4. IC 20-18-2-22, AS ADDED BY P.L.246-
2005, SECTION 126, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 22.
(a) "Teacher" means a professional person whose position in a school corporation requires certain educational
preparation and licensing and whose primary responsibility is the instruction of students.
(b) For purposes of IC 20-28, the term includes the following:
(1) A superintendent.
2) A superviser:
3 (2) A principal.
4 An attendanee officer-
) (3) A teacher.
€6) (4) A librarian.
SOURCE: IC 20-19-2-8; (11)SE0001.1.5. -->  SECTION 5. IC 20-19-2-8, AS AMENDED BY HEA
1429-2011,

SECTION 4, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 8. (a) In
addition to any other powers and duties prescribed by law, the state board shall adopt rules under IC 4-22-2
concerning, but not limited to, the following matters:

(1) The designation and employment of the employees and consultants necessary for the department. The
state board shall fix the compensation of employees of the department, subject to the approval of the budget
committee and the governor under IC 4-12-2.

(2) The establishment and maintenance of standards and guidelines for media centers, libraries, instructional
materials centers, or any other area or system of areas in a school where a full range of information sources,




associated equipment, and services from professional media staff are accessible to the school community. With
regard to library automation systems, the state board may only adopt rules that meet the standards established by
the state library board for library automation systems under IC 4-23-7.1-11(b).

(3) The establishment and maintenance of standards for student personnel and guidance services.

(4) The establishment and maintenance of minimum standards for driver education programs (including
classroom instruction and practice driving) and equipment. Classroom instruction standards established under this
subdivision must include mstruction about:

(A) railroad-highway grade crossing safety; and
(B) the procedure for participation in the human organ donor program,

and must provide, effective July 1, 2010, that the classroom instruction may not be provided to a child less
than fifteen (15) years and one hundred eighty (180) days of age.

(5) The inspection of all public schools in Indiana to determine the condition of the schools. The state board
shall establish standards governing the accreditation of public schools. Observance of:

(A) IC 20-31-4;

(B) IC 20-28-5-2;

(C) IC 20-28-6-3 through IC 20-28-6-7;

B 1€ 26-28-9-7 and 1€ 26-28-9-8;

8 1€ 26-28-1+1+: (D) IC 20-28-11.5; and

& (E) IC 20-31-3, IC 20-32-4, IC 20-32-5, IC 20-32-6, and IC 20-32-8;
is a prerequisite to the accreditation ofa school. Local public

school officials shall make the reports required of them and otherwise cooperate with the state board regarding
required inspections. Nonpublic schools may also request the inspection for classification purposes. Compliance
with the building and site guidelines adopted by the state board is not a prerequisite of accreditation.

(6) The distribution of funds and revenues appropriated for the support of schools in the state.

(7) The state board may not establish an accreditation system for nonpublic schools that is less stringent
than the accreditation system for public schools.

(8) A separate system for recognizing nonpublic schools under IC 20-19-2-10. Recognition of nonpublic
schools under this subdivision constitutes the system of regulatory standards that apply to nonpublic schools that
seek to qualify for the system of recognition.

(9) The establishment and enforcement of standards and guidelines concerning the safety of students
participating in cheerleading activities.

(10) Subject to IC 20-28-2, the preparation and licensing of teachers.
(b) Before final adoption of any rule, the state board shall make a finding on the estimated fiscal impact that
the rule will have on school corporations.

SOURCE: IC 20-20-31-10; (11)SE0001.1.6. -->  SECTION 6. IC 20-20-31-10, AS ADDED BY
P.1..246-2005, SECTION 128, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]:
Sec. 10. The state board shall approve an evaluation system for professional development based on
recommendations from the department. and the advisery board of the division of professional standards
established by 1€ 20-28-2-2- The department shall develop a means for measuring successful programs and
activities in which schools participate. The measurements must include the following;

(1) A mechanism to identify and develop strategies to collect multiple forms of data that reflect the
achievement of expectations for all students. The data may include the results of ISTEP program tests under
IC 20-31-3, IC 20-32-4, IC 20-32-5, and IC 20-32-6, local tests, classroom work, and teacher and
administrator observations.




(2) A procedure for using collected data to make decisions.
(3) A method of evaluation in terms of educator's practice and student learning, including standards for
effective teaching and

effective professional development.

SOURCE: IC 20-20-39; (11)SE0001.1.7. -->  SECTION 7. IC 20-20-39 IS ADDED TO THE INDIANA
CODE AS ANEW CHAPTER TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]:
Chapter 39. Operational Efficiency Reviews
Sec. 1. Before October 1, 2011, the department shall develop a program to provide training and
evaluations for school corporations in operational efficiency. '
Sec. 2. The department may contract with an outside entity to provide quality training for the
department, school corporations, and superintendents in the area of efficiency and cost savings.
Sec. 3. A school corporation shall submit to the department any information the department
determines is necessary to:
(1) evaluate the school corporation's current operations; and
(2) recommend operational efficiencies and financial savings for the school corporation.
SOURCE: IC 20-24-6-10; (11)SE0001.1.8. --=>  SECTION 8. IC 20-24-6-10, AS ADDED BY P.L.1-
2005, SECTION 8, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 10. (a)
The governing body:
(1) must grant a transfer of not more than two (2) years; and
(2) may grant a transfer for a period in addition to the period required in subdivision (1);
to a teacher of a noncharter school in the school corporation who wishes to teach and has been accepted to
teach at a nonconversion charter school.
(b) During the term of the transfer under subsection (a):
(1) the teacher's seniority status under law continues as if the teacher were an employee of a noncharter
school in the school corporation; and
(2) the teacher's years as a charter school employee shall not be considered for purposes of permanent or
semipermanent status with the school corporation under IC 20-28-6, ¥& 26-28-F IC 20-28-7.5, or IC 20-28-
8.
SOURCE: IC 20-24-8-4; (11)SE0001.1.9. -->  SECTION 9. IC 20-24-8-4, AS ADDED BY P.L.246-
2005, SECTION 130, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 4.
Except as specifically provided in this article and the statutes listed in section 5 of this chapter, the following do
not apply to a charter school:
(1) An Indiana statute applicable to a governing body or school corporation.
(2) A rule or guideline adopted by the state board.
(3) A rule or guideline adopted by the advisery state board ef the

division of professional standards established by 1€ 20-28-2-2; concerning teachers, except for those rules
that assist a teacher in gaining or renewing a standard or advanced license.

(4) A local regulation or policy adopted by a school corporation unless specifically incorporated in the
charter.

SOURCE: IC 20-24-8-5; (11)SE0001.1.10. -->  SECTION 10. IC 20-24-8-5, AS AMENDED BY
P.L.154-2009, SECTION 1, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec.
5. The following statutes and rules and guidelines adopted under the following statutes apply to a charter school:




(1) IC 5-11-1-9 (required audits by the state board of accounts).

(2) IC 20-39-1-1 (unified accounting system).

(3) IC 20-35 (special education).

(4) IC 20-26-5-10 (criminal history).

(5) IC 20-26-5-6 (subject to laws requiring regulation by state agencies).

B (6) IC 20-28-10-12 (nondiscrimination for teacher marital status).

8 (7) IC 20-28-10-14 (teacher freedom of association).

9 (8) IC 20-28-10-17 (school counselor immunity).

£8) (9) For conversion chatter schools only, IC 20-28-6, 1& 26-28-7% 1C 20-28-7.5, IC 20-28-8,
1C 20-28-9, and IC 20-28-10. '

é5 (10) IC 20-33-2 (compulsory school attendance).

a2 (11) IC 20-33-3 (limitations on employment of children).

3y (12) IC 20-33-8-19, IC 20-33-8-21, and IC 20-33-8-22 (student due process and judicial review).

4 (13) IC 20-33-8-16 (firearms and deadly weapons).

5 (14) IC 20-34-3 (health and safety measures).

a6 (15) IC 20-33-9 (reporting of student violations of law).

&5 (16) IC 20-30-3-2 and IC 20-30-3-4 (patriotic commemorative observances).

&8 (17) IC 20-31-3, IC 20-32-4, IC 20-32-5, IC 20-32-6, IC 20-32-8, or any other statute, rule, or
guideline related to standardized testing (assessment programs, including remediation under the assessment
programs).

9 (18) IC 20-33-7 (parental access to education records).

€6) (19) IC 20-31 (accountability for school performance and improvement).

215 (20) IC 20-30-5-19 (personal financial responsibility instruction).

SOURCE: IC 20-26-5-4; (11)SE0001.1.11. -->  SECTION 11. IC 20-26-5-4, AS AMENDED BY SEA
495-2011, SECTION 1, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011}: Sec. 4.
In carrying out the school purposes of a school corporation, the governing body acting on the school
corporation's behalf has the following specific powers:

(1) In the name of the school corporation, to sue and be sued and to enter into contracts in matters
permitted by applicable law. However, a governing body may not use funds received from the state to bring or
join in an action against the state, unless the governing body is challenging an adverse decision by a state agency,
board, or commission.

(2) To take charge of, manage, and conduct the educational affairs of the school corporation and to
establish, locate, and provide the necessary schools, school libraries, other libraries where permitted by law,
other buildings, facilities, property, and equipment.

(3) To appropriate from the school corporation's general fund an amount, not to exceed the greater of three
thousand dollars ($3,000) per budget year or one dollar ($1) per pupil, not to exceed twelve thousand five
hundred dollars ($12,500), based on the school corporation's previous year's ADM, to promote the best
interests of the school corporation through:

(A) the purchase of meals, decorations, memorabilia, or awards;
(B) provision for expenses incurred in interviewing job applicants; or
(C) developing relations with other governmental units.

(4) To:

(A) Acquire, construct, erect, maintain, hold, and contract for construction, erection, or maintenance of
real estate, real estate improvements, or an interest in real estate or real estate improvements, as the governing




body considers necessary for school purposes, incliding buildings, parts of buildings, additions to buildings,
rooms, gymnasiums, auditoriums, playgrounds, playing and athletic fields, facilities for physical training, buildings
for administrative, office, warehouse, repair activities, or housing school owned buses, landscaping, walks,
drives, parking areas, roadways, easements and facilities for power, sewer, water, roadway, access, storm and
surface water, drinking water, gas, electricity, other utilities and similar purposes, by purchase, either outright for
cash (or under conditional sales or purchase money contracts providing

for a retention of a security interest by the seller until payment is made or by notes where the contract, security
retention, or note is permitted by applicable law), by exchange, by gift, by devise, by eminent domain, by lease
with or without option to purchase, or by lease under IC 20-47-2, IC 20-47-3, or IC 20-47-5.

(B) Repair, remodel, remove, or demolish, or to contract for the repair, remodeling, removal, or
demolition of the real estate, real estate improvements, or interest in the real estate or real estate improvements,
as the governing body considers necessary for school purposes.

(C) Provide for conservation measures through utility efficiency programs or under a guaranteed savings
contract as described in IC 36-1-12.5.

(5) To acquire personal property or an interest in personal property as the governing body considers
necessary for school purposes, including buses, motor vehicles, equipment, apparatus, appliances, books,
furniture, and supplies, either by cash purchase or under conditional sales or purchase money contracts providing
for a security interest by the seller until payment is made or by notes where the contract, security, retention, or
note is permitted by applicable law, by gift, by devise, by loan, or by lease with or without option to purchase
and to repair, remodel, remove, relocate, and demolish the personal property. All purchases and contracts
specified under the powers authorized under subdivision (4) and this subdivision are subject solely to applicable
law relating to purchases and contracting by municipal corporations in general and to the supervisory control of
state agencies as provided in section 6 of this chapter.

(6) To sell or exchange real or personal property or interest in real or personal property that, in the opinion
of the governing body, is not necessary for school purposes, in accordance with IC 20-26-7, to demolish or
otherwise dispose of the property if, in the opinion of the governing body, the property is not necessary for
school purposes and is worthless, and to pay the expenses for the demolition or disposition.

(7) To lease any school property for a rental that the governing body considers reasonable or to permit the
fiee use of school property for:

(A) civic or public purposes; or

(B) the operation of a school age child care program for children who are at least five (5) years of age
and less than

fiteen (15) years of age that operates before or after the school day, or both, and during periods when school is
not in session;

if the property is not needed for school purposes. Under this subdivision, the governing body may enter into
a long term lease with a nonprofit corporation, community service organization, or other governmental entity, if
the corporation, organization, or other governmental entity will use the property to be leased for civic or public
purposes or for a school age child care program. However, if payment for the property subject to a long term
lease is made from money in the school corporation's debt service fund, all proceeds from the long term lease
must be deposited in the school corporation's debt service fund so long as payment for the property has not been
made. The governing body may, at the governing body's option, use the procedure specified in IC 36-1-11-10
in leasing property under this subdivision.

(8) To:

(A) Employ, contract for, and discharge superintendents, supervisors, principals, teachers, librarians,




athletic coaches (whether or not they are otherwise employed by the school corporation and whether or not they
are licensed under IC 20-28-5), business managers, superintendents of buildings and grounds, janitors,
engineers, architects, physicians, dentists, nurses, accountants, teacher aides performing noninstructional duties,
educational and other professional consultants, data processing and computer service for school purposes,
mcluding the making of schedules, the keeping and analyzing of grades and other student data, the keeping and
preparing of warrants, payroll, and similar data where approved by the state board of accounts as provided
below, and other personnel or services as the governing body considers necessary for school purposes.

(B) Fix and pay the salaries and compensation of persons and services described in this subdivision that
are consistent with JC 20-28-9-1.

(C) Classify persons or services described in this subdivision and to adopt schedules of salaries or
compensation that are consistent with IC 20-28-9-1.

(D) Determine the number of the persons or the amount of the services employed or contracted for as
provided in this subdivision.

(E) Determine the nature and extent of the duties of the persons described in this subdivision.

The compensation, terms of employment, and discharge of teachers are, however, subject to and governed
by the laws relating to employment, contracting, compensation, and discharge of teachers. The compensation,
terms of employment, and discharge of bus drivers are subject to and governed by laws relating to employment,
contracting, compensation, and discharge of bus drivers. The forms and procedures relating to the use of
computer and data processing equipment in handling the financial affairs of the school corporation must be
submitted to the state board of accounts for approval so that the services are used by the school corporation
when the governing body determines that it is in the best interest of the school corporation while at the same time
providing reasonable accountability for the funds expended.

(9) Notwithstanding the appropriation limitation in subdivision (3), when the governing body by resolition
considers a trip by an employee of the school corporation or by a member of the governing body to be in the
mterest of the school corporation, including attending meetings, conferences, or examining equipment, buildings,
and installation in other areas, to permit the employee to be absent in connection with the trip without any loss in
pay and to reimburse the employee or the member the employee's or member's reasonable lodging and meal
expenses and necessary transportation expenses. To pay teaching personnel for time spent in sponsoring and
working with school related trips or activities.

(10) To transport children to and from school, when in the opinion of the governing body the transportation
is necessary, including considerations for the safety of the children and without regard to the distance the children
live from the school. The transportation must be otherwise in accordance with applicable law.

(11) To provide a lunch program for a part or all of the students attending the schools of the school
corporation, including the establishment of kitchens, kitchen facilities, kitchen equipment, lunch rooms, the hiring
of the necessary personnel to operate the lunch program, and the purchase of material and supplies for the lunch
program, charging students for the operational costs of the lunch program, fixing the price per meal or per food
item. To operate the lunch program as an extracurricular activity, subject to the supervision of the governing
body. To participate in a surplus commodity or lunch aid program.

(12) To purchase textbooks, to furnish textbooks without cost or

to rent textbooks to students, to participate in a textbook aid program, all in accordance with applicable law.
(13) To accept students transferred from other school corporations and to transfer students to other school
corporations in accordance with applicable law.
(14) To make budgets, to appropriate funds, and to disburse the money of the school corporation in




accordance with applicable law. To borrow money against current tax collections and otherwise to borrow
money, in accordance with IC 20-48-1.

(15) To purchase insurance or to establish and maintain a program of self-insurance relating to the lability
of the school corporation or the school corporation's employees in connection with motor vehicles or property
and for additional coverage to the extent permitted and in accordance with IC 34-13-3-20. To purchase
additional insurance or to establish and maintain a program of self-insurance protecting the school corporation
and members of the governing body, employees, contractors, or agents of the school corporation from liability,
risk, accident, or loss related to school property, school contract, school or school related activity, including the
purchase of insurance or the establishment and maintenance of a self-insurance program protecting persons
described in this subdivision against false imprisonment, false arrest, libel, or slander for acts committed in the
course of the persons' employment, protecting the school corporation for fire and extended coverage and other
casualty risks to the extent of replacement cost, loss of use, and other insurable risks relating to property owned,
leased, or held by the school corporation. To:

(A) participate in a state employee health plan under IC 5-10-8-6.6 or IC 5-10-8-6.7;
(B) purchase insurance; or
(C) establish and maintain a program of self-insurance;

to benefit school corporation employees, including accident, sickness, health, or dental coverage, provided
that a plan of self-insurance must include an aggregate stop-loss provision.

(16) To make all applications, to enter into all contracts, and to sign all documents necessary for the receipt
of aid, money, or property from the state, the federal government, or from any other source.

(17) To defend a member of the governing body or any employee of the school corporation in any suit
arising out of the performance of the member's or employee's duties for or

employment with, the school corporation, if the governing body by resolution determined that the action was
taken in good faith. To save any member or employee harmless from any liability, cost, or damage in connection
with the performance, including the payment of legal fees, except where the liability, cost, or damage is
predicated on or arises out of the bad faith of the member or employee, or is a claim or judgment based on the
membet's or employee's malfeasance in office or employment.

(18) To prepare, make, enforce, amend, or repeal rules, regulations, and procedures:

(A) for the government and management of the schools, property, facilities, and activities of the school
corporation, the school corporation's agents, employees, and pupils and for the operation of the governing body;
and

(B) that may be designated by an appropriate title such as "policy handbook", "bylaws", or "rules and
regulations".

(19) To ratify and approve any action taken by a member of the governing body, an officer of the governing
body, or an employee of the school corporation after the action is taken, if the action could have been approved
in advance, and in connection with the action to pay the expense or compensation permitted under IC 20-26-1
through IC 20-26-5, IC 20-26-7, IC 20-40-12, and IC 20-48-1 or any other law.

(20) To exercise any other power and make any expenditure in carrying out the governing body's general
powers and purposes provided in this chapter or in carrying out the powers delineated in this section which is
reasonable from a business or educational standpoint in carrying out school purposes of the school corporation,
including the acquisition of property or the employment or contracting for services, even though the power or
expenditure is not specifically set out in this chapter. The specific powers set out in this section do not limit the
general grant of powers provided in this chapter except where a limitation is set out in IC 20-26-1 through
IC 20-26-5, IC 20-26-7, IC 20-40-12, and IC 20-48-1 by specific language or by reference to other law.




SOURCE: IC 20-26-5-4.5; (11)SE0001.1.12. -->  SECTION 12. IC 20-26-5-4.5 IS ADDED TO THE
INDIANA CODE AS A NEW SECTION TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec.
4.5. (a) The superintendent is responsible for selecting and discharging principals, central office
administrators, business managers, superintendents of building and grounds, janitors, physicians,
dentists, nurses, athletic coaches (whether or not they are otherwise employed by the school

corporation and whether or not they are licensed under IC 20-28-5), and any other employees
necessary to the operation of the school corporation, subject to the approval of the governing body.

(b) Subject to IC 20-28-7.5, the superintendent and principal are responsible for selecting and
discharging teachers, teachers aides, assistant principals, building administrative staff, libraxians, and
any other employees necessary to the operation of the school, subject to the approval of the governing
bedy.

SOURCE: IC 20-28-2-6; (11)SE0001.1.13. -->  SECTION 13. IC 20-28-2-6, AS AMENDED BY
P.1.30-2010, SECTION 2, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec.
6. (a) Subject to subsection (¢) and in addition to the powers and duties set forth in IC 20-20-22 or this atticle,
the advisery state board may adopt rules under IC 4-22-2 to do the following;
(1) Set standards for teacher licensing and for the administration of a professional licensing and certification
process by the department.
(2) Approve or disapprove teacher preparation programs.
(3) Set fees to be charged in connection with teacher licensing.
(4) Suspend, revoke, or reinstate teacher licenses.
(5) Enter into agreements with other states to acquire reciprocal approval of teacher preparation programs.
(6) Set standards for teacher licensing concerning new subjects of study.
(7) Evaluate work experience and military service concerning postsecondary education and experience
equivalency.
(8) Perform any other action that:
(A) relates to the improvement of instruction in the public schools through teacher education and
professional development through continuing education; and
(B) attracts qualified candidates for teacher education from among the high school graduates of Indiana.
(9) Set standards for endorsement of school psychologists as independent practice school psychologists
under IC 20-28-12.
(10) Before July 1, 2011, set standards for sign language interpreters who provide services to children with
disabilities in an educational setting and an enforcement mechanism for the interpreter standards.
(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a)(1), an individual is entitled to one (1) year of occupational experience for
purposes of obtaining an occupational specialist certificate under this article for each year the

individual holds a license under IC 25-8-6.

{e) Before publishing notiee of the intent to adept a rale under 1€ 4-22-2; the advisery board must submit the
proposed rale to the state superintendent for appreval: Hthe state superintendent approves the rule; the advisery
board may publish notice of the intent to adept the rule: Hthe state superintendent does not approve the rule; the
advisory board may not publish notice of the intent to adept the rule-

e (¢) The adwisery state board may adopt rules under IC 4-22-2, including emergency rules under IC 4-
22-2-37.1, to establish procedures to expedite the issuance, renewal, or reinstatement under this article ofa
license or certificate of'a person whose spouse serves on active duty (as defined in IC 25-1-12-2) and is
assigned to a duty station in Indiana. Before publishing notiee of the intent to adopt a pernnnent rule under 1€ 4~




SOURCE: IC 20-28-2-8; (11)SE0001.1.14. -->  SECTION 14. IC 20-28-2-8, AS ADDED BY P.L.246-
2005, SECTION 144, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 8. (a)
The department may, subject to approval by the budget agency, do the following to administer the
responsibilities of the department deseribed i seetion 2 of under this chapter:

(1) Establish advisory committees the department determines necessary.

(2) Expend funds made available to the department according to policies established by the budget agency.

(b) The department shall comply with the requirements for submitting a budget request to the budget agency

as set forth in IC 4-12-1, for finds to administer the responsibilities of the department described in section 1 of
this chapter.
SOURCE: IC 20-28-4-4; (11)SE0001.1.15. -->  SECTION 15. IC 20-28-4-4, AS AMENDED BY
P.L.2-2007, SECTION 215, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec.
4. Bach aceredited teacher edueation school and department i Indiana shall An entity approved by the
department may establish a course of study that eenstitates the postsecondary edueation eomponent of the
program: The pestseeondary edueation eomponent required meets the requirements of this section. A
program approved under this section must comply with the following requirements:

(1) Include the following study requirements:

(A) For a program participant who seeks to obtain a license to teach in grades 6 S through 12, up to

eighteen (18) credit hours of study or the equivalent that:

(i) prepare a program participant to meet Indiana standards for teaching in the subject areas
corresponding to the area in which the program participant has met the education requirements under section 5
of this chapter, unless the program participant demonstrates that the program participant requires fewer credit
hours of study to meet Indiana standards for teaching; and

(i) provides the program participants with instruction in scientifically based reading
instruction.

(B) For a program participant who seeks to obtain a license to teach in kindergarten through grade 5; 6,
twenty-four (24) credit hours of study or the equivalent, which must include at least six (6) credit hours in
teaching scientifically based reading instruction, that prepare a program participant to meet Indiana standards
for teaching, unless the program participant demonstrates that the program participant requires fewer credit hours
of study to meet Indiana standards for teaching,

(2) Focus on the esmmunieation of knewledge to students: student mastery of standards established
by the state.

(3) Include suitable field or classroom experiences if the program participant does not have teaching
experience.
SOURCE: IC 20-28-4-5; (11)SE0001.1.16. -->  SECTION 16. IC 20-28-4-5, AS AMENDED BY
P.L.2-2007, SECTION 216, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec.
5. An individual who wishes to participate in the program must have one (1) of the following qualifications:

(1) For a program participant who seeks to obtain a license to teach in grades 6 5 through 12, one (1) of
the following;

(A) A bachelor's degree or the equivalent with a grade point average of at least three (3.0) ona four
(4.0) point scale from an accredited postsecondary educational institution in the subject area that the individual
intends to teach.

(B) A graduate degree from an accredited postsecondary educational institution in the subject area or a
related field that the individual intends to teach.




(C) Both:
(1) a bachelor's degree from an accredited postsecondary educational institution with a grade point
average of at least two and five-tenths (2.5) on a four (4.0) point scale; and
(i) five (5) years professional experience;
in the subject or a related area that the individual intends to

teach.
(2) For a program participant who seeks to obtain a license to teach in kindergarten through grade 5; 6,
one (1) of the following;
(A) A bachelor's degree or the equivalent with a grade point average of at least three (3.0) on a four
(4.0) pomnt scale from an accredited mstitution of higher education.
(B) Both:
(i) a bachelor's degree from an accredited postsecondary educational institution with a grade point
average of at least two and five-tenths (2.5) on a four (4.0) point scale; and
(ii) five (5) years professional experience in an education related field, as determined by the
department.

SOURCE: IC 20-28-4-6; (11)SE0001.1.17. -->  SECTION 17. IC 20-28-4-6, AS AMENDED BY
P.L.2-2007, SECTION 217, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec.
6. The department shall grant an initial standard practitioner license to a program participant who does the
following;

(1) Successtully completes the pestseeendary edueation eompenent requirements of the program.

(2) Demonstrates proficiency through a written examination in:

(A) basic reading, writing, and mathematics;

(B) pedagogy; and

(C) knowledge of the areas in which the program participant is required to have a license to teach;
under IC 20-28-5-12(b).

(3) Participates successfully in a beginning teacher internship residency program under 1€ 26~6-1+8
frepealed) that includes implementation in a classroom of the teaching skills learned in the postsecondaty
edueation eomponent of the program.

(4) Receives a successful assessment of teaching skills upon completion of the beginning teacher irternship
residency program under subdivision (3) from the administrator of the school where the beginning teacher
nteraship residency program takes place, or, if the program participant does not receive a successful
assessment, continues participating in the beginning teacher ternship residency program.

SOURCE: IC 20-28-4-7; (11)SE0001.1.18. -->  SECTION 18. IC 20-28-4-7, AS ADDED BY P.L.246-
2005, SECTION 153, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 7.
This section applies to a program participant who has a degree or related experience described in section 5 of
this chapter that does not include all the content areas of a standard proficient practitioner license issued by the
department.

The department shall issue an initial standard practitioner license that is restricted to only the content areas in
which the program participant has a degree unless the program participant demonstrates sufficient knowledge in
other content areas of the license.

SOURCE: IC 20-28-4-9; (11)SE0001.1.19. -->  SECTION 19. IC 20-28-4-9, AS ADDED BY P.L.1-
2005, SECTION 12, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 9. After




receiving an initial standard practitioner license under section 6 or 7 of this chapter, a program participant who
seeks to renew the participant's initial standard practitioner license must meet the same requirements for
license renewal as other candidates for license renewal.

SOURCE: IC 20-28-4-10; (11)SE0001.1.20. -->  SECTION 20. IC 20-28-4-10, AS ADDED BY
P.1.246-2005, SECTION 154, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]:
Sec. 10. (a) The advisory state board may adopt rules under IC 4-22-2 to administer this chapter.

(b) Rules adopted under this section must include a requirement that aeeredited teacher edueation sehools and
departments m Indiana entities approved to offer the program submit an annual report to the department of
the number of individuals who:

(1) enrollin; and

(2) complete;
the program.
SOURCE: IC 20-28-4-11; (11)SE0001.1.21. -->  SECTION 21. IC 20-28-4-11, AS AMENDED BY
P.L.121-2009, SECTION 9, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec.
11. (a) This section applies only to:

(1) a school corporation; or

(2) a subject area;
that is designated by the state board as having an isufficient supply of licensed teachers.

(b) The governing body of a school corporation or the appointing authority of an accredited nonpublic school
may employ a program participant if the program participant is hired to teach in a subject area or a school
corporation to which this section applies.

(c) Before employing a program participant under subsection (b), the superintendent of the school corporation
must make a determination that one (1) of the following conditions exists:

(1) There is no fully certified and highly qualified effective teacher available for the position.
(2) The program participant is the best qualified candidate for the position.

(d) A program participant who is employed under this section is eligible to receive a transition to teaching

permit. The transition to

teaching permit is valid for three (3) years, and may not be renewed.
(e) A program participant who is employed under this section:
(1) shall enter into either:
(A) a regular teacher's contract under IC 20-28-6-5; or
(B) a temporary teacher's contract under IC 20-28-6-6, if replacing a teacher on a leave of absence;
(2) is eligible to participate in a mentor teacher program; and
(3) satisfies the field or classroom experience component of the program under section 4(3) of this chapter.
(f) The state board:
(1) shall review; and
(2) may renew;
the designation of a school corporation or a subject area as having an insufficient supply of licensed teachers not
more than two (2) years following the initial designation under subsection (a).

SOURCE: IC 20-28-5-2; (11)SE0001.1.22. --=>  SECTION 22. IC 20-28-5-2, AS ADDED BY P.L.246-
2005, SECTION 156, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 2. The
advisery state board may adopt rules for:

(1) the issuance of a substitute teacher's license; and

(2) the employment of substitute teacher licensees.




An individual may not serve as a substitute teacher without a license issued by the department.
SOURCE: IC 20-28-5-3; (11)SE0001.1.23. -->  SECTION 23. IC 20-28-5-3, AS AMENDED BY
P.L.75-2008, SECTION 1, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec.
3. (a) The department shall designate

B the grade point average required for each type of license. and

(b) The department shall determine details of licensing not provided in this chapter, inchiding requirements

regarding the following:

(1) The conversion of one (1) type of license into another.

(2) The accreditation of teacher education schools and departments.

(3) The exchange and renewal of licenses.

(4) The endorsement of another state's license.

(5) The acceptance of credentials from teacher education institutions of another state.

(6) The academic and professional preparation for each type of license.

(7) The granting of permission to teach a high school subject area related to the subject area for which the
teacher holds a license.

(8) The issuance of licenses on credentials.

(9) The type of license required for each school position.

(10) The size requirements for an elementary school requiring a licensed principal

(11) Any other related matters.
The department shall establish at least one (1) system for renewing a teaching license that does not require a
graduate degree.

(¢) This subsection does not apply to an applicant for a substitute teacher license. After June 30, 2007, the
department may not issue an initial teaehing practitioner license at any grade level to an applicant for an initial
teaching practitioner license unless the applicant shows evidence that the applicant:

(1) has successfully completed training approved by the department in:
(A) cardiopulmonary resuscitation that inchides a test demonstration on a mannequin;
(B) removing a foreign body causing an obstruction in an airway; and
(C) the Heimlich maneuver;
(2) holds a valid certification in each of the procedures described in subdivision (1) issued by:
(A) the American Red Cross;
(B) the American Heart Association; or
(C) a comparable organization or institution approved by the advisory board; or
(3) has physical limitations that make it impracticable for the applicant to complete a course or certification
described in subdivision (1) or (2).
(d) The department shall periodically publish bulletins regarding:
(1) the details described in subsection (b);
(2) information on the types of licenses issued;
(3) the rules governing the issuance of each type of license; and
(4) other similar matters.
SOURCE: IC 20-28-5-8; (11)SE0001.1.24. -->  SECTION 24. IC 20-28-5-8, AS AMENDED BY
P.L.121-2009, SECTION 10, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011}:
Sec. 8. (a) This section applies when a prosecuting attorney knows that a licensed employee of a public school
or a nonpublic school has been convicted of an offense listed in subsection (c). The prosecuting attorney shall




immediately give written notice of the conviction to the following;
(1) The state superintendent.
(2) Except as provided in subdivision (3), the superintendent of

the school corporation that employs the licensed employee or the equivalent authority if a nonpublic school
employs the licensed employee.

(3) The presiding officer of the governing body of the school corporation that employs the licensed
employee, if the convicted licensed employee is the superintendent of the school corporation.

(b) The superintendent of a school corporation, presiding officer of the governing body, or equivalent authority
for a nonpublic school shall immediately notify the state superintendent when the individual knows that a current
or former licensed employee of the public school or nonpublic school has been convicted of an offense listed in
subsection (c), or when the governing body or equivalent authority for a nonpublic school takes any final action in
relation to an employee who engaged in any offense listed in subsection (c).

(¢) The department, after holding a hearing on the matter, shall permanently revoke the license of a person
who is known by the department to have been convicted of any of the following felonies:

(1) Kidnapping (IC 35-42-3-2), if the victim is less than eighteen (18) years of age.

(2) Criminal confinement (IC 35-42-3-3), if the victim is less than eighteen (18) years of age.
(3) Rape (IC 35-42-4-1), if the victim is less than eighteen (18) years of age.

(4) Criminal deviate conduct (IC 35-42-4-2), if the victim is less than eighteen (18) years of age.
(5) Child molesting (IC 35-42-4-3).

(6) Child exploitation (IC 35-42-4-4(b)).

(7) Vicarious sexual gratification (IC 35-42-4-5).

(8) Child solicitation (IC 35-42-4-6).

(9) Child seduction (IC 35-42-4-7).

(10) Sexual misconduct with a minor (IC 35-42-4-9).

(11) Incest (IC 35-46-1-3), if the victim is less than eighteen (18) years of age.

(12) Dealing in or manufacturing cocaine or a narcotic drug (IC 35-48-4-1).

(13) Dealing in methamphetamine (IC 35-48-4-1.1).

(14) Dealing in a schedule I, I, or III controlled substance (IC 35-48-4-2).

(15) Dealing in a schedule TV controlled substance (IC 35-48-4-3).

(16) Dealing in a schedule V controlled substance (IC 35-48-4-4).

(17) Dealing in a counterfeit substance (IC 35-48-4-5).

(18) Dealing in marijuana, hash oil, or hashish (IC 35-48-4-10(b)).
(19) Possession of child pornography (IC 35-42-4-4(c)).
(20) Homicide (IC 35-42-1).
(d) The department, after holding a hearing on the matter, shall permanently revoke the license of
a person who is known by the department to have been convicted of a federal offense or an offense in
another state that is comparable to a felony listed in subsection (c).
€ (e) A license may be suspended by the state superintendent as specified in & 26-28-77 IC 20-28-7.5.
&) () The department shall develop a data base of information on school corporation employees who have
been reported to the department under this section.
SOURCE: IC 20-28-5-12; (11)SE0001.1.25. -->  SECTION 25. IC 20-28-5-12, AS ADDED BY
P.L.246-2005, SECTION 163, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]:
Sec. 12. (a) Subsection (b) does not apply to an individual who held an Indiana limited, reciprocal, et standard




teaching license on June 30, 1985.

(b) The department may not grant an initial standard practitioner license to an individual unless the individual
has demonstrated proficiency in the following areas on a written examination or through other procedures
prescribed by the department:

(1) Basic reading, writing, and mathematics.
(2) Pedagogy.
(3) Knowledge of the areas in which the individual is required to have a license to teach.
(4) If the individual is seeking to be licensed as an elementary school teacher, comprehensive scientifically
based reading instruction skills, including:
(A) phonemic awareness; and
(B) phonics instruction;
(O) fluency;
(D) vocabulary; and
(E) comprehension.

(c) An individual's license examination score may not be disclosed by the department without the individual's
consent unless specifically required by state or federal statute or court order.

(d) The adwisery state board shall adopt rules under IC 4-22-2 to do the following:

(1) Adopt, validate, and implement the examination or other procedures required by subsection (b).

(2) Establish examination scores indicating proficiency.
(3) Otherwise carry out the purposes of this section.

(e) The state board shall adopt rules under IC 4-22-2 establishing the conditions under which the
requirements of this section may be waived for an individual holding a valid teacher's license issued by another
state.

SOURCE: IC 20-28-5-13; (11)SE0001.1.26. -->  SECTION 26. IC 20-28-5-13, AS ADDED BY P.L.1-
2005, SECTION 12, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 13. (a)
This section applies to an examination required for teacher licensure under this chapter.

(b) If an individual does not demonstrate the level of proficiency required to receive a license on all or a part
of an examination, the examination's scorer must provide the individual with the individual's test scores. melding
SOURCE: IC 20-28-5-14; (11)SE0001.1.27. --=>  SECTION 27. IC 20-28-5-14, AS ADDED BY
P.L.246-2005, SECTION 164, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]:
Sec. 14. If the department is notified by the department of state revenue that an individual is on the most recent
tax warrant list, the department may not grant an #nttial standard a license to the individual until:

(1) the individual provides the department with a statement from the department of state revenue indicating
that the individual's delinquent tax liability has been satisfied; or

(2) the department receives a notice from the commissioner of the department of state revenue under IC 6-
8.1-8-2(k).
SOURCE: IC 20-28-6-7; (11)SE0001.1.28. -->  SECTION 28. IC 20-28-6-7, AS ADDED BY P.L.1-
2005, SECTION 12, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 7. (a)
As used in this section, "teacher" includes an individual who:

(1) holds a substitute teacher's license; and

(2) provides instruction in a joint summer school program under IC 20-30-7-5.

(b) The supplemental service teacher's contract shall be used when a teacher provides professional service in
evening school or summer school employment, except when a teacher or other individual is employed to
supervise or conduct noncredit courses or activities.




(c) If a teacher serves more than one hundred twenty (120) days on a supplemental service teacher's contract
in a school year, the following apply:
(1) Sections 1, 2, 3, and 8 of this chapter.
(2) IC 20-28-10-1 through 1€ 26-28-16-2- IC 20-28-10-5.
3) 1€ 20-28-7-3 threugh 1€ 20-28-75-

4 1€ 20-28-7-7 through 1€ 20-28-712-
&) 16 2028714
6) 1€ 26-28-16-1+ threugh 1€ 26-28-16-5-

(d) The salary of a teacher on a supplemental service contract must equal the salary ef a teacher en the regular

serviee eontract is eomputed on the basis of six (6) hours as a full day ef serviee: shall be determined by the
superintendent. The superintendent may, but is not required to, base the salary on the regular salary
schedule for the school corporation.
SOURCE: IC 20-28-6-7.5; (11)SE0001.1.29. -->  SECTION 29. IC 20-28-6-7.5 IS ADDED TO THE
INDIANA CODE AS A NEW SECTION TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec.
7.5. (a) A teacher who is subject to section 8 of this chapter is not subject to this section.

(b) After June 30, 2011, a teacher who:

(1) serves under contract as a teacher in a public school corporation;

(2) has not received a rating in an evaluation under IC 20-28-11.5 or receives a rating of
ineffective in an evaluation under IC 20-28-11.5;

(3) has not at any time before July 1, 2012, entered into a teaching contract for further service
with the school corporation; and

(4) has not received three (3) ratings in a five (5) year period of effective or highly effective in an
evaluation under IC 20-28-11.5;
shall be considered a probationary teacher.

(c) After June 30, 2011, a teacher who receives a rating of:

(1) effective;

(2) highly effective; or

(3) a combination of both subdivisions (1) and (2);
in an evaluation under IC 20-28-11.5 for at least three (3) years in a five (5) year or shorter period
becomes a professional teacher by entering into a contract described in section 2 of this chapter.

(d) A professional teacher who receives a rating of ineffective in an evaluation under I1C 20-28-11.5
shall be considered a probationary teacher but is not subject to the cancellation of the teacher's
contract unless at least one (1) of the following criteria applies:

(1) The teacher receives a rating of ineffective in an evaluation under IC 20-28-11.5 in the year
immediately

following the teacher's initial rating of ineffective.

(2) The teacher's contract cancellation is due to a justifiable decrease in the number of teaching
positions under 1C 20-28-7.5-1(b)(3).

(3) The teacher's contract cancellation is due to conduct set forth in IC 20-28-7.5-1(b).

SOURCE: IC 20-28-6-8; (11)SE0001.1.30. --> SECTION 30. IC 20-28-6-8, AS AMENDED BY
P.L.43-2010, SECTION 1, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec.
8. (a) An individual who:




(1) serves under contract as a teacher in a public school corporation for at least five (5) steeessive yeats;
before July 1, 2012; and
(2) at any time before July 1, 2012, enters into a teacher's contract for further service with the school
corporation;
becomes, by entering into the contract described in subdivision (2), & permanent an established teacher of the
school corporation. When a contract between the school corporation and & permanent an established teacher
expires by the contract's terms, the contract is considered to continue indefinitely as an indefinite contract,
subject to 1C 20-28-7.5.
(b) An indefinite contract remains in force until the indefinite contract is:
(1) replaced by a new contract signed by both parties; or
(2) canceled as provided in #& 26~28-7 IC 20-28-7.5.
SOURCE: IC 20-28-7.5; (11)SE0001.1.31. -->
SOURCE: IC 20-28-7.5. --> SECTION 31.IC 20-28-7.5 IS ADDED TO THE INDIANA CODE AS A
NEW CHAPTER TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]:
Chapter 7.5. Cancellation of Teacher Contracts
Sec. 1. (a) This chapter applies to a teacher in a school corporation (as defined in IC 20-18-2-16(a)).
(b) A principal may decline to continue a probationary teacher's contract under sections 2 through 4
of this chapter if the probationary teacher:
(1) receives an ineffective designation on a performance evaluation under IC 20-28-11.5;
(2) receives two (2) consecutive improvement necessary ratings on a performance evaluation
under IC 20-28-11.5; or
(3) is subject to a justifiable decrease in the number of teaching positions or any reason relevant
to the school corporation's interest.
(c) Except as provided in subsection (e), a principal may not decline to continue a professional or
established teacher's contract

unless the teacher is subject to a justifiable decrease in the number of teaching positions.

(d) After June 30, 2012, the cancellation of teacher's contracts due to a justifiable decrease in the
number of teaching positions shall be determined on the basis of performance rather than seniority. In
cases where teachers are placed in the same performance category, any of the items in IC 20-28-9-
1(b) may be considered.

(e) A contract with a teacher may be canceled immediately in the manner set forth in sections 2
through 4 of this chapter for any of the following reasons:

(1) Immorality.
(2) Insubordination, which means a willful refusal to obey the state school laws or reasonable
rules adopted for the governance of the school building or the school corporation.
(3) Justifiable decrease in the number of teaching positions.
(4) Incompetence, including receiving:
(A) an ineffective designation on two (2) consecutive performance evaluations under IC 20-28-
11.5; or
(B) an ineffective designation or improvement necessary rating in three (3) years of any five
(5) year period.
(5) Neglect of duty.
(6) A conviction for an offense listed in IC 20-28-5-8(c).
(7) Other good or just cause.
Sec. 2. (a) Before a teacher is refused continuation of the teacher's contract, the teacher has the




following rights:
(1) The principal shall notify the teacher of the principal's preliminary decision. The notification
must be: '
(A) in writing; and
(B) delivered in person or mailed by registered or certified mail to the teacher at the teacher's
last known address.
(2) The notice in subdivision (1) must include a written statement, subject to IC 5-14-3-4, giving
the reasons for the preliminary decision. '
(3) Notification due to a reduction in force must be delivered between May 1 and July 1.

(b) For a cancellation of a teacher's contract for a reason other than a reduction in force, the notice
required under subsection (a)(1) must inform the teacher that, not later than five (5) days after the
teacher's receipt of the notice, the teacher may request a private conference with the superintendent.
The superintendent must set the requested meeting not later than ten (10) days after

the request.

(c) At the conference between the superintendent and the teacher, the teacher may be accompanied
by a representative.

(d) After the conference between the superintendent and the teacher, the superintendent shall make
a written recommendation to the governing body of the school corporation regarding the cancellation
of the teacher's contract.

(e) If the teacher does not request a conference under subsection (b), the principal's preliminary
decision is considered final.

(f) For items listed in section (1)(e)(3), (1)(e)(4), or (1)(e)(6) of this chapter, if the teacher files a
request with the governing body for an additional private conference not later than five (5) days after
the initial private conference with the superintendent, the teacher is entitled to an additional private
conference with the governing body before the governing body makes a final decision, which must be
in writing, concerning the cancellation of the teacher's contract.

(2) For items listed in section (1)(e)(1), (1)(e)(2), (1)(e)(5), or (1)(e)(7) of this chapter, if, not later
than five (5) days after the initial private conference with the superintendent, the teacher files a
request with the governing body for an additional private conference, the teacher is entitled to an
additional private conference with the govering body before the governing body makes a final
decision. The final decision must be in writing and must be made not more than thirty (30) days after
the governing body receives the teacher's request for the additional private conference. At the private
conference the governing body shall do the following:

(1) Allow the teacher to present evidence to refute the reason or reasons for contract cancellation
and supporting evidence provided by the school corporation. Any evidence presented at the private
conference must have been exchanged by the parties at least seven (7) days before the private
conference.

(2) Consider whether a preponderance of the evidence supports the cancellation of the teacher's
contract.

Sec. 3. At the first public meeting following a private conference with:

(1) the governing body under section 2(f) of this chapter; or

(2) the superintendent under section 2(b) of this chapter, if no conference with the governing body
is requested;
the governing body may cancel a contract with a teacher by a majority vote evidenced by a signed
statement in the minutes of the




board. The decision of the governing body is final.

Sec. 4. Pending a final decision on the cancellation of a teacher's contract, the teacher may be
suspended from duty.

Sec. 5. The time periods set out in section 2 of this chapter shall be extended for a reasonable
period: '

(1) when a teacher or school official is ill or absent from the school corporation; or
(2) for other reasonable cause.

Sec. 6. A contract entered into by a teacher and a school employer continues in force on the same
terms and for the same wages, unless increased under IC 20-28-9-1, for the next school term following
the date of the contract's termination unless one (1) of the following occurs:

(1) The school corporation refuses continuation of the contract under this chapter.

(2) The teacher delivers in person or by registered or certified mail to the school corporation the
teacher's written resignation.

(3) The contract is replaced by another contract agreed to by the parties.

Sec. 7. (a) This chapter shall be construed to:

(1) limit the provisions of a collective bargaining agreement negotiated under IC 20-29; and

(2) prohibit the negotiation of contracts that violate the requirements of this chapter and IC 20-
28-9-21 through IC 20-28-9-23.

(b) This chapter prohibits a school employer and an exclusive representative (as defined in IC 20-
29-2-9) from collectively bargaining contracts that alter the requirements of this chapter and IC 20-28-
9-21 through IC 20-28-9-23.

(c) This chapter shall be construed to prohibit a school employer and an exclusive representative
from mutually agreeing to binding arbitration concerning teacher dismissals.

Sec. 8. (a) This section does not apply to an individual who works at a conversion charter school (as
defined in IC 20-24-1-5) for purposes of the individual's employment with the school corporation that
sponsored the conversion charter school.

(b) A contract entered into after August 15 between a school corporation and a teacher is void if the
teacher, at the time of signing the contract, is bound by a previous contract to teach in a public school.
However, another contract may be signed by the teacher that will be effective if the teacher:

(1) furnishes the principal a release by the employer under the previous contract; or
(2) shows proof that thirty (30) days written notice was delivered by the teacher to the first
employer.

(¢) A principal may request from a teacher, at the time of contracting, a written statement as to
whether the teacher has signed another teaching contract. However, the teacher's failure to provide
the statement is not a cause for subsequently voiding the contract.

SOURCE: IC 20-28-9-1; (11)SE0001.1.32. -->  SECTION 32. IC 20-28-9-1, AS ADDED BY P.L.246-
2005, SECTION 165, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 1. (a)
and degree eompleted as of the teacher's first day of serviee:

&) Ha teacher 13 lieensed by the department on:

1 the first day of serviee 1 the enrrent sehool year; or
the teachet!s minimtim salary is eomptted under seetion 2 of this ehapter: This subsection takes effect July 1,
2012, or upon the expiration of a contract in existence on July 1, 2011, whichever is earlier, and




governs salary increases for a teacher employed by a school corporation on or after the date this
subsection takes effect. Compensation attributable to additional degrees or graduate credits earned
before the effective date of the local salary schedule created under this chapter shall continue.
(b) Increases or increments in a local salary scale must be based upon a combination of the
following factors:
(1) A combination of the following factors taken together may account for not more than thirty-
three percent (33%) of the calculation used to determine a teacher's increase or increment:
(A) The number of years of a teacher's experience.
(B) The attainment of either:
(i) additional content area degrees beyond the requirements for employment; or
(i) additional content area degrees and credit hours beyond the requirements for
employment, if required under an agreement bargained under IC 20-29.
(2) The results of an evaluation conducted under IC 20-28-11.5.

(3) The assignment of instructional leadership roles, including the responsibility for conducting
evaluations under IC 20-28-11.5.
(4) The academic needs of students in the school corporation.

(c) A teacher rated ineffective or improvement necessary under IC 20-28-11.5 may not receive any
raise or increment for the following year if the teacher's employment contract is continued. The
amount that would otherwise have been allocated for the salary increase of teachers rated ineffective
or improvement necessary shall be allocated for compensation of all teachers rated effective and
highly effective based on the criteria in subsection (b).

(d) A teacher who does not receive a raise or increment under subsection (c) may file a request with
the superintendent or superintendent's designee not later than five (5) days after receiving notice that
the teacher received a rating of ineffective. The teacher is entitled to a private conference with the
superintendent or superintendent's designee.

(e) Not later than January 31, 2012, the department shall publish a model salary schedule that a
school corporation may adopt.

(f) Each school corporation shall submit its local salary schedule to the department. The department
shall publish the local salary schedules on the department's Internet web site.

(g) The department shall report any noncompliance of this section to the state board.

(h) The state board shall take appropriate action to ensure compliance with this section.

(i) This chapter may not be construed to require or allow a school corporation to decrease the
salary of any teacher below the salary the teacher was earning on or before July 1, 2012, if that
decrease would be made solely to conform to the new salary scale.

SOURCE: IC 20-28-9-21; (11)SE0001.1.33. -~-=>  SECTION 33. IC 20-28-9-21, AS ADDED BY P.L.1-
2005, SECTION 12, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 21. (a)
This section and sections 22 through 23 of this chapter apply to the suspension of a teacher without pay when
the procedure for the cancellation of the teacher's contract under € 26-28-7~3 through 1€ 26-28-7-5 do
IC 20-28-7.5 does not apply.
(b) A teacher may be suspended from duty without pay only for the following reasons:

(1) Immorality.

(2) Insubordination, which means the willfill refusal to obey the state school laws or reasonable rules
prescribed for the

government of the school corporation.




(3) Neglect of duty.
(4) Substantial inability to perform teaching duties.
(5) Good and just cause.

SOURCE: IC 20-28-10-1; (11)SE0001.1.34. -->  SECTION 34. IC 20-28-10-1, AS ADDED BY P.L.1-
2005, SECTION 12, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 1. (a) A
school corporation may grant a teacher a leave of absence not to exceed one (1) year for:

(1) a sabbatical;

(2) a disability leave; or

(3) a sick leave.

(b) The school corporation may grant consecutive leaves to a teacher.

(c) A school corporation may grant partial compensation for a leave in an amount the school corporation
determines. However, if a teacher on a sabbatical serves an employer that agrees to reimburse the school
corporation in whole or in part of the amount of the teacher's regular salary, the school corporation may grant full
or partial compensation.

(d) A teacher who is pregnant shall be granted a leave of absence for the period provided in and subject to
section 5 of this chapter.

(e) Except where a contract is not required under & 26-28-F IC 20-28-7.5 in a situation that occurs before
or after the commencement of leave, the teacher and the school corporation shall execute a regular teacher's
contract for each school year in which any part of the teacher's leave is granted.

(f) The teacher has the right to return to a teaching position for which the teacher is certified or otherwise
qualified under the rules of the state board.

SOURCE: IC 20-28-10-2; (11)SE0001.1.35. --=>  SECTION 35. IC 20-28-10-2, AS ADDED BY P.L.1-
2005, SECTION 12, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 2. (a)
Except as provided in section 1 of this chapter, rights existing at the time a leave commences that arise froma
teacher's:

(1) status as a permanent professional or established teacher;

(2) accumulation of successive years of service;

(3) service performed under a teacher's contract under IC 20-28-6-8; or

(4) status or rights negotiated under IC 20-29;
remain intact.

(b) During a leave the teacher may maintain coverage in a group insurance program by paying the total
premium including the school corporation's share, if any, attributable to the leave period. The school

corporation may elect to pay all or part of the cost of the premium as an adopted or negotiated fiinge benefit to
teachers on leave.

(c) During a leave extending into a part of a school year, a teacher accumulates sick leave under IC 20-28-9-
9 through IC 20-28-9-12, or a salary schedule of the school corporation that provides greater sick leave, in the
same proportion that the number of days the teacher is paid during the year for work or Jeave bears to the total
number of days for which teachers are paid in the school corporation.

(d) Except as provided in section 1 of this chapter, during a leave of a nenpermanent probationary teacher,
the period of probationary successive years of service under a teacher's contract that is a condition precedent to
becoming a petmanent professional or established teacher under IC 20-28-6-8 is uninterrupted for that
teacher. However, this probationary period may not include an entire school year spent on leave.

(e) All or part ofa leave granted for sickness or disability, including pregnancy related disability, may be
charged at the teacher's discretion to the teacher's available sick days. However, the teacher is not entitled to




take accumulated sick days when the teacher's physician certifies that the teacher is capable of performing the
teacher's regular teaching duties. The teacher is entitled to complete the remaining leave without pay.

SOURCE: IC 20-28-10-4; (11)SE0001.1.36. -->  SECTION 36. IC 20-28-10-4, AS ADDED BY P.L.1-
2005, SECTION 12, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011}: Sec. 4. (a) A
school corporation may place a teacher, with or without written request, on a disability or sick leave not to
exceed one (1) year.
(b) A teacher placed on a disability or sick leave without a written request is entitled to a hearing on that

action under 1€ 20-28-7-1 and 1€ 26-28-7-3 threngh 1€ 26-28-7-5- IC 20-28-7.5.
SOURCE: IC 20-28-10-7; (11)SE0001.1.37. -->  SECTION 37. IC 20-28-10-7, AS ADDED BY P.L.1-
2005, SECTION 12, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 7. A
permanent professional or established teacher:

(1) with an indefinite contract under IC 20-28-6-8; and

(2) who is described in section 6(a) of this chapter;
is granted a leave of absence during the defense service.
SOURCE: IC 20-28-10-8; (11)SE0001.1.38. -->  SECTION 38. IC 20-28-10-8, AS ADDED BY P.L.1-
2005, SECTION 12, IS AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]: Sec. 8. (a) If
a nenpermanent probationary teacher who is described in section 6(a) of this chapter enters the defense
service, the teachet's contract as a teacher and the teacher's rights to

probationary successive years under contract are preserved with the school corporation as the teacher had them
when entering the defense service.

(b) The period of probationary successive years of service under a teacher's contract that is a condition
precedent to becoming a permanent professional or established teacher under IC 20-28-6-8 is considered
uninterrupted for a teacher to whom this section applies. However, this probationary period may not include the
time spent in defense service. The teacher is granted a leave of absence during the defense service.

SOURCE:IC 20-28-11.5; (11)SE0001.1.39. -->  SECTION 39. IC 20-28-11.5 IS ADDED TO THE
INDIANA CODE AS A NEW CHAPTER TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2011]:
Chapter 11.5. Staff Performance Evaluations
Sec. 1. As used in this chapter, "evaluator" means an individual who conducts a staff performance
evaluation. The term includes a teacher who:
(1) has clearly demonstrated a record of effective teaching over several years;
(2) is approved by the principal as qualified to evaluate under the plan; and
(3) conducts staff performance evaluations as a significant part of teacher's responsibilities.
Sec. 2. As used in the chapter, "plan' refers to a staff performance evaluation plan developed
under this chapter.
Sec. 3. As used in this chapter, "'scheol corporation" includes:
(1) a school corporation;
(2) a school created by an interlocal agreement under 1C 36-1-7;
(3) a special education cooperative under IC 20-35-5; and
(4) a joint career and technical education program created under IC 20-37-1.
However, for purposes of section 4(a) and 4(b) of this chapter, "school corporation' includes a charter
school and a virtual charter school.
Sec. 4. (a) Each school corporation shall develop a plan for annual performance evaluations for each
certificated employee (as defined in IC 20-29-2-4). A school corporation shall implement the plan




beginning with the 2012-2013 school year.
(b) Instead of developing its own staff performance evaluation plan under subsection (a), a school
corporation may adopt a staff performance evaluation plan that meets the requirements set forth
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