Attachment 1 - Notice to LEAs

WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC §
INSTRUCT ION Tony Evers, PhD, State Superintendent

January 23, 2012

Dear Colleague:

I am writing today to share with you a draft of Wisconsin’s proposed waiver from certain elements of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), also known as No Child Left Behind (NCLB). With
this posting, the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) opens the public comment period. Attached to
this letter you will find:

e A summary of the key elements in the proposal (http://dpi.wi.gov/esea/pdf/summary.pdf);

e The initial full draft waiver proposal (http://dpi.wi.gov/esea/pdf/waiver.pdf);

e A survey through which you can submit your comments by February 3, 2012.
(https://forms.dpi.wi.gov/se.ashx?s=56301B2DSBE3EF8D)

For the past decade, NCLB has forced one-size-fits-all mandates and labels on our schools and districts.
Through this waiver process, the USED has offered states the opportunity to apply for flexibility on
certain provisions of ESEA. Specifically, all state proposals must demonstrate how they will use this
flexibility to implement the following principles:

College- and career-ready expectations for all students;
State-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support;
Supporting effective instruction and leadership;

Reducing duplication and unnecessary burden.

DPI’s proposal is, in part, based on the work of the statewide School and District Accountability Design
Team that met over the last several months to design a fair and accurate accountability system that
measures growth and attainment for all students. In addition, the proposal reflects the robust education
investment agenda we’ve advanced together over the past two-and-a-half years, focused on improving
student achievement and graduating students prepared for future success.

The DPI intends to submit its waiver application to the United States Department of Education (USED)
by February 21, 2012. Through this comment period, we hope to further engage the citizens of Wisconsin
in this discussion so critical to the future of education. We encourage you to share this draft of
Wisconsin’s proposed waiver and the associated survey with others. Most importantly, we want broad
input to ensure that our proposal best meets the needs of Wisconsin’s children.

After we receive feedback from you and other educators, parents, and citizens from across the state, we
will be revising and refining this draft proposal. Please remember to provide your comments through the
survey no later than February 3.

Sincerely,

Michael J. Thompson, PhD
Deputy State Superintendent

MJT:sjb

Attachments

PO Box 7841, Madison, WI 53707-7841 = 125 South Webster Street, Madison, Wl 53703
(608) 266-3390 = (800) 441-4563 toll free = (608) 267-1052 fax = (608) 267-2427 tdd = dpi.wi.gov
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Attachment 2 - NCLB Waiver Guest Editorial

WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC §
Guest Editorial INSTRUCT]ON

Education Information Services = 125 South Webster Street « P.O. Box 7841 « Madison, Wl 53707-7841 = (608) 266-3559

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE DPI-NR 2012-22
Wednesday, January 25, 2012
Contact:  Patrick Gasper, DPI Communications Officer, (608) 266-3559

NCLB waiver will improve education
By Tony Evers, State Superintendent of Public Instruction

MADISON — The education we provide to our kindergarten through 12th-grade students must improve. Though
change may sometimes be difficult, the future demands that we move forward.

This is why the Department of Public Instruction developed a plan to seek waivers from several provisions
of federal education law, known as No Child Left Behind (NCLB). Simply, NCLB is broken. It is overly
prescriptive and focuses too heavily on punishment rather than supporting improvement. Our draft waiver request,
posted online for public comment, lays out an ambitious plan for increasing rigor across Wisconsin’s standards,
assessment, and accountability systems. These changes will be challenging, but they will result in improved
classroom instruction and higher student achievement.

Why are college- and career-ready expectations needed? Educational research and surveys of employers
both find that the preparation needed for a one-, two-, or four-year college program is the same preparation needed
for family-supporting jobs. Adopting higher standards for what our students should know and be able to do,
developing better assessments to measure how well they are learning, and holding schools accountable for all
students’ success is the right thing to do for our children, our communities, and our state. Our waiver request will
help us reward schools that are doing well, share best practices so other schools can improve, and support schools
that need to do better.

The quality of the teacher in the classroom and the principal in the school is vital to students’ educational
success. Our waiver request calls for evaluations that will support teachers and principals in their job of educating
students and help our educators improve throughout their careers. Evaluations will focus on multiple measures of
student achievement and professional practice. These changes are based on recommendations from educators at the
elementary, secondary, and postsecondary levels; school board members; and policymakers who worked together to
develop an evaluation framework that is centered on student learning, fair, valid, and reliable.

Over and over we hear the importance of ensuring that students receive a well-rounded education. No one

wants a curriculum narrowed to just what’s on the test. We want our students to enjoy the rich learning offered

(more)
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Attachment 2 - NCLB Waiver Guest Editorial

Guest Editorial — Page 2

through art, music, foreign languages, and other coursework. We must develop ways to value these subjects as much
as the state-assessed content areas.

How will we know if education is getting better? Taxpayers rightly want to know that their education tax
dollars are producing results. Our waiver request will improve accountability through more sophisticated data
collection and reporting. The DPI at one time sent and received thousands of paper forms to collect data. We’ve
streamlined data requirements for schools through online reporting and are developing more robust systems to use
this information for making educational decisions and reporting to the public. School and district report cards will be
part of that reporting.

I know these are tough times for schools. Most cut their budgets this year and face additional budget cuts
next year. It will take investments at the state and federal levels to make some of these reforms possible.

From increased standards and graduation requirements to better assessments and reporting of results, our
waiver request covers a wide range of education reforms. We are looking forward and embracing change, while
respecting the work and intent of those who developed recommendations for various parts of our plan. Through
collaboration and mutual respect, we will improve education so our children will be successful in the future.

We want feedback from educators, parents, and citizens from across the state on our draft waiver request.
Diverse opinions will help us make our plan better, which will make education in Wisconsin stronger. The public
comment survey will be open until Feb. 3. After that time, we will revise our waiver request and submit it to the
United States Department of Education by Feb. 21.

Please help us improve education in Wisconsin. Visit the state’s Elementary and Secondary Education Act
webpage, http://dpi.wi.gov/esea/index.html. Click on “Public Notice of Intent to Seek Waiver - NCLB
Accountability” for links to the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction’s draft waiver request, a summary of

key elements in the request, and the public comment survey. Together we will improve education for our children.

Hit#

Tony Evers is the elected state superintendent of public instruction.

NOTES: A high-resolution photo of the state superintendent is available on the Department of Public Instruction “Media
Contacts and Resources” webpage at http://dpi.wi.gov/eis/vm-media.html. This editorial is available electronically at
http://dpi.wi.gov/eis/pdf/dpinr2012_22.pdf.
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Attachment 2A - Governor Walker Statement

February 2, 2012

For Immediate Release

Contact: Cullen Werwie,_

Governor Walker Statement on Proposed No Child Left Behind Waiver

Madison—Today the Wisconsin Legislature is having a hearing on a proposed No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) waiver. Below is Governor Walker’s statement related to the proposed NCLB waiver:

Continued collaboration with Superintendent Evers and a wide range of education stakeholders including
teachers, administrators, and school boards will be needed to refine and submit a waiver to the federal
government that will allow us to continue to innovate the way we deliver education in Wisconsin. The
proposed waiver is a good starting point.

It is important to continue to focus on setting high standards, ensuring transparency and measuring
what matters to ensure that all students are ready for college or a career. This includes, but is not
limited to rating all schools, be they public, charter, or choice, on multiple measures of student growth
and proficiency.

Ultimately we want to empower parents to make educational decisions based on quantifiable
performance data. The waiver will help fight complacency by replicating success and providing
assistance to schools in need of improvement.

Hit#

144



Attachment 2B- WCASS Letter

The Wisconsin Council of Administrators of Special Services

February 3, 2012

Dr. Michael Thompson

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction
PO Box 7841

Madison, WI 53707-7841

Dear Dr. Thompson,
The Executive Board of WCASS reviewed the ESEA waivers and has identified their concerns below:

Whereas the Wisconsin Council of Administrators of Special Services (WCASS) has read and reviewed
the proposed Waiver of Flexibility for the Elementary and Secondary Education Act as prepared by the
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (WDPI); and

Whereas WCASS has concerns for students with disabilities, English Language Learners and students in
poverty; and

Whereas WCASS supports the concept of a growth model for evaluating school performance and high
expectations; and

Whereas WCASS supports an accountability system that reviews all schools receiving public funding; and

Whereas WCASS supports financial assistance to the schools identified as Focus and Priority schools;
and

Whereas WCASS supports a system that unites as opposed to divides the various student populations;
and

Whereas WCASS wishes to express concerns regarding the current proposal;
Therefore be it resolved WCASS asks the WDPI to address the following issues:

1. Clarity of the growth model related to the students with disabilities, English Language Learners
and students in poverty;

2. More emphasis on solutions as opposed to the emphasis on identification of problems;

3. Clarity regarding the method to be used for the evaluation of teachers outside of the core subject
areas;

4. Seek our organizational assistance in developing criteria for diagnostic review and development
of solutions for schools identified as Focus or Priority schools;

5. Clarity regarding the expanded graduation requirements and the role of the IEP teams

6. Any assessment required by ESEA should be administered to students with disabilities within the
parameters specified in the students’ IEPs. Accommodations stated on the IEPs and used
throughout the year should be allowed during testing.

Dave Kwiatkowski, WCASS President Timothy Gantz, WCASS Past President
Greg Nyen, WCASS President Elect Gary Myrah, WCASS Executive Director

WCASS - 4797 Hayes Road, Suite 101 « Madison, WI 53704
608.245.2511 (phone) * 608.249.3163 (fax)
garymyrah@wcass.org * Www.wcass.org
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Attachment 2C - School Choice Letter

219 North Milwaukee Street, Milwaukee, W1 53202

February 3, 2012

This document was prepared by School Choice Wisconsin, an advocacy organization that
works with schools that participate in the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program and
Private School Parental Choice Program in Racine. Our review of the 2012 ESEA
Waiver prepared by the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction resulted in the
following notations:

General Comments:
Close the achievement gap by incentivizing high-performing schools to expand.

e The barrier to closing the achievement gap is not that we have too many low
quality schools. The real problem is that we don’t have enough seats
available in high-quality schools. This is true across all sectors.

e Closing poor-performing schools does nothing to increase high-quality seats.
It just moves students from one poor-performing school to another because
the high-performing schools are already full.

e Creating more regulations increases the burden on high-performing schools,
slowing down their ability to add high-quality seats.

e The academic performance of government-run schools in Wisconsin over the
past few decades (especially in urban centers) suggests that the government
can’t increase school quality by adding more regulations. This approach has
already proven not to work.

The solution to closing the achievement gap and making the best use of taxpayer

resources is to add more high-quality seats by investing in the expansion of schools
and/or school operators that already have a proven track record of success.
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Attachment 2C - School Choice Letter

Introduction

“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.” (p iii of the ESEA Waiver)

School Choice Wisconsin requests that language be inserted in the ESEA Flexibility
Request that requires local educational agencies (LEAS) to provide equitable
participation of eligible private school students and teachers in ESEA programs and
further that LEAs shall determine the private school Title I and Title I1A allocations
prior to determining the funds it will dedicate to government school programs,
including priority and focus schools.

Waivers

“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.” (p 4 of the ESEA Flexibility Request)

School Choice Wisconsin requests that you include language in the ESEA Flexibility
Request that requires local educational agencies (LEAS) to provide equitable
participation of eligible private school students and teachers in ESEA programs and
further that LEAs shall determine the private school Title I and Title I1A allocations
prior to determining the funds it will dedicate to government school programs,
including priority and focus schools.

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.
(p 4 of the ESEA Flexibility Request)

School Choice Wisconsin requests that you include language in the ESEA Flexibility
Request that requires local educational agencies (LEAS) to provide equitable
participation of eligible private school students and teachers in ESEA programs and
further that LEAs shall determine the private school Title I and Title 1A allocations
prior to determining the funds it will dedicate to government school programs,
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Attachment 2C - School Choice Letter

including priority and focus schools.

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 | 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. (p 5 of the ESEA Flexibility
Request)

School Choice Wisconsin requests that you include language in the ESEA Flexibility
Request that requires local educational agencies (LEAS) to provide equitable
participation of eligible private school students and teachers in ESEA programs and
further that LEAs shall determine the private school Title I and Title 1A allocations
prior to determining the funds it will dedicate to government school programs,
including priority and focus schools.

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. (p 5 of the
ESEA Flexibility Request)

School Choice Wisconsin requests that you include language in the ESEA Flexibility
Request that requires local educational agencies (LEAS) to provide equitable
participation of eligible private school students and teachers in ESEA programs and
further that LEAs shall determine the private school Title I and Title I1A allocations
prior to determining the funds it will dedicate to government school programs,
including priority and focus schools.

Consultation

“An SEA must meaningfully engage and solicit input from diverse stakeholders and
communities in the development of its request.” (p 13 of the ESEA Flexibility Request)

School Choice Wisconsin provided regular input to the Department of Public
Instruction noting serious concerns that the ESEA Flexibility Request had gone
beyond its mandate regarding charter schools and private schools participating in
parental choice programs. Seeking examples in other states” ESEA Flexibility
Requests, we could find no instance in which other states’ education departments
sought to supplant existing state law relating to private and charter schools with fiat
rules and regulations. And yet, that is exactly what we find contained in this ESEA
Waiver.

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does not and may not have
management authority through active state intervention over a private or religious
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Attachment 2C - School Choice Letter

school through “targeted interventions” or “school improvement diagnostic
reviews” whether that management authority through active state intervention is
excised directly by DPI or indirectly through DPI-contracted external vendors.

Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, And
Support

2.A Develop And Implement A State-Based System of Differentiated Recognition,
Accountability, And Support

“Wisconsin will differentiate how schools are characterized by accountability measures,
expectations, and interventions that result from accountability determinations; an
approach that is an extension of the belief in the power of differentiation and
personalization.” (p 15 of the ESEA Flexibility Request)

School Choice Wisconsin in theory supports the inclusion of private schools
participating in parental choice programs in the new Wisconsin State
Accountability System. However, that system needs to be constitutional, equitable
and functional.

There are a number of items in this section that conflict with these parameters.

Developing a Statewide System

Currently, Wisconsin’s system of support for schools identified for improvement serves
Title 1 schools. Due to funding and capacity, the state system currently identifies the
performance of traditional public schools and charter schools as required by NCLB, but
only requires interventions for Title | schools and districts. The state’s persistently low
performing schools do not experience sanctions or implement targeted interventions
prescribed by the state unless they receive Title | funding.” (p 31 of the ESEA Flexibility
Request)

The funding conflict inherent in the waiver places the equitable functionality of
required interventions on future funding by the state legislature. While this is
possible, that funding is not now available meaning the interventions are currently
not financially equitable moving forward to the new State Accountability System.

Because of the unfortunate restrictions on taxpayer dollars going directly to private

schools, interventions need to reflect the inability of those imposing sanctions to
fund the interventions.
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“Due to constitutional limitations in private schools, the State Superintendent cannot
direct specific programming or interventions within a private school.” (p 33 of the ESEA
Flexibility Request)

The previous statement regarding constitutionality is correct. Unfortunately, the
DPI proposals listed on page 33 and 34 potentially violate that statement.

School Choice Wisconsin strongly believes that options need to be presented to
private schools after being initially identified as “Persistently Low Performing” that
do not involve direct DPI interventions. School Choice Wisconsin has presented
these options to DPI during the input process. Private schools should be allowed to
meet established and equitable benchmarks working those entities or authorizers
which are the agent of school improvement within a private school, i.e. accreditation
agency, jurisdictional authority, and or ecclesial authorizing body. As long as
schools improve to meet established and equitable benchmarks, the mechanism by
which they achieve those results should be flexible and constitutional.

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does not and may not have
management authority through active state intervention over a private or religious
school through “targeted interventions” or “school improvement diagnostic
reviews” whether that management authority through active state intervention is
excised directly by DPI or indirectly through DPI-contracted external vendors.

“The choice school must enter into a performance agreement with DPI in which it agrees
to meet annual state-approved performance targets that demonstrate substantial academic
improvement within three years.” (p 33 of the ESEA Flexibility Request)

It is important to note that a “Choice school”, as such, does not exist. Rather there
exist only private schools that participate in parental choice programs.

While the requirement of a performance agreement with DPI has potential
constitutional issues, if a performance agreement with a private entity were an
option, there are still problems with the requirement as *...annual state-approved
performance targets that demonstrate substantial academic improvement...” is
undefined. There is no detail as to what these standards are, if they are subject to
change, what criteria was used for their creation and if they will be assigned equally
to public, charter and choice sectors.

“These priority areas form the foundation of an accountability index system that
incorporates multiple measures in calculating a school-level score (on a scale from 0-100)
that is used to place schools on a six-level continuum.” (p 35 of the ESEA Flexibility
Request)

School Choice Wisconsin does not support using a six-level continuum. The report

card should implement a five-level continuum labeled with grades A through F.
Creating a new syntax for a six-level continuum dramatically weakens its
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effectiveness in comparison to a letter grade that is already understood by parents
and the public in general.

The goal is to give accurate, effective and impactful information on the report card.
Using anything other than letter grades makes the report card less effective.

“Additionally, the Design Team recommended the state recognize high performing
schools to incentivize improved outcomes, as well as disseminate practices statewide.
These recommendations represent a commitment to a statewide system of support
(SSOS) aimed at providing differentiated recognition, rewards, and interventions built
upon the core of high quality instruction, collaboration, balanced assessments, and
culturally responsive practices in order to successfully meet the state’s three strategic
goals.” (p 35 of the ESEA Flexibility Request)

Unfortunately, except for public recognition, there are no tangible incentives and/or
results for high preforming schools. The end result of this process should be a
higher percentage of students in high performing schools. This waiver and
accountability system are based on directing resources to low performing schools
only. Instead, this system should be directing resources to expanding high
performing schools in areas where it makes geographic sense.

After all, closing a low performing school without providing seats at a high
performing school accomplishes nothing. And funds directed at turning schools
around have limited, if any, success.

The barrier to closing the achievement gap is not that we have too many low quality
schools. The real problem is that we don’t have enough seats available in high-
quality schools.

Closing poor-performing schools does nothing to increase high-quality seats. It just
moves students from one poor-performing school to another because the high-
performing schools are already full.

We support the dissemination of the best practices of high performing schools and
other mechanisms designed to improve other schools. However, the focus needs to
be on school improvement, not positive publicity alone.

1.B Transition to College- and Career-Ready Standards

Providing Measures of College and Career Readiness

“DPI1 will include funding in the next (2013-. -15) biennial budget request for schools to
administer the EXPLORE, PLAN, ACT, and WorkKeys assessments. This assessment
suite provides important information about college and career readiness for students. It
also allows for analysis of academic growth during high school, data that are lacking in
current assessments.” (p 24 ESEA Flexibility Request)
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School Choice Wisconsin supports the use of the EXPLORE, PLAN, ACT
assessments at the high school level especially as it relates to measuring academic
growth. However, as with other state-mandated assessments, School Choice
Wisconsin requests that past practice be followed and that the Department of Public
Instruction provide these assessments, free of charge, to students in schools
participating in parental choice programs.

Reducing Duplication and Unnecessary Burden

“Through advances such as these in data collection and reporting systems, DPI will be
able to provide districts with access to data and reports that provide timely information
about student (individual and group) progress toward graduation. This includes the all-
important early warning system, the technology for which has been outside DPI’s grasp
for some years. Recent approval and funding of a statewide student information system,
however, will allow DPI to provide districts across the state with access to relevant,
almost real-time data. Key to provision of these reports are the two major technology and
data reporting initiatives mentioned above: a Statewide Student Information System
(SSI1S) and WISEdash. These initiatives will significantly impact districts. WISEdash will
provide districts with direct access to aggregate and student-level data in a secure format.
Reports and dashboards will be available on a variety of topics. Initial implementation of
WISEdash will be with secure access only — for school- and district-level staff authorized
to see non-redacted or suppressed data and possibly authorized to view student-level
information. Eventually, WISEdash will not only replace DPI’s current, myriad public
reporting systems, updating and locating those reports in a single portal, but will add to
the types and topics of available public reports. Accountability reporting will be
completed through WISEdash, but so will other public reporting including information
about postsecondary transitions, literacy, and other important statewide initiatives.” (p 25
of the ESEA Flexibility Request)

In order to reduce unnecessary burden to private schools participating in parental
choice programs, School Choice Wisconsin requests that private schools may
voluntarily participate, free of charge, in the state data collection and reporting
systems, specifically SSIS and WISEdash.

2.A Develop and Implement a State-Based System of Differentiated Recognition,
Accountibility, and Support

“Within the system of support, identified schools will participate in diagnostic reviews
and needs assessments (Priority and Focus Schools, respectively) to identify their
instructional policies, practices, and programming that have impacted student outcomes
and to differentiate, and individualize reforms and interventions. While planning and
implementing reforms, schools and districts will have access to increasingly expansive
and timely data systems to monitor progress. Additionally, the state will require Priority
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and Focus Schools to implement Rtl (with the support of the Wisconsin Rtl Center and
its resources) to ensure that all students are receiving customized, differentiated services
within a least restrictive environment, including additional supports and interventions for
SwDs and ELLs as needed, or extension activities and additional challenge for students
exceeding benchmarks.” (p 31 ESEA Flexibility Request)

School Choice Wisconsin strongly believes that options need to be presented to
private schools after being initially identified as “Persistently Low Performing” that
do not involve direct DPI interventions. School Choice Wisconsin has presented
these options to DPI during the input process. Private schools should be allowed to
meet established and equitable benchmarks working those entities or authorizers
which are the agent of school improvement within a private school, i.e. accreditation
agency, jurisdictional authority, and or ecclesial authorizing body. As long as
schools improve to meet established and equitable benchmarks, the mechanism by
which they achieve those results should be flexible and constitutional.

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does not and may not have
management authority through active state intervention over a private or religious
school through *“targeted interventions” or “school improvement diagnostic
reviews” whether that management authority through active state intervention is
excised directly by DPI or indirectly through DPI-contracted external vendors.

To address these issues, the Wisconsin School and District Accountability Design Team
developed a statewide accountability framework which [sic] specifically includes all state
schools, including traditional public schools and charter schools regardless of Title
funding, as well as private schools participating in the Parental Choice Program (PCP).
All schools receiving state funds will be part of the state accountability and support
system. The state will use this opportunity to not only include all schools, but also to
increase accountability through the implementation of aggressive policies designed to
address persistently low-achieving schools in the state. (p31-32 of the ESEA Flexibility
Request)

It is important to note that private schools do not receive state funds. Parents
receive funds that they may use to attend private schools that choose to participate
in parental choice programs.

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI1) does not and may not have
management authority through active state intervention over a private or religious
school through “targeted interventions” or *“school improvement diagnostic
reviews” whether that management authority through active state intervention is
excised directly by DPI or indirectly through DPI-contracted external vendors.

Private Schools in the Parental Choice Program

Unique to other states, Wisconsin is home to the largest and oldest voucher program in
the United States. The Milwaukee Parental Choice Program (MPCP) provides low-
income Milwaukee students the ability to attend private schools within the city using tax-
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payer funded vouchers towards tuition. The state instituted the program as a means to
provide educational options to Milwaukee students. The current Legislature has expanded
MPCP to include students within a higher income bracket, as well as offering beyond the
city of Milwaukee. (p 33 of the ESEA Flexibility Request)

In 2011, Wisconsin continued its tradition of progressive reforms by expanding
parental choice in education to include families resident in the Racine Unified
School District. In addition, any private school in the state may now participate in
the parental choice programs in Milwaukee and Racine. Families within 300% of
poverty now qualify for Wisconsin’s parental choice programs.

These schools have not participated in the state’s accountability system. Beginning in
2010-11, the state required Choice schools to administer the WKCE assessment to all
Choice funded students and to publicly report their results. Including Choice schools in
the statewide accountability system is the next step in providing transparent information
about student achievement across the state. (p 33 of the WKCE Flexibility Request)

It is important to note that a “Choice school™, as such, does not exist. Rather there
exist only private schools that participate in parental choice programs.

While private schools may not have participated in government accountability
systems, private schools have other forms of accountability. The ultimate
accountability for private schools is that every parent chooses to attend a private
school. Parents choose to attend a private school, often with great sacrifice, rather
than be compelled to attend their assigned government school.

Private schools participating in parental choice programs have administered
nationally normed standardized tests for years and in most cases for decades and
continue to do so in addition to the now mandated WKCE. In past years, private
schools chose not to administer the WKCE exam for the very same reason that the
DPI is now abandoning that test, i.e. the WKCE provided overly optimistic
predictions of proficiency on standards that were not shared by the nation.

Due to constitutional limitations in private schools, the State Superintendent cannot direct
specific programming or interventions within a private school. Therefore, when a choice
school is initially identified as being among the persistently lowest performing schools in
the state, it must implement one of the following three options:

e The choice school must enter into a performance agreement with DPI in which it
agrees to meet annual state-approved performance targets that demonstrate
substantial academic improvement within three years. If annual performance
targets are not met, the school shall no longer participate in the Choice program;
or

e DPI will conduct a mandatory on-site diagnostic review to identify the factors
contributing to poor performance at the school, funded by the private school.
After participation in the state-conducted review, the Choice school must
implement one of two options with respect to the school consistent with the
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findings and recommendations of the diagnostic review:
o Contract with a state-approved independent expert/vendor to implement a
turnaround model based on the recommendations of the diagnostic review.
o Discontinue participation in the choice program; or
¢ In lieu of implementing either of these options, the choice school may elect to
immediately discontinue participation in the program. (p 33-34 of the ESEA
Flexibility Request)

It is important to note that a “Choice school”, as such, does not exist. Rather there
exist only private schools that participate in parental choice programs.

School Choice Wisconsin strongly believes that options need to be presented to
private schools after being initially identified as “Persistently Low Performing” that
do not involve direct DPI interventions. School Choice Wisconsin has presented
these options to DPI during the input process. Private schools should be allowed to
meet established and equitable benchmarks working those entities or authorizers
which are the agent of school improvement within a private school, i.e. accreditation
agency, jurisdictional authority, and or ecclesial authorizing body. As long as
schools improve to meet established and equitable benchmarks, the mechanism by
which they achieve those results should be flexible and constitutional.

It is essential that the established benchmarks be equitable across sectors in terms of
improvement expectations, timelines for improvement, and sanctions and rewards.

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does not and may not have
management authority through active state intervention over a private or religious
school through “targeted interventions” or “school improvement diagnostic
reviews” whether that management authority through active state intervention is
excised directly by DPI or indirectly through DPI-contracted external vendors.

Transition Year: 2012-13

The 2012-13 school year will serve as a transition year as DPI pilots the major
components of its new statewide accountability system. While the identification of
Schools Identified for Improvement (SIFIs) under current adequate yearly progress
(AYP) formula will continue for 2012-13. Title I SIFI schools will no longer be required
to provide SES as currently defined in NCLB. Instead, districts may use their 20 percent
Title | set aside to provide a broader range of supports to students. (p 35-36 of the ESEA
Flexibility Request)

School Choice Wisconsin requests that you include language in the ESEA waiver
that requires local educational agencies (LEAS) to provide equitable participation of
eligible private school students and teachers in ESEA programs and further that
LEAs shall determine the private school Title I and Title I1A allocations prior to
determining the funds it will dedicate to government school programs, including
priority and focus schools.
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Budget. The district must submit a budget detailing funding sources and allocations to
support the district’s plan. Districts may use the Title 1 20% set aside, if they provide
evidence of consultation with private schools, as these services will now be subject to
equitable participation. (p 37 of the ESEA Flexibility Request)

School Choice Wisconsin requests that you include language in the ESEA waiver
that requires local educational agencies (LEAS) to provide equitable participation of
eligible private school students and teachers in ESEA programs and further that
LEAs shall determine the private school Title I and Title 1A allocations prior to
determining the funds it will dedicate to government school programs, including
priority and focus schools.

2.B. Set Ambitious but Achievable Annual Measurable Objectives

It is important to note that private schools participating in parental choice
programs do not have the capacity nor do they currently collect most of the
information identified in this section, e.g. student growth, achievement gaps,
subgroups, test participation, dropout rates, graduation gaps, on-
track/postsecondary status, etc. A plan to address private school capacity issues will
be needed from the Department of Public Instruction in order for this system to not
be overly burdensome on private schools participating in parental choice programs.

“The school and District Accountability Design Team put forth several
recommendations for a statewide accountability system. One key recommendation was
that the accountability system should use multiple measures and reflect the skills and
knowledge students need to be successful in a variety of post-secondary opportunities. As
a component of that recommendation, performance should be measured using both
growth and attainment calculations (p 47 of ESEA Flexibility Request).

In all, the Wisconsin accountability index incorporates four priority areas: Student
Achievement, Student Growth, Closing Gaps; and On-Track (for elementary and middle
schools) or Postsecondary readiness (for high schools) (p 47 of ESEA Flexibility
Request).”

School Choice Wisconsin believes that student growth over a period of time rather
than snap shot test scores is the most accurate measurement of a school’s
performance. Therefore, School Choice Wisconsin is fully supportive of a statewide
accountability report card that measures student and school performance using all
of these aspects and most importantly incorporates student growth over time.

School Choice Wisconsin asks that private schools may voluntarily include the
results for all students in the school rather than just students participating in
parental choice programs. Without the voluntary inclusion of all students, we will
not have data on private schools but rather data on only a specific subset or
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population of students in the private school obscuring comparisons.

However, while we are supportive of a report card that incorporates student growth,
there are aspects within DPI’s proposed waiver that are unclear, undefined, and
inequitable across sectors, and simply increases the bureaucracy of the Department
of Public Instruction rather than uses established successful models already in place.

Factoring in Subgroups

“The School and District Accountability Design Team specifically recommended use of
an additional subgroup, on that groups the lowest 25% of performers together...DPI has
determined that it is not possible at this time give that the WKCE’s scale is not vertically
aligned...Instead, inclusion of the lowest 25% as an additional subgroup will be
considered for inclusion in the accountability system upon implementation of the
SMARTER Balanced Assessment System in the 2014-15 School Year” (p 48 of the
ESEA Flexibility Request).

The term “will be considered” leaves the inclusion of the subgroup uncertain.
Rather, DPI should state that this subgroup will be included as soon as this
information is available.

Priority Area and Overall Scores

“The exact methodology for how each category is weighted and combined into the
overall score will be determined through a standard setting process overseen by DPI’s
Technical Advisory Committee, Dr. Brian Gong of the National Center for the
Improvement of Educational Assessment, Dr. Andrew Porter from the University of
Pennsylvania, and Dr. Robert Linn from the University of Colorado” (p 48 of the ESEA
Flexibility Request).

While School Choice Wisconsin supports including measures such as student
growth, how each category is scored and weighted is still undefined and needs
clarification. This process needs to be specifically determined and more thoroughly
defined prior to the implementation of the accountability system.

Flags and Stars

“The concept of “unacceptable-performance flags” is Wisconsin’s solution to
incorporating test participation and dropout rates into the new accountability system, as
well as to highlight the importance placed on every child reading at grade level by 3™
grade. These flags exist outside of the mathematical calculation of the index, and instead
carry overarching weight in determining where on the accountability scale a school
falls...

An accountability system should not only identify performance below expectations; it
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should also highlight positive progress or work being done in schools and districts. In
addition to flags, report cards will include stars for certain indicators for which DPI will
not hold schools accountable, but that are important enough to highlight as a significant
positive for that school or district” (p 48-49 of the ESEA Flexibility Request).

School Choice Wisconsin supports the inclusion of dropout rates, 3" grade reading,
and test participation, rate of college credits earned in high school, postsecondary
enrollment rates, and AP participation and performance in the accountability
system. However, The “Flags” and “Stars” methods are still significantly undefined
and need more clarification prior to their implementation.

“Final overall index scores will be an aggregation of scores in the four priority
areas. Overall scores place schools and districts within one of six categories:
- Significantly Exceeding Expectations
- Exceeding Expectations
- Meeting Expectations
- Not Meeting Expectations
- Significantly Below Expectations
Persistently Failing to Meet Expectations”
(p 49-50 of the ESEA Flexibility Request).

How these categories are measured and what growth a school must demonstrate to
move up or down between categories is undefined and needs clarification prior to
the implementation of the accountability system.

School Choice Wisconsin does not support using a six-level continuum. The report
card should implement a five-level continuum labeled with grades A through F.
Creating a new syntax for a six-level continuum dramatically weakens its
effectiveness in comparison to a letter grade that is already understood by parents
and the public in general.

The goal is to give accurate, effective and impactful information on the report card.
Using anything other than letter grades makes the report card less effective.

Student Attainment

“The attainment priority area is a composite of proficiency rates in reading and
mathematics for the “all students” group on the Wisconsin Student Assessment System
(WSAS). Proficiency rates will be calculated using a weighted average of the three most
recent years of performance data. The weighting scheme gives a weight of 1.5 to the
current year, a weight of 1.25 to the prior year, while two years prior receives a weight of
1.0. If a school has test data available for only the two most recent years, the most recent
year is given a weight of 1.5, while the prior year is given a weight of 1.0, and the divisor
becomes 2.5 rather than 3.75. If a school has only the most recent year of data available,
only a single year of data is used to calculate the proficiency rate. The weighted

158



Attachment 2C - School Choice Letter

proficiency rate is then put back onto a 0-100 scale by dividing the weighted proficiency
rate by 3.75. This calculation is done separately for mathematics and reading. Each
school’s attainment score is an average of its weighted reading and mathematics
proficiency rates.” (p 51 of the ESEA Flexibility Request).

School Choice Wisconsin understands from its active participation in the
Accountability Task Force that initial identification of a school should only take
place after three years of growth data are available and not before. Prior to the
release of this waiver it was understood that a school would only be included in the
state accountability system that had three years of measureable growth data. This
suggests that schools with one and two years of data will also be included.
Comparing one year of snapshot test scores to a school with three years of growth
data is inaccurate and potentially misleading. As such, the reporting of this data
needs clarification and correction.

Student Growth On Target To Move Up

“The growth measure proposed, on Target to Move up, is an adaptation of the principles
behind Colorado’s “Catch up, Keep up, Move up” measures across multiple levels of
achievement” (p 51-52 of the ESEA Flexibility Request).

While School Choice Wisconsin supports using growth data to measure student
achievement, the “adaptation” method proposed by DPI is undefined and needs
further clarification.

Additionally, it is unclear why DPI is proposing an adaptation to Colorado’s method,
when the Value-Added Research Center in Wisconsin already has the information
and calculates student growth data using the value-added growth method.
Additionally, SCW supports the Value-Added Growth method to measure student
growth data because it controls for student background demographics and
characteristics, which is important measuring the achievement of schools in diverse
city such as Milwaukee.

Closing Achievement Gaps

Attainment Gap (p54), The Growth Gap (p 55), The Graduation Gap (p 56)

School Choice Wisconsin supports closing all of these gaps in Wisconsin. We are
especially supportive of including graduation rates in the report card and closing
the graduation gap as studies show that graduation from high school is a significant

quality of life indicator.

However, more specifics as to the weighting of categories needs to be clarified.
Additionally, for private schools participating in parental choice programs it needs

121

159



Attachment 2C - School Choice Letter

to be clarified whether all student data at a school will be included or only data from
students who participate in the parental choice program.

On-Track Status/Postsecondary Readiness (p 56)

On track Status (dropout rate, 3" grade readiness, dropout rate)
Postsecondary Readiness (Attendance, ACT Performance and Participation, Graduation
Rate, Dropout Rate)

School Choice Wisconsin is supportive of including all of these measures.
Specifically, we are very supportive of weighting Graduation Rates at 60% of the
priority area index score. However, for private schools participating in parental
choice programs it needs to be clarified whether all student data at a school will be
included or only data from students who participate in the parental choice program.

Advanced Placement—Star consideration

The process to determine Advanced Placement exam performance and participation is:

For Participation — to identify the number of students completing an Advanced
Placement exam in a given year and divide that number by the total number of 9th thru
12th grade students in the school to arrive at the participation rate.

For Performance — to identify the number of Advanced Placement exams taken in a
given year and dividing that by the number of exams passed with a score of 3 or above.”
(p 58 of the ESEA Flexibility Request).

This section needs more clarification. The participation rate for Advanced
Placement testing is likely to be extremely small for all schools making this
measurement relatively meaningless. Additionally, many private schools
participating in parental choice programs are unable to offer AP classes due to
limited funding. However, while School Choice Wisconsin has reservations about
measuring participation, SCW is potentially supportive of including a marker that
identifies the number of Advanced Placement exams taken in a given year and
dividing that by the number of exams passed with a score of 3 or above. However,
the flag/star system needs further clarification.

2.C Reward Schools

An important aspect to the proposed waiver is the reward and recognition programs
for high-performing schools.

“Reward schools are identified annually and fall into one of three categories: Exemplary
Schools, Gap Closing Schools, and schools that are Beating the Odds.
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Exemplary schools are those schools that earn an index label of Significantly Exceeding
Expectations. These schools have earned a high index score and done so without any
flags; they are models for the state and will be acknowledged as such.

Gap Closing Schools are those schools that are making significant progress toward
closing achievement gaps. Identification of these schools will be based on the Closing
Gaps priority area of the index.

Beating the Odds schools are calculated using current, Title I Schools of Recognition
methodology. Only Title I eligible or receiving schools in the top quartile for poverty
qualify for this reward. (p 14 of ESEA Flexibility Request).”

We believe that identifying and rewarding the states highest-performing schools to
increase performance, emphasize and develop innovative instruction, and inform
and support the dissemination of best practices. Therefore, School Choice
Wisconsin is fully supportive of a statewide reward system.

However, while we are supportive of a statewide reward system, we expect that all
schools will equal access to rewards and recognition programs whether they are
government-run schools, charter schools or private schools participating in a
parental choice program. In the proposed reward scheme, private schools serving
high percentages of Title | students will be excluded from participation in all
Schools of Recognition rewards and recognitions as private schools may not be
identified as Title I schools. In this case private schools are subject to all the
sanctions and none of the corresponding rewards proposed in the ESEA waiver.
Further clarification is needed as to how the waiver will provide full access to
private schools and private school teachers to reward and recognition programs
available to government-run and charter schools.

2.D Priority Schools

“Priority Schools, as the lowest performing schools in the state, are identified using the
Student Attainment portion of the accountability index. While DPI will identify at least
5% of Title I schools in the state, is to appropriately identify all low-performing schools
as defined by the Wisconsin Accountability Index. Schools with the lowest scores in this
area will be rank ordered. Schools falling below a certain cut point, which will be
established as part of a standards setting process and posted publically, are identified as
Priority Schools.

Wisconsin has been working to build a statewide accountability system, one that includes
all traditional public schools as well as charter schools and private schools participating
in the Parental Choice Program. However, until State funding is made available, only
Title I funds are currently available to provide the interventions mentioned in section
2.D.iii (below), and as such those interventions will only be available for Title I schools
(p 66-67 of ESEA Flexibility Request).”
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School Choice Wisconsin supports the practice of identifying the lowest performing
schools in the state as priority schools.

However, while we are supportive of priority schools identification across sectors,
we expect that all schools will have equal access to funding to implement
interventions whether they are traditional public schools, charter schools or private
schools participating in a parental choice program. In the proposed reward scheme,
private schools identified as priority schools will be excluded from all funding to
implement interventions as private schools are not allowed to be identified as Title I
schools. In this case private schools will be subject to all the sanctions but non of the
corresponding intervention funding proposed in the ESEA waiver. Further
clarification is needed as to how the waiver will provide full access to intervention
funding available to government-run and charter schools.

“DPI1 will be using the ESEA flexibility as an opportunity to waive choice and
supplemental education services (SES) from its current accountability system...(p 67 of
the ESEA Flexibility Request)”

“The district must submit a budget detailing funding sources and allocations to support
the district’s plan. Districts may use the Title 1 20% set aside, if they provide evidence of
consultation with private schools, as these services will now be subject to equitable
participation. (p 69 ESEA Flexibility Request)”

School Choice Wisconsin supports using the ESEA flexibility to waive choice and
supplemental education services (SES) for its current accountability system.

However, we request that you include language in the ESEA waiver that requires
local educational agencies (LEAS) to provide equitable participation of eligible
private school students and teachers in ESEA programs and further that LEAs shall
determine the private school Title I and Title 1A allocations prior to determining
the funds it will dedicate to government school programs, including priority and
focus schools.

Implementation of New Statewide Accountability System: 2013-On-going

DPI will provide targeted support to newly identified Priority Schools and Districts to
improve implementation quality and student outcomes. The following sections describe
the targeted systems of support and interventions provided to the state’s persistently
lowest-achieving (p 69-70 of the ESEA Flexibility Request)

As defined on page 70 of the ESEA Waiver by footnote the following sections of 2D
within the ESEA Waiver “summarize interventions in traditional public schools and
districts” within the statewide accountability system and do not speak to “the
interventions required of charter schools and private schools participating in the
Parent Choice Program”.
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School Choice Wisconsin would restate that the following sections of 2D do not
apply to private schools and that the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does
not and may not have management authority through active state intervention over
a private or religious school through “targeted interventions” or “school
improvement diagnostic reviews” whether that management authority through
active state intervention is excised directly by DPI or indirectly through DPI-
contracted external vendors.

After Three Years of Implementation

Implementation of the processes and practices described throughout Section 2.D in
schools statewide (as opposed to Title | schools only) will require additional state
resources, including staffing and funding. Without additional state funding, DPI will
continue to implement the Priority School reform efforts in Title I schools only. (p 73 of
the ESEA Flexibility Request)

Whether or not the “implementation of the processes and practices described
throughout Section 2.D” are implemented statewide and beyond Title I schools, the
ESEA Waiver defines by footnote that section 2D within the ESEA Waiver
“summarize(s) interventions in traditional public schools and districts” within the
statewide accountability system and do not speak to “the interventions required of
charter schools and private schools participating in the Parent Choice Program”.

School Choice Wisconsin would restate that sections 2D does not apply to private
schools and that the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does not and may not
have management authority through active state intervention over a private or
religious school through “targeted interventions” or *“school improvement
diagnostic reviews” whether that management authority through active state
intervention is excised directly by DPI or indirectly through DPI-contracted
external vendors.

2.E Focus Schools

School Choice Wisconsin requests that a footnote be inserted on page 79 of the
ESEA Waiver stating that section 2E “summarize(s) interventions in traditional
public schools and districts” within the statewide accountability system and do not
speak to “the interventions required of charter school and private schools
participating in the Parent Choice Program”.

School Choice Wisconsin would restate that section 2E does not apply to private
schools and that the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does not and may not
have management authority through active state intervention over a private or
religious school through *“targeted interventions” or “school improvement
diagnostic reviews” whether that management authority through active state
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intervention is excised directly by DPI or indirectly through DPI-contracted
external vendors.

Flexibility in the Use of Title | Funds

The LEA will have the option to set aside up to 20% of its Title I dollars to fund the
school reform plan. This option will ensure resources can be allocated to these schools’
improvement efforts. (p 83 of the ESEA Flexibility Request)

School Choice Wisconsin requests that language be included in the ESEA waiver
that requires local educational agencies (LEAS) to provide equitable participation of
eligible private school students and teachers in ESEA programs and further that
LEAs shall determine the private school Title I and Title 1A allocations prior to
determining the funds it will dedicate to government school programs, including
priority and focus schools.

2.F Other Incentives and Supports for Title I Schools

Does not apply to private schools.

2.G Building SEA, LEA, and School Capacity to Improve Student Learning

“Due to constitutional limitations in private schools, the State Superintendent cannot
direct specific programming or interventions within a private school” (p 107 of the ESEA
Flexibility Request).

School Choice Wisconsin maintains that the above statement regarding
constitutionality is correct and applies to Section 2G in its entirety. Unfortunately,
the DPI proposals listed on page 107 and the following sections violate that
statement.

School Choice Wisconsin maintains that options need to be presented to private
schools after being initially identified as “Persistently Low Performing” that do not
involve direct DPI interventions. SCW has in fact presented alternative language to
DPI as possible and workable options which, to date, have not been inserted into the
ESEA Waiver by DPI. As long as private schools participating in parental choice
programs, identified as persistently low performing, improve to meet established
and equitable benchmarks with equitable timetables to do so, the mechanism by
which they achieve those results should be flexible and constitutional.

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI1) does not and may not have

management authority through active state intervention over a private or religious
school through *“targeted interventions” or *““school improvement diagnostic
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reviews” whether that management authority through active state intervention is
excised directly by DPI or indirectly through DPI-contracted external vendors.

“Therefore, when a choice school is initially identified as being among the persistently
lowest performing schools in the state..,

It is important to note that a “choice school”, as such, does not exist. Rather there
exist only private schools that participate in parental choice programs.

School Choice Wisconsin understands from its active participation in the
Accountability Task Force that initial identification of a school should only take
place after three years of growth data are available and not before. Prior to the
release of this waiver it was understood that a school would only be included in the
state accountability system that had three years of measureable growth data. This
suggests that schools with one and two years of data will also be included.
Comparing one year of snapshot test scores to a school with three years of growth
data is inaccurate and potentially misleading. As such, the reporting of this data
needs clarification and correction.

“The choice school must enter into a performance agreement with DPI in which it agrees
to meet annual state-approved performance targets that demonstrate substantial academic
improvement within three years.”

It is important to note that a “choice school”, as such, does not exist. Rather there
exist only private schools that participate in parental choice programs.

While the requirement of a performance agreement with DPI has potential
constitutional issues, if a performance agreement with a private entity were an
option, there are still problems with the requirement as *...annual state-approved
performance targets that demonstrate substantial academic improvement...” is
undefined. There is no detail as to what these standards are, if they are subject to
change, what criteria was used for their creation and if they will be assigned equally
to the government-run, charter and choice sectors.

“Wisconsin’s new accountability system will provide a single statewide system that will
impact all schools. Currently, the system is primarily linked to Title I, as there is no
funding/consequences at the state level for non-Title I schools. The new system will look
at all schools, including charter schools and schools participating in the Parental Choice
Program, and hold the same standard of accountability for all schools, statewide” (p 110
of the ESEA Flexibility Request)

“Due to constitutional limitations in private schools, the State Superintendent
cannot direct specific programming or interventions within a private school”,
therefore a new accountability system must be created that seeks to achieve common
improvements and common minimum results across sectors, but it is not possible or
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constitutional to create single and standard statewide method of achieving those
improvements and results across the sectors.

Again, School Choice Wisconsin maintains that options need to be presented to
private schools after being initially identified as “Persistently Low Performing” that
do not involve direct DPI interventions. SCW has in fact presented alternative
language to DPI as possible and workable options which, to date, have not been
inserted into the ESEA Waiver by DPI. As long as private schools participating in
parental choice programs, identified as persistently low performing, improve to
meet established and equitable benchmarks with equitable timetables to do so, the
mechanism by which they achieve those results should be flexible and constitutional.

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does not and may not have
management authority through active state intervention over a private or religious
school through “targeted interventions” or “school improvement diagnostic
reviews” whether that management authority through active state intervention is
excised directly by DPI or indirectly through DPI-contracted external vendors.

3.A & 3.B Teacher Evaluation Systems

Does not apply to private schools
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QuALITY EDucATION COALITION

131 W. Wilson St., Suite #700
Madison, W1 53703
608-267-0214

January 13, 2012

Superintendent Anthony Evers

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction
125 South Webster Street

Madison, W1 53703

Re: Wisconsin’s ESEA Flexibility Request - Students with Disabilities
Dear Superintendent Evers:

We are writing to provide input on the waiver request which the State of Wisconsin intends to submit to
the U.S. Department of Education which will outline changes to our state’s accountability plan under
federal education law. As a statewide coalition comprised of groups interested in quality education
outcomes for all students, but particularly those with disabilities, we have been following Wisconsin’s
Accountability Design Team process and have both suggestions and concerns. Note that our
recommendations closely mirror those provided to you by Disability Rights Wisconsin and the Wisconsin
Board for People with Developmental Disabilities on October 28, 2011.

As you are aware, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) has provided important
accountability for the achievement of students with disabilities. Any new flexibility in Wisconsin’s
system should continue to adequately protect the rights of students with disabilities. In addition, while
this waiver plan is important, we continue to believe that well-trained teachers, robust curriculum
and quality instruction, particularly in the area of reading, is the key to closing the achievement
gap and improving outcomes for students with disabilities.

We hope you will consider and include our feedback in the waiver request as part of the state’s
requirement for meaningful engagement from diverse communities, including those who represent
critical subgroups.

State-Based System of Recognition, Accountability and Support

We support a strategic accountability evaluation tool that drills down to pinpoint the root of an
achievement gap for an identified subgroup. Data for any subgroup must be disaggregated to the greatest
degree (e.g. IDEA category) allowing for targeted evidence-based intervention.

Wisconsin’s waiver request should include a statement regarding how Wisconsin will provide
meaningful access to the general education curriculum for students with disabilities, including targeted
guidance by DPI to result in more accurate reporting of Indicator 5: Participation/Time in General
Education Settings (LRE). Given the importance of the link between a student’s performance and his or
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her access to the general education curriculum, Indicator 5 should not only reflect where a child is
physically present, but how the child is given meaningful access to general education curriculum.
Wisconsin’s guidance should make it clear that a child’s placement is defined through their program of
study to reflect the content that peers without disabilities are learning at that time.

Plan to Improve Instruction

Universal Design for Learning should be a component of Wisconsin’s plan to address the needs of
diverse learners across issues related to access to college and career ready standards; professional
development; instructional materials and access and design of college preparatory courses.

High Quality Assessments

Wisconsin should ensure a 95% participation rate in state assessments, disaggregated by subgroup
population. Wisconsin should continue its policy of not using the 2% flexibility which allows the
shielding of performance of students with disabilities. Like Florida, Wisconsin’s application should
include a statement ensuring that assessment items will be developed using universal design principles
and provide for accommodated versions of items when necessary, allowing valid use of these measures
for the broadest possible group of students, including English language learners and students with
disabilities. Wisconsin’s application should adopt and implement the accommodations policy developed
by the Race to the Top Consortia.

Growth Models

Wisconsin’s waiver request should include growth models with have the ability to demonstrate growth
for all students, including those using alternative assessments. The models should support accelerated
growth toward proficiency for students with disabilities to address the achievement gap.

Subgroup Size
Wisconsin’s current N size is far too large at 40 and is not appropriate for students with disabilities in

smaller school districts. We appreciate your recent assurances that Wisconsin will now propose changing
the accountability cell size from 40 to 20. However, we agree with Disability Rights Wisconsin and the
Wisconsin Board for People with Developmental Disabilities that in a state like Wisconsin with many
rural school districts, that an N size of 10 is actually a more accurate reflection of student performance
and note that several states with more rural populations currently use an N size of 10.

Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOS)- Performance Targets

We recommend that the state consider a flexibility option which would allow Wisconsin to create AMOS
which could allow for an accelerated proficiency plan for students with disabilities. A mere extension of
the proficiency timeline is not appropriate for students with disabilities who have been experiencing the
achievement gap.

Student Subgroups Reported for Accountability Purposes

We appreciate your intent to include disaggregated subgroup accountability for reporting purposes as
opposed to moving to a system focused on a lowest-performing subgroup. We believe it is important to
continue to disaggregate data by disability subgroup and we suggest that Wisconsin drill down to IDEA
disability category. We share your concerns that without requiring accountability for specific subgroups
the disability subgroup in some schools may be too small to trigger accountability concern.

Definition of Reward Schools
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A high performing school should only be labeled as such when the school can demonstrate it is closing
significant achievement gaps for all subgroups, including students with disabilities. DPI should include in
its waiver request a plan to facilitate the intentional sharing of best practices and mentoring by high
performing schools which serve students with disabilities well with those schools which are identified as
needing support.

Interventions when Subgroups are Not Performing

A strategic accountability evaluation tool which identifies the root of an achievement gap within a clearly
defined subgroup must trigger a set of questions accompanied by a set of evidence-based interventions.
Interventions should be accessible to students with disabilities.

Graduation Rates

The definition used for Wisconsin’s graduation rate should continue to be calculated by those graduating
under Sec. 118.33(1), Stats. Data collection for Indicator 14: Participation in Postsecondary Settings One
Year After Graduation must be improved to secure a statistically relevant response rate for each disability
subgroup and we should better understand outcomes for students based upon diploma/certificate
category.

School-Wide Reforms

Wisconsin’s process for building school capacity should include the earlier referenced strategic
accountability evaluation tool which would encourage and support the school-wide implementation of
evidence-based practices which benefit all students — including those with disabilities: Universal Design
for Learning; Response to Intervention; Positive Behavioral Intervention and Supports.

Teacher and Principal Evaluation

Any evaluation tool should include an evaluation of a general educator’s capacity to support a particular
subgroup which is experiencing an achievement gap. Wisconsin accountability measures in this category
will influence and incent teacher and administrator degree programs in higher ed.

Items for Follow-up by DPI

1. We note that the waiver proposal will be posted for public comment prior to January 21. QEC
members request a meeting with DPI to discuss the proposal in-person, prior to formal
submission. In particular, we would like to review and discuss DPI’s required implementation
plan which will outline how the state intends to enhance the quality of instruction for students
with disabilities.

2. QEC representatives request to be included in the development of any strategic evaluation tool
that would highlight gaps which can be addressed through evidence-based practices.

3. QEC requests an update on Wisconsin’s assessment development, including alternative
assessment development.

4. As a statewide coalition representing a variety of organizations, QEC not only requests that this
feedback be included as a part of required stakeholder input, but that QEC members should be
formally invited to participate in ongoing conversations as Wisconsin implements approved
waiver provisions.

We look forward to continuing dialogue with you about this important issue.

Sincerely,
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s/Jeffrey Spitzer-Resnick

Chairperson

The Quality Education Coalition (QEC) is Wisconsin’s only coalition of parents, educators and advocates, that works together to improve
the quality of special education in Wisconsin on a systemic basis. QEC works on a wide variety of issues which affect the quality of special
education delivered to children with disabilities in Wisconsin.
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To: Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction
From: Peggy Krusick
Date: February 3, 2012

Subject: Wisconsin ESEA Waiver Proposal Recommendations

College Readiness

Students start applying to colleges in the first semester of their senior year. College
admission departments are reviewing the acceptance of students based on their most recent
test scores which is usually at the end of their junior year. Students can wait until after their
first semester senior year grades are recorded to apply but by this time much of the
scholarship and grant money has been delegated, at least for private colleges. The monies
are given on a “first come, first serve” basis so it is prudent to apply early. The eleventh
grade is too late to take the Smarter Test. Problem areas need to be assessed by the student’s
sophomore year in order to make important changes for their crucial junior year GPA.

District Accountability

Parents need to have school accountability not only on the district level but for individual
schools as well. Choices are made between specific schools within a school district at the
elementary level. Performance data for each school would give parents the tools to decide
where to enroll their child for their foundational years.

Life Skills

Practical life skills are critical. A required personal finance class would give a child a basic
tool for balancing their finances. Also, obesity is becoming an epidemic for our youth.
Keeping required physical education classes benefit the body as well as the mind.

Similar Standards for Voucher Schools

Require licensure for teachers in choice schools as required for public schools. Taxpayers
pay for voucher schools. The voucher schools should be held to the same standards as public
schools. Teacher evaluations (examining MAP assessments as well) should be required for
choice schools for the same reason.

Test Results Reported as a Percentage

Redesign the way WKCE scores are reported to parents by including current information
along with the percentage of questions each pupil answered correctly for each core subject
and area under that core subject.

171



Attachment 2E - State Representative Krusick Letter

Test Results in Paper Form

Many parents are busy and need to have practical information that is easy to retrieve. The test
scores must be made available in paper form to every parent twice during an academic school
year and up to four times during an academic school year upon parent request. Test scores
must be given in paper form to any other interested persons upon request within ten business
days. Test results must be broken down by school, grade and subject and areas underneath
subjects. Provide parents in paper form with the last five years of any standardized tests
given including the medium/mean WKCE in percentiles for each subject/subject area and
lowa test scores in percentiles for each subject/subject area. There must not be any arbitrary
categories. Also, provide parents ACT scores by grade and subject and percentage of
students taking advanced placement classes and pass rate in paper form. And, provide
parents MAP assessment or any other assessment test scores by grade and subject in paper
form. Failure to comply with academic performance facts on a school would render the
school or district ineligible for state and federal monies.

Support Services for all Students
Schools must provide intervention and support services for all students regardless of whether
they are free or reduced lunch.

Creative Skills

Art, music and theater help students creatively problem solve in their future career. Cutting
edge companies excel in creative intelligence.
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The following pages include testimony from a joint hearing of the Wisconsin State Legislature,
held on February 2, 2012. Documents and positions included here are in reference to the
Department of Public Instruction’s waiver draft released for public comment on January 23,
2012.
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Assembly Committee on Education
Senate Committee on Education
February 2, 2012

Testimony of Dr. Mike Thompson, Deputy State Superintendent on the
Department of Public Instruction’s Elementary and Secondary Education Act Waiver Request

I want to thank Chairperson Kestell and Chairperson Olsen for the opportunity to talk to you and
members of your committees about the Department of Public Instruction’s (DPI) proposed Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) waiver request.

The last reauthorization of the ESEA, also known as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), was in
January of 2002. Since that time the legislation’s intent to increase student and school performance has
not been realized due to overly prescriptive language which prohibits creative reforms that would
help more students gain the skills needed for further education and the workforce. For instance,
the ESEA’s main approach to accountability is very narrow in its limited examination of proficiency in a
given year with no attention to growth and its creation of a single pass/fail measure of school
performance. This pass/fail measure is called adequate yearly progress (AYP). It is a measure that does
nothing to identify specific needs in low performing schools or exceptional success in high performing
schools.

Since it is unclear when, or if, Congress will reauthorize ESEA, we feel it is imperative to seek a
waiver from the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) for flexibility regarding aspects of the
law so we can increase rigor across the standards, assessments, and an accountability system that
will result in improved instruction and improved student outcomes.

USDE has laid out what provisions states must address in any waiver request. All requests must address
how states will use flexibility to implement a statewide accountability system that addresses four
principles:

e College- and career-ready expectations for all students.

o State-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support.

e Supporting effective instruction and leadership.

e Reducing duplication and unnecessary burden.

DPI posted a draft of our waiver proposal on January 23 for public review and comment. This draft is the
based on months of work by the department with numerous stakeholders including the department’s work
and involvement with the Accountability Design Team chaired by the State Superintendent, the Governor,
Senator Olsen, and Representative Kestell and including Senator Cullen and Representative Pope-
Roberts. We could not thank them more for their time and commitment to that process. The two week
public comment period on the draft will end at the end of the day tomorrow, after which DPI will refine
the proposal and submit to the United Stated Department of Education by February 21, 2012.

A primary reason for the federal Department of Education to offer an opportunity to apply for this
flexibility is to allow states an opportunity to unify existing state and federal accountability systems. In
Wisconsin, we are looking to build a statewide system, one that holds all schools that receive public funds
accountable to the standards and expectations of the system. However, while our vision is for a statewide
system encompassing all schools, it is important to note that the ESEA flexibility pertains to Title I
schools only using Title I funds. There are no additional funding sources available from the Department
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of Education for activities proposed by states in their waiver proposals, nor for state-developed
accountability systems that reach beyond Title I schools.

Our waiver proposal is built around two key goals, raising rigor and personalizing learning. We need to
be able to meet and exceed international standards and change expectations. In order to this we have to
provide a statewide system of support for our schools and districts. In other words, our accountability
planning is about more than just a labeling system. A labeling or rating system alone doesn’t do anything
to move the needle. We need to provide the diagnostic tools and supports to provide schools with the
additional capacity to make changes that lead to improvement.

As | mentioned earlier, the Accountability Design Team recommendations provided the critical
foundations for much of what you see in the waiver request including input about what it means to be
college and career ready; identification of four key priority areas for an accountability system; and
specifications for reporting school performance, including reporting both student growth and student
attainment in our system.

Going back to the four principles that USDE requires us to address, you will see some significant
changes that will affect schools and districts.

Principle 1: Adopting College and Career-ready Expectations for All
In order to ensure Wisconsin graduates are prepared for success in college and career, DPI is raising
standards and thinking differently about assessment and graduation requirements. Specifically:

= We have adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), which will be fully implemented
and assessed starting in 2014-15 school year.
= Proficiency on CCSS will be measured by new assessment systems.

0 These assessment systems are being developed by the SMARTER Balanced Assessment
Consortium (replacing the WKCE) and the Dynamic Learning Maps Assessment (replacing
the WAA-SwD).

0 The new assessments will be online, guaranteeing faster turnaround of results for teachers,
students, and families. Both assessments will be field tested in 2013-14 and required
statewide in 2014-15.

= Until the SMARTER test is operational, we will be raising expectations by piloting a different
way of evaluating WKCE proficiency.

o0 Specifically, we will use cut scores based on the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (or NAEP)—the Nation’s report card—to measure proficiency on the WKCE.

0 This cut score change will result in a drop in proficiency rates, at least in the short term.

o DPI fully intends to provide resources to support districts with this transition. Resources will
include sample letters to parents explaining the change, press release info, and media
outreach from DPI.

= In order for growth to be measured at the high school level and to collect data that will inform
students, parents, and educators about how on track they are toward college and career, DPI is
recommending use of the EXPLORE-PLAN-ACT + WorkKeys package (the ACT suite) and
will request funding to support administration of the assessments statewide in the 2013-15
biennial budget.

» Graduation requirements will be raised at the state level

0 New graduation requirements will include 3 credits of mathematics; and 3 credits of science,
engineering or technology (with 2 of those years as traditional science or science equivalency
courses); and 6.5 elective credits.
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o0 This represents a change from requiring a minimum of 13 credits for graduation to requiring
21.5 credits for graduation, which is in line with national averages and current local practices
regarding total credits required for graduation.
= DPI is developing plans for a Standards, Instruction, and Assessment Center that will produce
high-quality, classroom-level instructional materials for teachers and educational leaders.
0 The resources the SIA Center produces will directly address instruction and assessment of the
Common Core State Standards and will target support to classroom educators and educational

leaders.

Principle 2: State —developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and Support

The accountability system being proposed provides meaningful results to inform differentiated
recognitions, intervention, and support. Specifically, the accountability system:
= Holds schools accountable according to the four Priority Areas identified by the School
Accountability Design Team
0 Student Achievement

This area looks at performance on the WKCE and the alternate assessment for
reading and mathematic for all students.

o0 Student Growth

DPI’s approach is based on individual student growth, looking at student growth
percentiles. Districts are awarded “credit” for students’ growth within proficiency
categories (like growth from the lower end of basic to almost-proficient), and
between proficiency categories. As such, the growth calculation differentiates school
performance in which schools with more low-performing students have more room to
grow and can earn more points. Of course, schools still get credit for students who
maintain proficiency and who move from the proficient to the advanced category. In
other words, all growth is accounted for, but schools with the most room to grow can
earn more credit.

We are committed to providing reports to schools/districts that include both student
growth percentiles, and value-added reports developed in collaboration with VARC.
We believe that multiple perspectives are important to understanding growth. The
ESEA accountability waiver specifies that a growth model that controls for student
characteristics, like value-added models, may not be used for federal accountability
purposes. Basically, with what we have proposed, we're complying with current
requirements and staying open to possible adjustments in the future.

o Closing Achievement Gaps

Here we are looking at three types of gaps that we know we have: attainment gaps;
gaps in rates of growth (which acknowledges that lower attaining students must grow
at higher rates in order to catch up); and graduation rate gaps. In order to do this we
will compare each race/ethnicity subgroup to the highest performing subgroup;
students with disabilities to students without disabilities; economically disadvantaged
students to non-economically disadvantaged students; and English language learners
to non-English language learners.

o0 On-track to graduation and Postsecondary Readiness

This is primarily at attendance for elementary and middle schools, but in the future,
we intend to include assessments in other content areas like science and course-
taking.

For high schools, this includes attendance, graduation rates, and participation and
performance on the ACT.
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o In the future, we’d like the postsecondary readiness indicator to include measures of
postsecondary enrollment and retention, as well as important indicators about access
to careers, the military, and industry certifications.

The accountability system ensures that all students are counted by including smaller
populations in our calculations.

0 Specifically, a cell size of 20 will be used for calculations. This is a change from 40. What
this means is that more students will be accounted for in accountability calculations.

Classifies schools along a continuum of performance that will replace our current AYP pass-fail
system.
o0 Schools will receive scores for each priority area and an overall index score of 0-100 that
places schools within one of six categories:
¢ Significantly Exceeding Expectations
Exceeding Expectations
Meeting Expectations
Not Meeting Expectations
Significantly Below Expectations

o Persistently Failing to Meet Expectations
DPI will intervene or require certain changes in schools that are persistently low-performing or
have persistently significant achievement gaps. Interventions are based on a differentiated
system whereby schools complete a diagnostic review of their practices to identify key needs
and strategies for improvement.

0 The waiver requires us to identify the lowest performing Title | schools in the state, and those
that have persistent gaps between subgroups. The accountability index will be used to make
these Title | designations and meet this federal requirement.

0 Public schools that are identified as the lowest performing schools will be required to
implement one of two options.

1. They could conduct a diagnostic review with an external expert and develop a reform
plan based on this review. The school must contract with a state-approved
turnaround partner to implement reform plans that focus on improving core
instruction in reading and mathematics.

2. The school may choose to close.

o Charter and Choice schools that fall into this designation will have three options.

1. Have the same option as traditional public schools to conduct a diagnostic review.

2. Charter schools can choose to close and choice schools to be removed from the
program.

3. Enter into a performance agreement with DPI to meet annual performance targets
approved by the State.

0 Schools that have persistent gaps between subgroups will be required to develop school
reform plans and work closely with the Wisconsin Response to Intervention (Rtl) Center to
implement these improvement plans.

DPI will build a Statewide System of Support for all schools.

o This includes online resources, required in some instances of identification but available to

any school wishing to conduct a self-assessment or continuous improvement planning.
Districts will be identified for improvement in two ways: if the overall index scores fail to meet
expectations at all three elementary, middle, and high school levels; or if the district has any
schools with the Persistently Failing to Meet Expectations designation.

o For districts identified for improvement, DPI may require a contracted expert to complete a
diagnostic review at the district level to evaluate critical systems and structures within the
district’s central office that include human resources, curriculum and instruction, finance,
leadership.
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0 Based on diagnostic review the State Superintendent may direct reform at the district level.
Districts would work closely with the district assigned turnaround expert in implementing the
required reforms.

o0 Inall cases, districts will be the entry point for school improvement and district reform.

* In Priority schools failing to make adequate progress after three years, the State
Superintendent will intervene to appoint a special master that may direct school board to open
the school under a contract with a successful charter management organization, or close.

Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership

This portion of the waiver is based on the work of the Educator Effectiveness Design Team which
produced the Wisconsin Framework for Educator Effectiveness, the primary purpose of which is to
support a system of continuous improvement of educator practice—from pre-service through service—
that leads to improved student learning. The system was designed to evaluate teachers and principals
through a fair, valid, and reliable process using multiple measures across two main areas: educator
practice and student outcomes.

Here are some main points of the system:

= All educators will be included in the evaluation system.

= Both principal and teacher evaluations will include multiple measures of educator practice and
student outcomes. Educator practice will count for half of the evaluation; student outcomes will
count for the other half of the evaluation.

= The measures used will differ for teachers of English language arts and mathematics than for
teachers of other subject areas.

» The evaluation system will include formative (ongoing) and summative (once-a-year) elements,
both to be directly linked to the educator’s professional development plan.

» The system will be fully implemented in the state by the 2014-15 school year.

The Department of Public Instruction has the goal of producing a waiver request that accurately reflects
the thoughtful input, recommendations, and compromises of the many groups and individuals that have
been involved in the accountability reform process. This includes the recommendations of the Educator
Effectiveness Design Team, the School Accountability Design Team and other stakeholder groups
representing parents, classroom educators, school and district administrators, students with disabilities,
English language learners, business leaders, philanthropic organizations, and community groups.

Additionally, we want to make sure we also take into account input from the general public. To date, DPI
has received nearly 600 survey responses on the waiver via our Web site. We look forward to adding any
additional comments received here today into that public record. The final waiver request will then
address ways in which public input resulted in changes to our proposal.

Thank you and | would be happy to answer any questions you may have.
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Wisconsin Legislative Hearing
on NCLB Waiver

February 2, 2012
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Wisconsin’ Proposal Similar
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Use of the Evaluation Metrics
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Scales, Distributions, & Reference
Points for Value-Added vs. Practice
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Chairman Olsen, Chairman Kestell, and other members of the Senate and Assembly Committees
on Education, thank you for this opportunity to discuss Wisconsin’s request for a waiver from
certain requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind Law. My goals in these remarks are to
explain why a waiver is essential for our state, and why this particular waiver, if achieved, would
advance the cause of education reform in the State of Wisconsin.

My name is Adam Gamoran, and I served with Chairmen Olsen and Kestell on the Design Team
for Wisconsin’s new school accountability system, a major source of input to the NCLB waiver

- request. My statement is based not only on that experience, but also on my expertise in
education research over a career of 27 years at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, in which I
have focused on efforts to improve performance and reduce learning gaps in U.S. schools from
early education to the postsecondary level. Iam an elected member of the National Academy of
Education and have served on a variety of national education panels. Currently I am a member
of the National Research Council’s Board on Science Education. Recently I chaired the
Independent Advisory Panel of the National Assessment of Career and Technical Education, and
I also served a term as an appointed member of the National Board for Education Sciences. At
UW-Madison, I am the John D. MacArthur Professor of Sociology and Educational Policy
Studies, director of the Wisconsin Center for Education Research, and Associate Dean for
Research in the School of Education.

Why a Waiver is Needed

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) had some successes, but it has fallen far short of its
goals, and its demise is imminent. No Child Left Behind is failing because it set unrealistic
expectations and failed to distinguish between effective and ineffective schools, and because its
strategies for improvement were poorly and inconsistently implemented. Here in Wisconsin, we
can do better.

Prior to NCLB, neither U.S. education policy nor Wisconsin state policy held schools
accountable for students’ test results. NCLB, which required states to set achievement targets for
students and to hold schools and school districts accountable for reaching these targets, was the
culmination of two decades of increasing emphasis on higher standards in education. It was
passed with strong bipartisan support, as Republicans and Democrats alike supported the twin
goals of raising achievement overall and reducing achievement gaps.

Accomplishments of NCLB

Two important accomplishments were evident for NCLB early on. First, NCLB has highlighted
inequalities among demographic groups. In the past, schools had been able to hide the low
performance of disadvantaged groups behind a high overall average. That is no longer the case,
as schools are held accountable for the success of all demographic groups. Of course, shining a
spotlight on inequalities is not the same as reducing inequalities. Recognizing a problem,
however, may be the first step towards addressing it.
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Second, the increasing standards mandated by NCLB have apparently motivated teachers and
principals to seeck new ways of promoting higher achievement among their students. On surveys,
teachers reported that they have responded to NCLB with efforts to identify new teaching
methods and materials that will boost their students’ test scores. Also, educators have indicated
that the curriculum has become more rigorous as a result of accountability pressures. This is
precisely the sort of incentive that the designers of NCLB had hoped to create.

Failures of NCLB

Despite these accomplishments, NCLB has not come close to its goals. One reason is that
NCLB’s strategies for improvement have been poorly implemented. To take one example,
NCLB requires schools that missed their achievement targets for three successive years to offer
tutoring to low-achieving students. Yet only about 20% of eligible students receive such
tutoring, and even among those who do, attendance is poor, the size of groups being tutored is
often large (e.g., 8-10 students instead of 1-3), there is inconsistent coordination between tutors
and teachers, and the qualifications of tutors are variable and unregulated. As a result, even
though tutoring can be a powerful strategy for helping low achievers catch up to their peers,
tutoring has made little difference under NCLB. Other improvement strategies such as hiring
highly qualified teachers, promoting school choice, selecting instructional strategies based on
research evidence, and restructuring schools, have also been weakly implemented.

Another reason NCLB cannot meet its goals is that it is not designed to distinguish between
effective and ineffective schools. Under NCLB, students in grades 3-8 are tested each year in
reading and mathematics. Each state designs its own test and determines what score on the test
_counts as “proficient” in the subject area. Some states have adopted easy tests and some state
tests are harder; these contrasts are evident when one compares performance on each state’s own
test to performance on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), a test given
every two years in reading and math (and less frequently in other subjects) to a sample of
students in grades 4, 8, and 12 in each state. NCLB requires states to increase year by year the
percentage of students in each school who meet the proficiency threshold, so that by 2013-2014,
100% of students are proficient. Schools that fail to meet their proficiency targets are said to not
make “Adequate Yearly Progress,” and are subject to an increasing regimen of sanctions the
longer they fail to hit their increasingly difficult targets.

This approach identifies schools where test scores are low, but it does not identify schools that
are ineffective. Achievement test scores are responsive to many conditions, some of which
schools can control, and many of which they cannot. NCLB holds schools accountable for
student performance af a given point in time, instead of focusing on how much progress schools
make with students over time. So, a school whose students have low test scores when they enter
may not be counted as making “Adequate Yearly Progress,” even if individual students are
improving at a relatively high rate. In this way, NCLB mixes up effective and ineffective
schools.

To illustrate this point, consider Figure 1, taken from a public report on school performance in

Madison middle schools, compared to schools across Wisconsin. The vertical axis ranks
Madison middle schools on the percentage of students scoring proficient, while the horizontal
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axis ranks schools based on how much they contribute to increases in student performance.
Some schools, with low average test scores have high levels of growth; these schools are being
sanctioned under NCLB, when in fact they should be praised for their progress. James Wright
Middle School stands out as an example in Figure 1: although it had the lowest percentage of
students proficient among middle schools in the city, it was one of the most effective in elevating
student performance from lower to higher levels.

Collapse of NCLB

Whatever the accomplishments of NCLB, its demise is imminent. This is because it is tied to the
unrealistic goal of 100% of students performing at the “proficient” level by 2014. The goal is
‘unrealistic for two reasons. First, only a portion of student performance is subject to the
influence of educators. As many writers have explained, schools contribute to student
performance, but so do families, neighborhoods, and any other experiences students have outside
of school. Second, while student test scores have risen since the introduction of NCLB, the rise
is not nearly steep enough to meet the pace demanded by NCLB. As of 2010-2011, about half of
U.S. schools were failing to make Adequate Yearly Progress. The proportion varied greatly
from state to state. Part of the state-to-state differences reflect how students are performing, but
mostly they reflect differences in the difficulty of the state assessments and in how rapidly the
states have escalated the percent of students who must be proficient in order for a school or
district to be counted as having met AYP. Wisconsin, for example, had in 2010-2011 the lowest
proportion in the nation of schools failing to make AYP. This is not because our students
perform at high levels, but because the target for percent proficient was set at a relatively easy
level and has advanced slowly.

Even in Wisconsin, however, virtually all schools will soon be failing AYP. Figure 2 shows the
percent of students scoring proficient in grade 4 reading, alongside the percent required to be
proficient to make AYP, between 2001-02 and 2009-10. About 80% of fourth graders statewide
scored proficient on the reading assessment in 2002-2003, a figure that has hardly wavered
during the past 7 years. Yet nearly all schools met the proficiency standard required for AYP
because the target was set low enough, and has risen gradually enough, to accommodate this flat
performance trend. From 2002 to 2010, the AYP standard rose by 6.5 percentage points every
three years. Beginning in 2010, schools are required to increase their percent of students by 6.5
percentage points every year to reach the target of 100% by 2014. In light of past performance,
this appears utterly unrealistic.

Figure 2 also depicts the performance of a sample of Wisconsin fourth graders on the NAEP.
The percentage of students scoring proficient has remained flat on this assessment as well, but at
amuch lower level. The contrast between statewide percent proficient on the state test and on
the NAEP reveals that Wisconsin has a relatively easy test, or sets its proficiency target at a
relatively low level. Many other states — indeed, those with low numbers of schools that have
failed AYP — exhibit the same pattern. But even states like Wisconsin will soon have nearly all
schools failing AYP, because even their tests are not easy enough to have all students scoring
proficient.
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In contrast to reading, Figure 3 shows that the percentage of Wisconsin fourth graders scoring
proficient in mathematics has risen over time, from 71% in 2002-2003 to 80.5% in 2009-2010.
Nonetheless, the same phenomenon will occur as in reading, that is, virtually all schools will fail
AYP due to NCLB’s artificial and unrealistic demands for percent proficient after 2010.

Thus, not only have the accomplishments of NCLB been limited, but the accountability system
will shortly fail, as nearly all schools are unable to meet AYP. A system in which no participant
can meet the standard is useless for accountability because it means that the rewards associated
with success and the sanctions linked to failure no longer provide incentives for improving
performance.

NCLB was scheduled for reauthorization in 2007. Congress has had five years to correct these
problems, but it has yet to act. As a result, the Secretary of Education plans to use the authority
given to him under the law to waive the unrealistic requirements of NCLB for states that agree to
put into place a rigorous and in some ways more far-reaching accountability system, yet one that
is more flexible and which focuses on the real problems of school improvement.

Why This Waiver Will Advance Education Reform in Wisconsin
Wisconsin’s Department of Public Instruction has taken advantage of this flexibility to propose a

new accountability system for Wisconsin. Not only does the waiver request respond to the
requirements of the U.S. Department of Education, but it proposes an approach that will serve

. the children and families of our state in a way that is far better than our current system of

education accountability.

I will not review the entire waiver request, but I will make five points about its strengths that
have led me to recommend that this waiver be pursued.

‘1. Use of a Better Assessment

Any test-based accountability system is only as good as the test upon which it relies.
Wisconsin’s waiver request proposes to move to the SMARTER Balanced assessment as soon as
it becomes available in 2014. This will provide a deeper and richer assessment of student
performance compared to our current assessment, the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts
Examination. Perhaps more importantly, the new assessment will have higher standards for
judging success than we are currently using, bringing Wisconsin in line with other states and
with high-performing nations around the world in setting high standards for our students.

2. Assessment of Educator Effectiveness

To obtain a waiver, states are required to devise an approach for measuring the performance of
educators, and to hold educators accountable for results. Wisconsin’s approach will use test
scores, but not only test scores. Under the waiver, Wisconsin would use a balanced approach to
judging effectiveness, including observations of practice as well as impact on student
achievement.
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3. A Focus on Growth as well as Status

The school accountability system proposed for the NCLB waiver focuses on achievement growth
as well as where students are at a given point in time (status). So, a school such as the James
Wright Middle School in Madison, which serves a disadvantaged population, could demonstrate
its success by making progress with low achievers, now that it will no longer have to reach
completely unrealistic targets in an absolute sense. Schools will also get credit for closing
achievement gaps and for keeping students on track to graduate high school on time.

For technical reasons which I have communicated separately to DPI and have included as an
appendix to my written statement, I believe DPI has not chosen the best available approach to
measuring achievement growth. But any approach that takes growth into account is much better
than the approach we are currently using under NCLB.

4. Every Student’s Test Scores Matter

In a system solely focused on hitting an achievement target, the students who matter the most are
those whose scores can be elevated from slightly below to slightly above the target. Wisconsin’s
waiver request will make every student’s score important, because every student can contribute
to the measure of achievement growth over time.

Many other states are proposing to drop their attention on student demographic categories to
focus solely on low achievers. I think this is a poor decision and I am glad to see that Wisconsin
is not pursuing that route. Achievement gaps by race, ethnicity, income level, language minority
status, and disability status are the most challenging education issue of our time, and it is
essential that we continue to focus on that challenge — as Wisconsin’s waiver request proposes.

5. Targeting Interventions to Where They Are Needed Most

NCLB mixes up effective and ineffective schools and as a result, schools that perform well may
still be sanctioned if their students start out with low achievement levels. By focusing on
achievement growth as well as status, Wisconsin’s waiver would sort this out. Moreover, the
waiver request would target interventions to where they are most needed, that is, schools in
which achievement is persistently low and little growth occurs. '

Conclusion

With the collapse of NCLB on the horizon, we face a clear choice: develop a new approach to
accountability, or abandon accountability altogether. In the absence of changes at the federal
level, it is left to the states to devise an appropriate response. In my judgment, Wisconsin’s
waiver request will allow us to maintain the advantages of education accountability while
overcoming many of the flaws of NCLB.

The State of Wisconsin has a long history of leading the nation in designing innovative social
programs. Our contributions to national welfare reform are well known, but the history is much
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longer. In his introduction to Charles McCarthy’s 1912 book, The Wisconsin Idea, former
president Theodore Roosevelt explained:

[Wisconsin] has become literally a laboratory for wise experimental legislation aiming to
secure the social and political betterment of the people as a whole...The Wisconsin
reformers have accomplished the extraordinary results for which the whole nation owes
them so much, primarily because they have not confined themselves to dreaming dreams
and then to talking about them. They have had power to see the vision, of course; if they
did not have in them the possibility of seeing visions, they could accomplish nothing; but
they have tried to make their ideals realizable, and then they have tried, with an '
extraordinary measure of success, actually to realize them.

With this waiver request, Wisconsin becomes a leader in designing an accountability system that
is fairer, more accurate, and therefore more useful in advancing the cause of educational progress

and equality. We should pursue it with all vigor.
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Appendix: Approaches to Measuring Achievement Growth for School Accountability

Wisconsin proposes to assess achievement growth for school accountability using an approach
known as Student Growth Percentiles (SGPs). SGPs identify differences among schools in

changes in the percentile rankings of students who attend them. SGPs are a useful descriptive
tool. However, they have three weaknesses that limit their value for an accountability system.

1. No adjustment for measurement error

Achievement tests are an imperfect gauge of student performance. Accuracy can be improved
with statistical techniques that adjust for measurement error, that is, adjustments that incorporate
uncertainty about how well student performance has been measured. Under the proposed
waiver, achievement growth will become part of a high-stakes accountability system, and it
should be as accurate as possible. Adjusting for measurement error improves the accuracy with
which school contributions to student growth are assessed.

2. No standard errors

When measuring school contributions to achievement growth, it is important to estimate not only
the effects of schools, but how precisely those effects are measured. Standard errors are the
usual way to gauge precision. Without standard errors, educators are left without knowledge of
how precisely their contributions have been measured. Is there a high or a low degree of
accuracy? Absent this information it is hard to have confidence in an accountability system.

3. No accounting for large vs. small schools

In calculating changes in student percentile rankings, the SGP approach does not take account of
whether a school estimate is based on many data points, or only a few data points (i.e. many
students or few students). In a school with few data points, estimates can be pulled in one
direction or another by just a few cases. SGPs try to deal with this problem by focusing on
medians rather than means. A more sophisticated approach is to produce “shrinkage” estimators,
which adjust each school’s estimate according to its precision. School effects that are especially
imprecise (generally because they are estimated on few data points) are “shrunk™ towards the '
overall mean as a way of adjusting for imprecision. This is a standard feature of multilevel
statistical modeling (modeling achievement of students within schools) that helps improve
precision, but SGPs do not incorporate this feature.

Value-Added Models to Measure Achievement Growth

Value-added models are a widely used alternative to SGPs. They do not share these weaknesses:
sophisticated value-added models adjust for measurement error, generate standard errors, and
adjust estimates of school effects according to their precision. Many value-added models also
control for student demographics (e.g., race, free lunch, etc.), but that is not permitted under the
NCLB waiver. It is important to note that (a) demographic controls are not necessary
features of value-added models and (b) value-added models without demographic controls
are superior, for the reasons above, to SGPs (which also do not use demographic controls).
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Further Reading

Note: Portions of these remarks are adapted from A. Gamoran, The future of U.S. educational
inequality: Will better measures and more accountability make a difference? Forthcoming in
Revue Frangaise de Pédagogie.

Also see:

Gamoran, A., Editor. (2007a). Standards-based reform and the poverty gap: Lessons for No
Child Left Behind, Washington, DC: Brookings Institution.

Gamoran, A. (2007b). School accountability, American style: Dilemmas of high-stakes testing.
Swiss Journal for Educational Science and Research, 29, 79-94.

Harris, D. N. (2011). Value-added measures in education: What every educator needs to know.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Education Press.

McCarthy, Charles. (1912). The Wisconsin idea. New York: Macmillan.

Meyer, R. H. (1997). Value-added indicators of school performance: A primer. Economics of
Education Review, 16, 283-301. Available at: http://upi—vptk.ac;.id/Ekonomi/Mever Value.pdf

" Usher, A. (2011). AYP results for 2010-2011. Washington, DC: Center on Education Policy.
Available at; http://www.cep-dc.org/displavDocument.cfm?Document]D=386

Value-Added Research Center. (2011). The Madison Metropolitan School District Value-Added
Model. Madison, WI: Madison Metropolitan School District, p.15. Available at:
http://www.schoolinfosystem.org/pdf/2011/09/mmsd_value added201 1fullreport.pdf
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Figure 1. Madison, WI Middle Schools Ranked on Growth (horizontal axis) versu
Absolute Performance (vertical axis)

Quadrant Table from the State VA Model
Middie Bchoot Math, MMSD Schools vs. State Average

Percent Proficient for Math Middle, Nov. 2009

-18 -& 4] 5 it

Middie School Value Added for Math. Nov. 2005 - Nov. 2010

Source: Value-Added Research Center. (2011). The Madison Metropolitan School District
Value-Added Model. Madison, WI: Madison Metropolitan School District, p.15. Available at:
bttp://www.schoolinfosystem.org/pdf/2011/09/mmsd value added2011fullreport.pdf
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Figure 2. Adequate Yearly Progress and Proficiency Rates in Grade 4 Reading in
Wisconsin

Percent Proficient

emss\YP = State Test «f=State NAEP

Sources: Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction; National Center for Education Statistics
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Figure 3. Adequate Yearly Progress and Proficiency Rates in Grade 4 Mathematics in
Wisconsin
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WISCONSIN EDUCATION ASSOCIATION COUNCIL

an NEA affiiate

Testimony of Mary Bell, WEAC President,
before the Senate and Assembly Education Committees
February 2, 2012
ESEA Waiver

Thank you for holding this hearing and inviting public testimony on Wisconsin’s request for a waiver from several
provisions in the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act {(ESEA) commonly referred to as “No Child Left
Behind.” My name is Mary Bell. | am a library media specialist and English teacher currently serving as the president of
the Wisconsin Education Association Council, the largest union of education employees in the state.

Our union of educators supports efforts by State Superintendent Tony Evers to find a better way to measure how all of
Wisconsin’s schools are performing to ensure accountability because all children should have outstanding educational
opportunities. - Through a series of forums around the state last fall, we were pleased to add the voices of educators and
community residents offering input on how the state might approach increasing childhood literacy, developing a fair and
reliable way to evaluate teachers and principals, and pursuing an accountability system that reflects what Wisconsin
citizens value in their schools. Education policy proposals are strengthened when those who work in our classrooms and
interact with students are part of the conversation.

This waiver application is an improvement over the No Child Left Behind {NCLB) Act with its overemphasis on student
testing and impossible proficiency standards that set all schools up for failure. The waiver provides useful information
for teachers and administrators to quickly identify and help struggling students. That’s important, because under the
current system students are tested in the fall but educators do not see their results until the following spring. Under
NCLB, schools that fail to make Adequate Yearly Progress face sanctions that are more focused on punishing than
improving schools, like replacing staff and reconstituting schools, among other actions. Make no mistake, Wisconsin’s
waiver application is aggressive, as schools that are persistently low-achieving and do not make improvements will be
closed. But, in contrast to NCLB, the waiver is solutions-based, designed to make all schools better, and targets
resources to where they are needed most.

Under NCLB, we have also seen schools and districts narrowing their curriculum to focus on tested subject areas at the
expense of other areas —art, music, health, physical education, career and technical education, and other important
components of a well-rounded education. Clearly, NCLB needs to be changed.

The plan by the Department of Public Instruction {DPI) for the NCLB Flexibility Waiver brings more balance to the state’s
accountability system as it establishes an index to track schools in four priority areas: 1) student attainment; 2) student
growth; 3) closing achievement gaps; and 4) on-track to graduate and post-secondary readiness. In addition, three
performance expectations will be factored into the new accountability index: 1) test participation; 2) dropout rates; and
3) 3" grade reading. The priority area scores will be factored together with the performance expectations to provide an
accountability score for a school on an index from 1-100.

The waiver request also reduces the cell size from 40 students to 20 students for accountability calculations which will
better identify groups of students who may be struggling but were not reported under the old system. The new
reporting system will require school districts to better identify groups of students and areas where learning gaps may

Mary Bell, President
Dan Burkhalter, Executive Director

33 Nob Hil Road PO Box 8003 Madison, Wi 53708-8003 608.276.7711 800.362.8034 weac.org =
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exist so that they address the learning needs of all students. With these changes, improved professional development is
important. To be successful, teachers will need more common planning time where they can work together on
strategies to ensure student success.

In addition, in the waiver request, Wisconsin will move away from the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Exam (WKCE)
and the Wisconsin Alternative Assessment and toward the new SMARTER Balanced Assessments and Dynamic Learning
Maps. These new tests include a variety of assessments at the classroom, school and district levels to provide schools
and educators with data throughout the academic year. Teachers will then be able to use this timely data to inform
their instruction and guide learning interventions. School districts can use the data to target professional development
and ensure an accurate measure of each student’s progress. Again, professional development will be important here.

Notably, all schools receiving public funds, including Title I schools, non-Title | schools, charter schools and voucher
schools are subject to the proposed new state accountability system. Over the years, WEAC has advocated for holding
all taxpayer-supported schools to the same standards and to assess them in the same way so it is easier for parents and
the community to make “apples to apples” comparisons. If our state is serious about pursuing a comprehensive
accountability system that assesses whether the education needs and achievement goals of all students are being met,
voucher and charter schools must be included along with traditional public schools. To do anything less would
shortchange students, parents, local communities, and our state.

Of course, student test scores and graduation rates are only one part of the picture. While these outputs are important
markers, they do not tell us what we need to do to improve school performance. Efforts to improve school quality must
identify variables internal to the process of education itself that are directly related to student learning. These inputs
include teacher quality, professional development, the availability of subject-specific specialists, class size, tutoring and
other academic supports, and a rich curriculum.

As we traveled the state last fall in our Speak Out for Public Education forums, parents told us that when it comes to
measuring schools and holding them accountable, they wanted to know about programs in art, music, physical
education, world languages, and similar opportunities. These programs contribute to student achievement and build a
well-rounded education. (A summary report and video outtakes from our conversations with communities across the
state can be found by visiting www.weac.org/speakout). An accountability system that only focuses on outputs and
disregards inputs is unbalanced. We sincerely hope a holistic approach that includes both outputs and inputs will be
included in the state’s final waiver application.

For an accountability system to be successfully implemented, resources must be available. For instance, it takes staff
time and costs money to carry out the proposed on-site diagnostic reviews and targeted intervention. To fund data
collection systems that trigger labeling of schools, but not invest in solutions and interventions, would only repeat past
mistakes from the flawed NCLB.

| applaud State Superintendent Evers and the Department of Public Instruction for offering an NCLB waiver request that
is thoughtful, honors and reflects the work of diverse taskforces, and seeks to improve instruction and student
outcomes. | hope any potential legislation introduced in conjunction with the state’s waiver application equally
embraces the deliberative work of the task forces and reflects what truly makes a difference for our children.

2
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Speak Out €F
WEAC and AFT Recommendations for Wisconsin

to State Superintendent Tony Evers Public Schools
THE ABG'S OF
November 21, 2011 SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY

The Wisconsin Education Association Council (WEAC) and the American Federation of Teachers,
Wisconsin, (AFT) submit the following recommendations to the Governor’s School Accountability Task
Force. The recommendations are informed by a series of eight public events held around the state

- entitled Speak Out for Public Schools: The ABC’s of School Accountability. The Speak Out events were
promoted and open to the public. Local media were invited and attended each of the events. They
occurred in Eau Claire, Weston (DC Everest), Superior, Reedsburg, Oshkosh, South Milwaukee, Kenosha
and Green Bay. The events started on September 20th and concluded on November 8th.

More than 500 Wisconsin parents, community members, teachers, support professionals and school
officials attended the events. The events were organized around four discussion areas: school programs
and services, student achievement, teaching effectiveness and parent/community involvement in
schools. The discussions were conducted in small groups of six to ten participants. Small group
discussions were led by local volunteers. The format was designed to allow individuals ample
opportunity to voice their opinions and to suggest ideas not specifically addressed by the discussion
questions. Individual responses to questions were collected and tabulated.

Additional conversation and input was generated through an online Facebook page at
www.facebook.com/SpeakOutWisconsin. Review of Facebook discussions served as an additional basis
for the recommendations.

The recommendations offered by WEAC and AFT are:

* Recommendation #1: Wisconsin should create a holistic system of school accountability.

* Recommendation #2: Wisconsin should develop specific criteria for assessing non-tested
subject areas.

* Recommendation #3: Wisconsin should assess key indicators of school quality, including class
size, the quality and availability of staff professional development programs, the availability of
vital student support services and school climate.

e Recommendation #4: Wisconsin should link educator evaluation systems to professional
development programs that promote teaching effectiveness.

e Recommendation #5: Wisconsin should provide parents with access to meaningful information
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of their schools.

WEAC and AFT Accountability Recommendations to State Superihtendent Tony Evers
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Recommendation #1: Wisconsin should create a holistic system of school accountability.

Issues surrounding school and teacher accountability are being discussed with increasing frequency
nationally, with many states contemplating and even enacting new systems and measures. When asked
about accountability, Wisconsinites who attended the statewide series of listening sessions identified
breadth of curriculum and student support services as some the most important qualities they value in
their schools. And, regarding school improvement and teacher effectiveness, participants identified class
size, school environment (climate) and professional development as key areas that mattered most.

Many of these measures fall on the input side of the school equation, and stand in contrast to the
standard set of outputs (test scores, disaggregated test scores and graduation rates) that have come to
dominate school accountability. Outputs are important markers, but they do not tell us what we need to
do to improve school performance. Efforts to improve school quality must identify variables internal to
the process of education itself that are directly related to student learning. These inputs include teacher
quality, professional development, the availability of subject-specific and developmental specialists,
class size, tutoring and other academic support services for students, and effective school leadership, to
name but a few.

The question before us today is how to build an accountability system that balances the measure of vital
inputs (programs and services for children) with standard output measures. How, in other words, can we
build an accountability system that actually measures the programs and services that the public values
most?

Parents and community members attending the listening sessions identified art, music, foreign
language, and career and/ technical education specifically as classes that they are most concerned about
losing—or that they want more of in districts where such programs were deemed insufficient.

Because student outcomes in these subjects are difficult to measure through the present regime of
standardized testing, the state accountability system must incorporate school-based measures of
student performance if they are to respect the integrity of these disciplines.

Wisconsin can create a holistic assessment system that better informs strategies to improve
achievement and better reflects what parents and community members value most by:

o Balancing inputs (programs and services for children) with standardized outcome
measures, and

o By incorporating school-based performance measures in non-tested subjects into the
overall set of metrics used to assess education.

In order to incorporate non-tested subjects into the accountability system, Wisconsin must first identify
the basic qualities it aspires to, specifically for art, music, foreign language and career and/ technical
education. Then it can determine the extent to which school districts are meeting standards related to
(1) opportunity to learn, and (2) quality. Do all students statewide have equal access to such programs?

WEAC and AFT Accountability Recommendations to State Superintendent Tony Evers
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At what grade levels should the different subjects be introduced? And how do we measure the quality of
these programs in objective fashion?

Recommendation #2: Wisconsin should develop specific criteria for assessing non-tested subject
areas.

Wisconsin has academic standards established in a number of areas, and they should be enhanced to

- include robust offerings in art, music, physical education, foreign language, and career and/ technical
education. Speak Out participants were most concerned about preserving these curricular offerings, and
Wisconsin should develop a unique set of rubrics for each of these non-tested subjects.

WEAC and AFT recognize that assessing non-tested subjects such as art and music poses many
challenges. Further inquiry and discussion are needed to develop an assessment model that will work
for Wisconsin. Nevertheless, we believe that, at minimum, non-tested subjects can be assessed using
the four sets of criteria outlined below.

(A) Measure the quantity and duration of such programming (opportunities to learn)—what
are the minimum number of hours and days of instruction and number of course offerings that
should be made available to students, what percentage of students should be able to participate
at different grade levels, and are school districts meeting these requirements?

(B) Use teacher qualifications as a measure of program quality—quality measures should

_ include the qualifications of staff teaching the different programs beyond basic licensure

“requirements. How do you measure a highly qualified foreign language teacher? How about a
teacher of art? Are more robust experiences needed than traditional schooling that would allow
teachers to be more effective in class? Are there specific certificate programs that better enrich
teachers and help them be more effective? One possible measure of teacher qualification is
National Board Certification, given its rigor and availability in almost all subject areas. Other
criteria should also be explored.

(C) Establish school-based performance measures—the state also needs to establish simple and
clear parameters outlining criteria for performance assessment that schools can use to measure
student achievement in these programs. Performance is the ability of a student to exhibit
actions that show understanding of a subject. In science, for example, a student’s knowledge of
the experimental method is better measured by having them perform an actual experiment and
assessing the process than by asking a series of questions on a standardized exam. Similar
performance expectations should be developed for art, music, foreign language and career and/
technical education.

In music, for example only, 10th grade students might be expected to play basic scales on their
instrument, and successfully master compositions for band or orchestra performance. Different
skills and expectations would be set for different grade levels.

WEAC and AFT Accountability Recommendations to State Superintendent Tony Evers
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In art, students might be expected to understand primary colors and color composition by the
end of middle school. Art students in high school might be expected to establish rudimentary
skills of creating dimension (depth) in sketches and paintings. In short, performance measures
are those where students can demonstrate a level of mastery over a given topic, which is
especially important for subjects that are not easily measured by standardized tests.

Other program performance measures might also be developed. For example, we know that
music and art teachers value the role of families and the community and look for regular
opportunities to build partnerships that extend beyond school (community music festivals,
performances at nursing homes, community art fairs, etc.). Standards might be developed that
measure the frequency and adequacy of such outreach programs.

School districts would be required to construct their assessments based on guidelines provided
by the state, but implemented locally.

(D) Set participation goals and determine if these subjects improve graduation rates—the
state should set goals that a minimum percentage of at-risk students participate in art, music,
foreign language and career and/ technical education in pilot districts and establish an ongoing
study to determine any correlation with rates of graduation.

By assessing the extent to which students are offered these subjects by grade level, by establishing
quality measures for teachers that are discipline specific, and by creating standards that allow school
districts to score student performance, Wisconsin can create a rigorous and objective set of
accountability measures in non-tested subjects, while ensuring their survival in an environment of ever-
narrowing curricular offerings. '

Recommendation #3: Wisconsin should assess key indicators of school quality, including class size, the
quality and availability of staff professional development programs, the availability of vital student
support services and school climate.

When asked about school improvement strategies, participants rated highly the importance of class size,
professional development for staff, and a positive school climate, which includes relations between staff
and administrators as well as those within the overall school. These topics account for more than a third
of the responses to the question “How do we improve schools where the students are struggling?”
Importantly, class size, professional development, and a positive school climate also ranked highly as
strategies participants identified to support effective teaching.

Participants also identified student support services, which include academic support (tutoring and
mentoring) in addition to guidance and psychological counseling, as highly valued programs.

Accordingly, the state’s accountability system should measure class size. It should also gauge the level
and nature of support services for children. In addition, school climate should be assessed with annual
state-developed surveys to ensure comparability between schools and districts.

WEAC and AFT Accountability Recommendations to State Superintendent Tony Evers
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Professional development poses a larger challenge. The frequency of professional development could be
counted, but the quality of those programs—the extent to which they are targeted to specific needs of
individual teachers—is more difficult to assess.

One strategy is for the state to establish a best practices guideline that it then asks school districts to
~ adopt. Accountability would be a measure of the extent to which districts adhere to the guideline. A
small number of expert teams could be created to work with low-performing schools to implement
these practices. Other school districts could be randomly audited every few years to measure their
progress.

Ultimately, the extent to which these input measures help student achievement will be checked by
output measures, such as standardized tests in reading and math, which undoubtedly will remain as one
component of any accountability system. The relationship between these input variables, school-based
performance measures, and outcomes can then be better analyzed. '

Recommendation #4: Wisconsin should link educator evaluation systems to professional development
programs that promote teaching effectiveness.

if the purpose of accountability is to improve student achievement, then the role of teaching is integral.
Expectations for teachers continue to increase and today’s teacher is required to have more knowledge
than her/his predecessors about subject matter and the skills necessary to teach effectively. This
requires knowledge of child development, learning styles and different methods of teaching to meet the
needsof all students in our increasingly diverse state. Our teacher evaluation system needs to be
aligned with what we know are the characteristics of effective teaching.

Speak Out participants cited, and WEAC and AFT agree, that teachers must know the subjects they
teach, must understand child development as it pertains to learning, and must be able to adapt their
lesson plans to children with different learning styles.

It is hoped that Wisconsin’s new teacher evaluation system being developed through the State
Superintendent’s Educator Effectiveness Design Team will be an important step in appraising a teacher’s
understanding of and ability to practice different teaching methods. Ideally, professional development
programs (suggested above) would be aligned with these new teacher evaluations and offer
development opportunities in areas identified through the evaluation process.

Participants, it should be noted, overwhelmingly reject the use of standardized test scores as a primary
means to help improve teaching, although they do support using growth measures of student progress
through the school year. They reject basing pay on standardized test scores and reject tying evaluation
primarily to standardized test scores.

Instead, participants favor as the best strategies to help effective teaching: teacher mentoring,
" professional development, reasonable class sizes, and maintaining a positive school climate.

WEAC and AFT Accountability Recommendations to State Superintendent Tony Evers
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Participants, in other words, believe that strategies that promote the growth of teaching are the best
means we have to improve overall academic quality and achievement.

Accordingly, as part of the state accountability system, Wisconsin should report by district: the
percentage of new teachers with trained mentors, the percentage of teachers working toward master
status, the percentage of teachers with master status, and rates of teacher retention not related to an
individual’s inability to gain professional licensure (in which case they are forced to leave the
profession).

Recommendation #5: Wisconsin should provide parents with access to meaningful information
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of their schools.

Information collected at the state level from each of the assessments outlined in recommendations 1
through 4 should be available to parents, teachers, school officials and others through a transparent and
easily understood system. Additional information, such as the hours and numbers of course offerings by
district, teacher and staff expertise, and school performance standards for non-tested subjects, would
be posted and made available to the public while maintaining current confidentiality protections
afforded to students and staff. This information should become part of a new standard for school
performance reports.

Conclusion

A holistic accountability system would (1) incorporate input variables (programs and services for
children) linked to achievement, (2) incorporate school-based performance measures for non-tested
subjects, and (3) put in place measures that promote teacher growth. A holistic system is more likely to
promote student growth than an outputs-only accountability system because it measures what affects
classroom teaching and the level of support services and programs for children. It would also have the
advantage of reflecting what parents and the community value most in their schools.

-end-
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Testimony for Public Hearing on ESEA Waiver
February 2, 2012
Chairman Olsen, Chairman Kestell, Committee members,

Thank you for the opportunity to present testimony in front of this joint hearing on the
waiver to Elementary and Secondary Education Act. While this process has been
ongoing for months, the first official act will be the application for this waiver.

We appreciate the opportunity to have participated in the Design Team for the new
Wisconsin State Accountability System. We are strong proponents of accurately creating
and disseminating data about schools of all sectors. Parents, in the end, need to be
empowered with opportunity and useful information. To that end, the new measures in

- the report card are welcomed.

That being said, we believe the lack of focus on replicating high performing schools
misses a golden opportunity. Instead, there is a disproportionate focus on turning around
low-performing schools, an area where the results frankly have been quite limited.
Simply disseminating best practices and sending out press releases thanking high
performing schools is not enough. We should have created a system where we can
quickly adapt other schools to their practices.

Still, the new accountability system has great potential...in theory. In practice, however,
there are areas that cause us concern.

To start, compared with other states’ waiver applications, we have not found any that are
trying to expand state governmental power over charter schools or private schools in
school choice programs. Yet this application contains expansions of regulatory authority
in those areas.

This waiver is for Title 1 public schools, meaning that private schools in choice programs
have no bearing on its acceptance. We understand the desire to include an all-
encompassing state accountability system. But with so much undefined, we do not see
why DPI needs to have expanded regulatory powers granted to them by the legislature
before the waiver is even approved.

Further, charter schools already have an authorizer and the power to remove a child from
a private school already exists — with parents. While we are open to the possibility of
changing the system to address low performing schools, we have not heard a convincing
argument about how more government bureaucracy in the choice program improves
education for anyone.
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There are also serious equity issues that would need to be remedied prior to changes in-
the current system. For starters, the interventions for schools under sanctions are not
equal on time, funding, or finality.

Traditional public schools would be eligible for Title funding and rolling three-year
interventions with no hard end date for failure to improve. Private schools in the choice
program would have state interventions into private operations, no funding, a single
three-year window and a fixed time for removal from the program accordlng to the
proposal. It is roughly the same for charters.

In brief, public schools get money and unlimited time without closure. Education reform
entities are given one shot at improving, then closure.

Without a plan to create high performing seats, where are these children supposed to go?
Moving a child from one low performing school to another improves nothing, unless your
goal, at least in Milwaukee and Racine, is to move children from education reform
entities back to the public schools.

Equity across all these sectors should be the starting point, the foundation of a truly
transparent accountability system. The sanctioning system referenced in this waiver
proposal is clearly not equitable and therefore, something we cannot support.

Attached to this letter are comments from School Choice Wisconsin on all aspects of the
waiver application. We detail the sections we like, those that need more clarification and
those we oppose. I hope you will review these items as your work continues on this
process. '

‘With legislative input I believe this waiver and new accountability system could provide
parents with new freedoms and opportunities. However, the process of empowering

- parents and schools by gaining relief from federal mandates should not be used as a way
for DPI to replace those mandates with new bureaucratic powers of their own.

Thank you,

Jim Bender
School Choice Wisconsin
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February 2, 2012

Public Hearing on ESEA Waiver Application

This document was prepared by School Choice Wisconsin, an advocacy organization that
works with schools that participate in the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program and
Private School Parental Choice Program in Racine. Our review of the 2012 ESEA
Waiver prepared by the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction resulted in the
following notations:

Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, And
Support

2.A Develop And Implement A State-Based System of Differentiated Recognition,
Accountability, And Support

School Choice Wisconsin in theory supports the inclusion of private schools participating
in parental choice programs in the new Wisconsin State Accountability System.
However, that system needs to be constitutional, equitable and functional.

There are a number of items in this section that conflict with these parameters.
Developing a Statewide System

Currently, Wisconsin’s system of support for schools identified for improvement serves
Title I schools. Due to funding and capacity, the state system currently identifies the
performance of traditional public schools and charter schools as required by NCLB, but
only requires interventions for Title I schools and districts. The state’s persistently low
performing schools do not experience sanctions or implement targeted interventions
prescribed by the state unless they receive Title I funding.” (p 31 of the ESEA Waiver)

The funding conflict inherent in the waiver places the equitable functionality of required
interventions on future funding by the state legislature. While this is possible, that
funding is not now available meaning the interventions are currently not financially
equitable moving forward to the new State Accountability System.

Because of the restrictions for public dollars going directly to private schools,
interventions need to reflect the inability of those imposing sanctions to fund the
interventions.

“Due to constitutional limitations in private schools, the State Superintendent cannot
direct specific programming or interventions within a private school.” (p 33 of the ESEA
Waiver)
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The previous statement regarding constitutionality is correct. Unfortunately, the DPI
proposals listed on page 33 and 34 potentially violate that statement.

We strongly believe that options need to be presented to private schools after being
initially identified as “Persistently Low Performing” that do not involve direct DPI
interventions. As long as schools improve to meet established and equitable benchmarks,
the mechanism by which they achieve those results should be flexible and constitutional.

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does not and may not have management
authority through active state intervention over a private or religious school through
“targeted interventions” or “school improvement diagnostic reviews” whether that
management authority through active state intervention is excised directly by DPI or
indirectly through DPI-contracted external vendors.

“The choice school must enter into a performance agreement with DPI in which it agrees
to meet annual state-approved performance targets that demonstrate substantial academic
improvement within three years.” (p 33 of the ESEA Waiver)

While the requirement of a performance agreement with DPI has potential constitutional
issues, if a performance agreement with a private entity were an option, there are still
problems with the requirement as “...annual state-approved performance targets that
demonstrate substantial academic improvement...” is undefined. There is no detail as to
what these standards are, if they are subject to change, what criteria was used for their
creation and if they will be assigned equally to public, charter and choice sectors.

“These priority areas form the foundation of an accountability index system that
incorporates multiple measures in calculating a school-level score (on a scale from 0-100)
that is used to place schools on a six-level continuum.” (p 35 of the ESEA Waiver)

School Choice Wisconsin does not support using a six-level continuum. The report card
should implement a five-level continuum labeled with grades A through F. Creating a
new syntax for a six-level continuum dramatically weakens its effectiveness in
comparison to a letter grade that is already understood by parents and the public in
general.

The goal is to give accurate, effective and impactful information on the report card.
Using anything other than letter grades makes the report card less effective.

“Additionally, the Design Team recommended the state recognize high performing
schools to incentivize improved outcomes, as well as disseminate practices statewide.
These recommendations represent a commitment to a statewide system of support
(SSOS) aimed at providing differentiated recognition, rewards, and interventions built
upon the core of high quality instruction, collaboration, balanced assessments, and
culturally responsive practices in order to successfully meet the state’s three strategic
goals.” (p 35 of the ESEA Waiver)
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Unfortunately, except for public recognition, there are no tangible incentives and/or
results for high preforming schools. The end result of this process should be a higher
percentage of students in high performing schools. This waiver and accountability
system are based on directing resources to low performing schools only. Instead, this
system should be directing resources to expanding high performing schools in areas
where it makes geographic sense.

After all, closing a low performing school without providing seats at a high performing
school accomplishes nothing. And funds directed at turning schools around have limited,
if any, success. :

We support the dissemination of the best practices of high performing schools and other

mechanisms designed to improve other schools. However, the focus needs to be on
school improvement, not positive publicity alone.
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2.B. Set Ambitious but Achievable Annual Measurable Objectives

An important aspect to the proposed waiver that would replace No Child Left Behind is
the Wisconsin statewide Accountability System.

“The school and District Accountability Design Team put forth several recommendations
for a statewide accountability system. One key recommendation was that the
accountability system should use multiple measures and reflect the skills and knowledge
students need to be successful in a variety of post-secondary opportunities. As a
component of that recommendation, performance should be measured using both growth
and attainment calculations (p 47 of ESEA Waiver).

In all, the Wisconsin accountability index incorporates four priority areas: Student
Achievement, Student Growth, Closing Gaps; and On-Track (for elementary and middle
schools) or Postsecondary readiness (for high schools) (p 47 of ESEA Waiver).”

We believe that student growth over a period of time rather than snap shot test scores is
the most accurate measurement of a school’s performance. Therefore, School Choice
Wisconsin is fully supportive of a statewide accountability report card that measures
student and school performance using all of these aspects and most importantly
incorporates student growth over time.

However, while we are supportive of a report card that incorporates student growth, there
are aspects within DPI’s proposed waiver that are unclear, undefined, and inequitable
across sectors, and simply increases the bureaucracy of the Department of Public
Instruction rather than uses established successful models already in place.

Factoring in Subgroups

“The School and District Accountability Design Team specifically recommended use of
an additional subgroup, on that groups the lowest 25% of performers together...DPI has
determined that it is not possible at this time give that the WKCE’s scale is not vertically
aligned...Instead, inclusion of the lowest 25% as an additional subgroup will be
considered for inclusion in the accountability system upon implementation of the
SMARTER Balanced Assessment System in the 2014-15 School Year” (p 48 of the
ESEA Waiver).

The term “will be considered” leaves the inclusion of the subgroup uncertain. Rather
when DPI is able to include this subgroup it should be included.

Priority Area and Overall Scores
“The exact methodology for how each category is weighted and combined into the
overall score will be determined through a standard setting process overseen by DPI’s

Technical Advisory Committee, Dr. Brian Gong of the National Center for the
Improvement of Educational Assessment, Dr. Andrew Porter from the University of
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Pennsylvania, and Dr. Robert Linn from the University of Colorado” (p 48 of the ESEA
Waiver).

While SCW supports including measures such as student growth, how each category is
scored and weighted is still undefined and needs clarification. This process needs to be
specifically determined and more thoroughly defined prior to the implementation of the
accountability system.

Flags and Stars

“The concept of “unacceptable-performance flags” is Wisconsin’s solution to
incorporating test participation and dropout rates into the new accountability system, as
well as to highlight the importance placed on every child reading at grade level by 3™
grade. These flags exist outside of the mathematical calculation of the index, and instead
carry overarching weight in determining where on the accountability scale a school
falls...

An accountability system should not only identify performance below expectations; it
should also highlight positive progress or work being done in schools and districts. In
addition to flags, report cards will include stars for certain indicators for which DPI will
not hold schools accountable, but that are important enough to highlight as a significant
positive for that school or district” (p 48-49 of the ESEA Waiver).

School Choice Wisconsin supports the inclusion of dropout rates, 3™ grade reading, and
test participation, rate of college credits earned in high school, postsecondary enrollment
rates, and AP participation and performance in the accountability system. However, The
“Flags” and “Stars” methods are still significantly undefined and need more clarification
prior to their implementation.

“Final overall index scores will be an aggregation of scores in the four priority
areas. Overall scores place schools and districts within one of six categories:

- Significantly Exceeding Expectations

- Exceeding Expectations

- Meeting Expectations

- Not Meeting Expectations

- Significantly Below Expectations

- Persistently Failing to Meet Expectations” (p 49-50 of the ESEA Waiver).

How these categories are measured and what growth a school must demonstrate to move
up or down between categories is undefined and needs clarification prior to the
implementation of the accountability system.

School Choice Wisconsin does not support using a six-level continuum. The report card
should implement a five-level continuum labeled with grades A through F. Creating a
new syntax for a six-level continuum dramatically weakens its effectiveness in
comparison to a letter grade that is already understood by parents and the public in
general.
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The goal is to give accurate, effective and impactful information on the report card.
Using anything other than letter grades makes the report card less effective.

Student Attainment

“The attainment priority area is a composite of proficiency rates in reading and
mathematics for the “all students” group on the Wisconsin Student Assessment System
(WSAS). Proficiency rates will be calculated using a weighted average of the three most
recent years of performance data. The weighting scheme gives a weight of 1.5 to the
current year, a weight of 1.25 to the prior year, while two years prior receives a weight of
1.0. If a school has test data available for only the two most recent years, the most recent
year is given a weight of 1.5, while the prior year is given a weight of 1.0, and the divisor
becomes 2.5 rather than 3.75. If a school has only the most recent year of data available,
only a single year of data is used to calculate the proficiency rate. The weighted
proficiency rate is then put back onto a 0-100 scale by dividing the weighted proficiency
rate by 3.75. This calculation is done separately for mathematics and reading. Each
school’s attainment score is an average of its weighted reading and mathematics
proficiency rates.” (p 51 of the ESEA Waiver).

School Choice Wisconsin understands from its active participation in the Accountability
Task Force that initial identification of a school should only take place after three years
of growth data are available and not before. Prior to the release of this waiver it was
understood that a school would only be included in the state accountability system that
had three years of measureable growth data. This suggests that schools with one and two
years of data will also be included. Comparing one year of snapshot test scores to a
school with three years of growth data is inaccurate and potentially misleading. As such,
the reporting of this data needs clarification and correction.

Student Growth On Target To Move Up

“The growth measure proposed, on Target to Move up, is an adaptation of the principles
behind Colorado’s “Catch up, Keep up, Move up” measures across multiple levels of
achievement” (p 51-52 of the ESEA Waiver).

While School Choice Wisconsin supports using growth data to measure student
achievement, the “adaptation” method proposed by DPI is undefined and needs further
clarification.

Additionally, it is unclear why DPI is proposing an adaptation to Colorado’s method,
when the Value-Added Research Center in Wisconsin already has the information and
calculates student growth data using the value-added growth method. Additionally, SCW
supports the Value-Added Growth method to measure student growth data because it
controls for student background demographics and characteristics, which is important
measuring the achievement of schools in diverse city such as Milwaukee.
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Closing Achievement Gaps
Attainment Gap (p54), The Growth Gap (p 55), The Graduation Gap (p 56)

School Choice Wisconsin supports closing all of these gaps in Wisconsin. We are
especially supportive of including graduation rates in the report card and closing the
graduation gap as studies show that graduation from high school is a significant quality of
life indicator.

However, more specifics as to the weighting of categories needs to be clarified.
Additionally, for private schools participating in parental choice programs it needs to be
clarified whether all student data at a school will be included or only data from students
who participate in the parental choice program.

On-Track Status/Postsecondary Readiness (p 56)

On track Status (dropout rate, 3" grade readiness, dropout rate)
Postsecondary Readiness (Attendance, ACT Performance and Participation, Graduation
Rate, Dropout Rate)

School Choice Wisconsin is supportive of including all of these measures. Specifically,
we are very supportive of weighting Graduation Rates at 60% of the priority area index
score. However, for private schools participating in parental choice programs it needs to
be clarified whether all student data at a school will be included or only data from
students who participate in the parental choice program.

Advanced Placement—Star consideration

The process to determine Advanced Placement exam performance and participation is:

For Participation — to identify the number of students completing an Advanced
Placement exam in a given year and divide that number by the total number of 9th thru
12th grade students in the school to arrive at the participation rate.

For Performance — to identify the number of Advanced Placement exams taken in a
given year and dividing that by the number of exams passed with a score of 3 or above.”
(p 58 of the ESEA Waiver).

This section needs more clarification. The participation rate for AP testing is likely to be
extremely small for all schools making this measurement relatively meaningless.
Additionally, many private schools participating in parental choice programs are unable
to offer AP classes due to limited funding. However, while School Choice Wisconsin has
reservations about measuring participation, SCW is potentially supportive of including a
marker that identifies the number of Advanced Placement exams taken in a given year
and dividing that by the number of exams passed with a score of 3 or above. However,
the flag/star system needs further clarification.
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2.C Reward Schools

An important aspect to the proposed waiver is the reward and recognition programs for
high-performing schools.

“Reward schools are identified annually and fall into one of three categories: Exemplary
Schools, Gap Closing Schools, and schools that are Beating the Odds.

Exemplary schools are those schools that earn an index label of Significantly Exceeding
Expectations. These schools have earned a high index score and done so without any
flags; they are models for the state and will be acknowledged as such.

Gap Closing Schools are those schools that are making significant progress toward
closing achievement gaps. Identification of these schools will be based on the Closing
Gaps priority area of the index.

Beating the Odds schools are calculated using current, Title I Schools of Recognition
methodology. Only Title I eligible or receiving schools in the top quartile for poverty
qualify for this reward. (p 14 of ESEA Waiver).”

We believe that identifying and rewarding the states highest-performing schools to
increase performance, emphasize and develop innovative instruction, and inform and
support the dissemination of best practices. Therefore, School Choice Wisconsin is fully
supportive of a statewide reward system.

However, while we are supportive of a statewide reward system, we expect that all
schools will equal access to rewards and recognition programs whether they are
traditional public schools, charter schools or private schools participating in a parental
choice program. In the proposed reward scheme, private schools serving high percentages
of Title I students will be excluded from participation in all Schools of Recognition
rewards and recognitions as private schools may not be identified as Title I schools. In
this case private schools are subject to all the sanctions proposed in the ESEA waiver but
do not qualify for the corresponding rewards proposed in the ESEA waiver. Further
clarification is needed as to how the waiver will provide full access to private schools and
private school teachers to reward and recognition programs available to traditional public
and charter schools.
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2.D Priority Schools

“Priority Schools, as the lowest performing schools in the state, are identified using the
Student Attainment portion of the accountability index. While DPI will identify at least
5% of Title I schools in the state, is to appropriately identify all low-performing schools
as defined by the Wisconsin Accountability Index. Schools with the lowest scores in this
area will be rank ordered. Schools falling below a certain cut point, which will be
established as part of a standards setting process and posted publically, are identified as
Priority Schools.

Wisconsin has been working to build a statewide accountability system, one that includes
all traditional public schools as well as charter schools and private schools participating
in the Parental Choice Program. However, until State funding is made available, only
Title I funds are currently available to provide the interventions mentioned in section
2.D.iii (below), and as such those interventions will only be available for Title I schools
(p 66-67 of ESEA Waiver).”

School Choice Wisconsin supports the practice of identifying the lowest performing
schools in the state as priority schools.

However, while we are supportive of priority schools identification across sectors, we
expect that all schools will have equal access funding to implement interventions whether
they are traditional public schools, charter schools or private schools participating in a
parental choice program. In the proposed reward scheme, private schools identified as
priority schools will be excluded from all funding to implement interventions as private
schools may not be identified as Title I schools. In this case private schools are subject to
all the sanctions proposed in the ESEA waiver but do not qualify for the corresponding
intervention funding proposed in the ESEA waiver. Further clarification is needed as to
how the waiver will provide full access to intervention funding available to traditional
public and charter schools.

“DPI will be using the ESEA flexibility as an opportunity to waive choice and
supplemental education services (SES) from its current accountability system...(p 67 of
the ESEA Waiver)”

“The district must submit a budget detailing funding sources and allocations to support
the district’s plan. Districts may use the Title I 20% set aside, if they provide evidence of
consultation with private schools, as these services will now be subject to equitable
participation. (p 69 ESEA Waiver)”

School Choice Wisconsin supports using the ESEA flexibility to waive choice and
supplemental education services (SES) for its current accountability system.

However, we request that you include language in the ESEA waiver that requires local
educational agencies (LEAs) to provide equitable participation of eligible private school
students and teachers in ESEA programs and further that LEAs shall determine the
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private school Title I and Title I1A allocations prior to determining the funds it will
dedicate to public school programs, including priority and focus schools.

Implementation of New Statewide Accountability System: 2013-On-going

DPI will provide targeted support to newly identified Priority Schools and Districts to
improve implementation quality and student outcomes. The following sections describe
the targeted systems of support and interventions provided to the state’s persistently
lowest-achieving (p 69-70 of the ESEA Waiver)

As defined on page 70 of the ESEA Waiver by footnote the following sections of 2D
within the ESEA Waiver “summarize interventions in traditional public schools and
districts” within the statewide accountability system and do not speak to “the
interventions required of charter school and private schools participating in the Parent
Choice Program”.

School Choice Wisconsin would restate that the following sections of 2D do not apply to
private schools and that the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does not and may not
have management authority through active state intervention over a private or religious
school through “targeted interventions” or “school improvement diagnostic reviews”
whether that management authority through active state intervention is excised directly
by DPI or indirectly through DPI-contracted external vendors.

After Three Years of Implementation

Implementation of the processes and practices described throughout Section 2.D in
schools statewide (as opposed to Title I schools only) will require additional state
resources, including staffing and funding. Without additional state funding, DPI will
continue to implement the Priority School reform efforts in Title I schools only. (p 73 of
the ESEA Waiver)

Whether or not the “implementation of the processes and practices described throughout
Section 2.D” are implemented statewide and beyond Title I schools, the ESEA Waiver
defines by footnote that section 2D within the ESEA Waiver “summarize(s) interventions
in traditional public schools and districts” within the statewide accountability system and
do not speak to “the interventions required of charter school and private schools
participating in the Parent Choice Program”.

School Choice Wisconsin would restate that sections 2D does not apply to private
schools and that the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does not and may not have
management authority through active state intervention over a private or religious school
through “targeted interventions” or “school improvement diagnostic reviews” whether
that management authority through active state intervention is excised directly by DPI or
indirectly through DPI-contracted external vendors.
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2.E Focus Schools

School Choice Wisconsin requests that a footnote be inserted on page 79 of the ESEA
Waiver stating that section 2E “summarize(s) interventions in traditional public schools
and districts” within the statewide accountability system and do not speak to “the
interventions required of charter school and private schools participating in the Parent
Choice Program™.

School Choice Wisconsin would restate that section 2E does not apply to private schools
and that the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does not and may not have
management authority through active state intervention over a private or religious school
through “targeted interventions” or “school improvement diagnostic reviews” whether
that management authority through active state intervention is excised directly by DPI or
indirectly through DPI-contracted external vendors.

Flexibility in the Use of Title I Funds

The LEA will have the option to set aside up to 20% of its Title I dollars to fund the
school reform plan. This option will ensure resources can be allocated to these schools’
improvement efforts. (p 83 of the ESEA Waiver)

School Choice Wisconsin requests that language be included in the ESEA waiver that
requires local educational agencies (LEAs) to provide equitable participation of eligible
private school students and teachers in ESEA programs and further that LEAs shall
determine the private school Title I and Title IIA allocations prior to determining the
funds it will dedicate to public school programs, including priority and focus schools.
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2.F Other Incentives and Supports for Title I Schools

Does not apply to private schools.
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2.G Building SEA, LEA, and School Capacity to Improve Student Learning

“Due to constitutional limitations in private schools, the State Superintendent cannot
direct specific programming or interventions within a private school” (p 107 of the ESEA
Waiver).

School Choice Wisconsin maintains that the above statement regarding constitutionality
is correct and applies to Section 2G in its entirety. Unfortunately, the DPI proposals
listed on page 107 and the following sections violate that statement.

School Choice Wisconsin maintains that options need to be presented to private schools
after being initially identified as “Persistently Low Performing” that do not involve direct
DPI interventions. SCW has in fact presented alternative language to DPI as possible and
workable options which, to date, have not been inserted into the ESEA Waiver by DPI.
As long as private schools participating in parental choice programs, identified as
persistently low performing, improve to meet established and equitable benchmarks with
equitable timetables to do so, the mechanism by which they achieve those results should
be flexible and constitutional.

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does not and may not have management
authority through active state intervention over a private or religious school through
“targeted interventions” or “school improvement diagnostic reviews” whether that
management authority through active state intervention is excised directly by DPI or
indirectly through DPI-contracted external vendors.

“Therefore, when a [private school participating in a parental choice program] is initially
identified as being among the persistently lowest performing schools in the state..,

School Choice Wisconsin understands from its active participation in the Accountability
Task Force that initial identification of a school should only take place after three years
of growth data are available and not before. Prior to the release of this waiver it was
understood that a school would only be included in the state accountability system that
had three years of measureable growth data. This suggests that schools with one and two
years of data will also be included. Comparing one year of snapshot test scores to a
school with three years of growth data is inaccurate and potentially misleading. As such,
the reporting of this data needs clarification and correction.

“The choice school must enter into a performance agreement with DPI in which it agrees
to meet annual state-approved performance targets that demonstrate substantial academic
improvement within three years.”

While the requirement of a performance agreement with DPI has potential constitutional
issues, if a performance agreement with a private entity were an option, there are still
problems with the requirement as “...annual state-approved performance targets that
demonstrate substantial academic improvement...” is undefined. There is no detail as to
what these standards are, if they are subject to change, what criteria was used for their
creation and if they will be assigned equally to public, charter and choice sectors.
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“Wisconsin’s new accountability system will provide a single statewide system that will
impact all schools. Currently, the system is primarily linked to Title I, as there is no
funding/consequences at the state level for non-Title I schools. The new system will look
at all schools, including charter schools and schools participating in the Parental Choice
Program, and hold the same standard of accountability for all schools, statewide” (p 110
of the ESEA Waiver)

“Due to constitutional limitations in private schools, the State Superintendent cannot
direct specific programming or interventions within a private school” (p 107 of the ESEA
Waiver), a new accountability system can be created that seeks to achieve common
improvements and common minimum results across sectors, but it is not possible or
constitutional to create single and standard statewide method of achieving those
improvements and results across the sectors.

Again, School Choice Wisconsin maintains that options need to be presented to private
schools after being initially identified as “Persistently Low Performing” that do not
involve direct DPI interventions. SCW has in fact presented alternative language to DPI
as possible and workable options which, to date, have not been inserted into the ESEA
Waiver by DPI. As long as private schools participating in parental choice programs,
identified as persistently low performing, improve to meet established and equitable
benchmarks with equitable timetables to do so, the mechanism by which they achieve
those results should be flexible and constitutional.

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) does not and may not have management
authority through active state intervention over a private or religious school through
“targeted interventions” or “school improvement diagnostic reviews” whether that
management authority through active state intervention is excised directly by DPI or
indirectly through DPI-contracted external vendors.
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3.A & 3.B Teacher Evaluation Systems

Does not apply to private schools
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Statement of Steven M. Kimball, Ph.D., before the Joint Hearing of the Senate and House

Education Committees on the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction ESEA Waiver Request

February 2, 2012

Senator Olsen, Representative Kestell, members of both Committees, |
appreciate the invitation to speak with you today as you consider the Department
of Public Instruction’s request for flexibility from provisions of the Federal

Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

| present today as a researcher who has studied teacher and principal
evaluation over the last decade with the Consortium for Policy Research in
Education and the Value-Added Research Center at the Wisconsin Center for
Education Research at UW-Madison. More recently, | have provided technical
-assistance to the DPI as the State Design Team developed the Wisconsin Educator
Effectiveness Framework, which is the basis for the “Supporting Effective
Instruction and Leadership” section of the waiver request. | am now working with
a team from WCER that is supporting the statewide work groups tasked with
developing the structure and process of a state system for evaluating teachers
and principals. | have some brief remarks relevant to the effective teaching and

leadership section and will be happy to answer your questions.
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Teacher and principal evaluation policies are evolving rapidly across the
nation. About half of the states have enacted teacher evaluation reforms in
recent years. Several of those have also linked teacher licensure and tenure to the
evaluation changes. In many cases, principal evaluation reforms are included in
these new policies. One of the most common reforms is to add student
achievement as a significant measure for educator evaluatjbn. For educators and
those who evaluate them, this alone will be a sea change. Decades old evaluation
approaches that had little impact are now being replaced with complex systems

for use in high stakes personnel decisions.

Although recent research on measures of teaching effectiveness provides
some help in the evaluation design process, time research behind principal
assessment is not as well developed. Overall, for both teacher and principal
evaluation, the new policies and expectations for evaluation are moving ahead of

the research.

However, we do know a number of important features to include in the
process of designing principal and teacher evaluation systems. Many of these

have been considered in the Wisconsin Educator Effectiveness Framework and
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are outlined in the waiver request. Considerable work lies ahead to make the

changes a reality for Wisconsin.

I want to highlight some of the considerations within the framework and
the waiver elements that will be critical in the design and implementation

process:

e Stakeholder engagement and communication. Teachers and principals

must be involved in reforming the systems used to evaluate their
performance. This is fundamental to garner acceptance of the major
changes and to help with understanding of the new measures and
processes. The engagement effort has begun, but the communication

process needs to be stepped up and strategically managed.

e Multiple outcome measures. New, state of the art statistical approaches

to measuring student achievement, including value-added modeling,
have been created and tested. The Value-Added Research Center here
at UW-Madison is a national leader in this work and has been involved
with Wisconsin districts and CESAs for many years in the effort. Yet,

value-added is not the cure-all. Measurement error is still an issue in any
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assessment approach; most teachers do not teach in tested grades and
subjects; and it takes several consecutive years of test data to relia bly
use value-added results — particularly if it is intended for high stakes

decisions.

In addition to at least 3 years of test data, other measures, including
district tests and student learning objectives, will both cover more

teachers and help produce more reliable results.

New measures of educator practice. Teacher and leader evaluation

systems must be anchored to clearly articulated standards of practice.
Detailed rubrics of leader and teacher behaviors in their work contexts
are also needed to evaluate practice to the standards. In addition to
evaluation, these standards and rubrics can then center other educator
human capital management practices, including recruitment, selection,
induction, professiona‘l development, performance management and

compensation.

Like student outcome measures, multiple measures of educator practice
are also called for. The recent Measures of Effective Teaching study

suggests that multiple evidence sources, with several observations, and
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more than one observer are needed to increase evaluation reliability

-and validity.

Formative and summative focus. These reforms will quickly lose

credibility if they are seen as a “gotcha” or punitive exercise. This
shouldn’t be about building a better hammer. This is about better
identifying teacher and principal effectiveness to support educator
growth and ultimately improve student learning. Teachers and principals
must know what they are expected to do to get a good evaluation
rating, have opportunities to improve before their final evaluation, and
obtain actionable feedback to help them develop their practice once the
evaluation is completed. It should be an on-going, continuous
improvement cycle.

Thorough evaluator training. The Measures of Effective Teaching study

also confirms that extensive training is required for evaluators to carry
out their roles with consistency. The study suggests that over 2 days of
training per evaluator is needed to reach an adequate level of
consistency. Evaluator training is not something our principal
preparation programs have done well and it is not something districts

are prepared to do. It will require a substantial effort to scale up training
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capacity across the state. The alternative - skimping on training - will
lead to idiosyncrasies and potentially erroneous ratings. In addition to
initial training, re-training and oversight will be required to maintain
consistency over time.

Pilot testing. Once the teacher and principal evaluation systems are
developed, pilot testing will be carried out to examine whether the
process is implemented as intended, whether evaluations are yielding
reliable results, how the systems are impacting practice, and what
improvements can be made prior to full implementation.

Adequate support and funding. Education reform of this scale requires a

champion. It is my sincere hope that this body, the Governor, and the
State Superintendent can look beyond the near-term political strife and
work together on the educator effectiveness initiative. But good will is
not enough. If this effort is a priority of the State, and it should be, then
it needs to be backed with adequate resources. Funding is needed to
carry out the changes at the State level and to support districts as they
build the capacity to implement the new systems. Without new
resources to help districts with evaluator training, data systems, and

potentially new personnel to manage the evaluation burden and
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maximize evaluation reliability, this will either become a large unfunded
mandate or will be implemented so weakly it will be ineffectual. We
owe it to our educators, and most importantly, our children, to do this

work and do it right.

The teacher and principal evaluation reforms outlined in this waiver request will
require a tremendous effort from the state, local education agencies, school
administrators, and teachers. With your support, there’s a good chance these

changes can have a positive, lasting impact across Wisconsin.
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WISCONSIN CATHOLIC CONFERENCE

TO: Senator Luther Olsen, Chair
Members, Senate Committee on Education

Representative Steve Kestell, Chair
Members, Assembly Committee on Education

FROM: Kim Wadas, Associate Director

DATE: February 2, 2012

RE: Elementary and Secondary Education Act Flexibility Request

The Wisconsin Catholic Conference (WCC) appreciates having the opportunity to provide
testimony on the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Flexibility Request
(hereinafter, waiver request).

There is much to be applauded in the waiver request. It encompasses a bold plan of action
designed to improve the quality of education in Wisconsin. For example, not requiring school
districts (local educational agencies) to reserve 10 percent of the Title I allocation for
professional development allows the local school district to more adequately address the unique
needs of their student population.

However, the WCC would like to take this opportunity to seek further clarification on elements
of the waiver request. We also wish to raise concerns regarding the waiver’s impact on private
schools, especially those schools participating in the State’s parental choice voucher programs.

As drafted, the ESEA waiver requests flexibility for local educational agencies (LEAs) by
allowing LEAs to transfer 100 percent of the funds received under authorized programs (Title II,
Part-A of the ESEA) into Title I, Part A. Additionally, LEAs may reserve up to 20 percent of the
Title I, Part A funds for use in schools identified as “focus” and “priority” schools.

The Wisconsin Catholic Conference would like clarification that the waiver request and use of
this flexibility regarding Title funds will not result in a detriment to private school students and
that private schools will have access to Title funds in the manner they do today. In distributing
funds under the various titles of the ESEA, federal law does not permit the equitable
part1c1pat10n of private school students to be waived. Also, requirements on LEAs to participate
in timely and meaningful consultation with private school representatives to determine how to
best serve the eligible private school students remain. The WCC has concern that both the
transfer of funds, and more importantly the set aside of funds under Title I, will ultimately result
in private schools students having reduced access to Title services and funding.

. 131 W. Wilson Street » Suite 1105 « Madison, WI 53703
~ Tel 608/257-0004  Fax 608/257-0376 » Website http://www.wisconsincatholic.org
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The waiver request also includes a proposal to include choice participating schools in the new
statewide accountability system. The WCC has supported efforts to promote transparency and
accountability within the choice program in the past, recognizing the need for students, families,
and the community to be informed on the performance of choice participating schools. Under
the new accountability system, choice participating schools will be identified if the school is
persistently a lowest performing school statewide. Choice schools identified as such will be
required to meet annual performance targets and demonstrate substantial academic improvement
within three years. If this does not occur, the school will no longer be allowed to participate in
the choice program. '

Private schools serving students under Title I of the ESEA cannot access funds set aside to assist-
focus and priority schools. Therefore, under the new accountability measures, choice
participating schools will, for the State’s purposes, be identified as low performing, but such
schools will not be able to access federal funds to improve performance. It is important, as the
waiver request itself notes, that systems of support be established to make certain improvements
are made for schools identified in the system of accountability. If permissible under DOE
guidance, the waiver request should ask that choice participating schools have equitable access to
all Title funds, including those set aside for focus or priority schools.

There are additional concerns raised by the accountability system reforms identified in the
waiver as relates to choice participating schools. The waiver instructs that a lowest performing
choice school “enter into a performance agreement with DPI” to attain academic improvement.
As this represents a heavy involvement of DPI in the affairs of a private school, the WCC
respectfully requests that the waiver include additional alternatives to DPI direct involvement,
such as third party contractors or sponsor oversight (such as with a diocese or jurisdictional
authority for religious schools).

There is also concern as to how this accountability system will accurately measure performance
in choice participating schools when only those students who participate in the choice program
are assessed within a choice school, and even those students may currently opt out of any
assessment. There are several families who do take advantage of this opt out provision to avoid
having their student identified as a voucher recipient by participating in the assessment process.

As there are still details and information to be supplied in the waiver request, the WCC
recognizes that many of these concerns may be addressed in additional documentation. The
WCC request that you seriously consider the concerns outlined in this testimony and act to make
certain the waiver request adequately addresses the needs of private school students and schools
affected by its provisions.

Thank you.
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School District of

West Allis-West Milwaukee, et al.
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION CENTER

February 2, 2012

Dear Senate and Assembly Education Committee Members especially Ms. Vukmir who represents our
School District,

We have reviewed the information from the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction and the U.S.
Department of Education NCLB Flexibility Waiver as well as the Accountability Reform Overview from the
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction. We are very pleased that someone had taken the time to
prepare this information however, there are several areas of concern, questions, and suggestions which we
have included in this document for you to review. We would ask that you please review these prior to
making any decisions.

Concerns

¢ Using NAEP assessments to create new cut scores for next year will likely result in lower proficiency
rates as the NAEP. This is providing districts less than one year to align benchmarks in accordance
with NAEP before being held accountable.

» [f the above is truly important to do right away, and change the cut scores immediately, then we should
also change the testing window to the spring immediately in order to truly identify the student’s
achievement at grade level.

o There needs to be greater weight and focus on annual learning and achievement through emphasis on
the growth model rather then on point in time tests.

¢ Regarding the four-year adjusted graduation cohort: District credit requirements already exceed the
new expectations but concern needs to be expressed regarding students transferring into districts
severely credit deficient. There needs to be some sort of measure similar to Full Academic Year when
measuring the 4-year cohort rate. How can we be help accountable for a student who transfers in from
another district as a high school student and is severely credit deficient?

¢ In speaking to the graduation cohort. This is certainly taking our state back in time (a step backwards)
when it comes to student learning. Our focus should be on graduating students....not graduating
students in 4 years. State law uses the age of 21. There is nothing magical about 4 years. Post
secondary does not limit or measure student learning in a 4 year window....why would/should we do
this in K-12 education. Our major focus should be to make “every child a graduate”...and ready for life
beyond high school. Students learn at different rates and have different needs....we should honor and
value this. A four year graduation cohort does not.

¢ Value Added needs to be one of the multiple measures used to calculate a school/district performance
along the 0-100 accountability continuum.

¢ Cell size for accountability dropping fro 40 to 10 will have significant impact on small schools or
subgroups.

¢ Why would Title Schools Failing to Meet Expectations be required to use a state approved vendor to
implement reform? This seems to fall into a very similar punitive venue as the current NCLB. An
approved plan concept would be more appropriate.

o With regard to the Reading initiative, a longer window than one year prior to Grade 3 should be
identified for students moving into a new school district, especially where assessment data
demonstrates that they are not reading at or are well beyond grade level.

¢ A growth model or diagnostic tool should be used to demonstrate reading levels....not a standardized
test.

1205 S. 70th St. * West Allis * Wisconsin * 53214 + (414) 604-3000
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(Page 2)

Semantics: change “publicly funded schools” to all schools receiving public funds so there is no
confusion and the meaning is not left open for interpretation or debate

Semantics: If the term “beat the odds” is being used internally it probably is acceptable, however if this
is a term that is going to be used in some type of public identification format....there is a concern as to
the connotation this creates for a school or school district with regard to “who they are” outside of
student achievement. (public stereotypes)

Questions

Will ASSETS measure proficiency for ELL’s in a different manner? Will this impact how AMAQ is
calculated?

What are the cut scores to attain status as a Priority, Focus or Reward School and what formula will be
used to calculate this?

We know the priority areas but what formula will be used to calculate the accountability index used to
rate schools.

If district missed AMAO at all three levels is it realistic/appropriate for the state superintendent to direct
the reform after only one year?

Need more information about what the state evaluation system will look like for teachers and principals.
Are Special Education Students, students with disabilities, being accounted for based upon their unique
special needs as identified through their disability (unlike when NCLB currently does)?

Step Forward

Funding to expand the use of the ACT suite (EXPLORE-PLAN) will assist schools in providing targeted
instruction for students and help them get on track for collage and career as well as increase
proficiencies in reading and math. (as long as it is true and sustained funding)

Positive that all schools are being evaluated and being help accountable to these standards, including
Public/Private Choice, Voucher/Charter program schools....any schools receiving public monies
Positive that all schools will have the opportunity to be Schools of Promise Recognition program will be
expanded to recognize all schools not just low poverty schools.

Outstanding that Title schools will not have to demonstrate Supplemental Education Services but rather
be allowed to submit a plan detailing extended learning opportunities for eligible students.

We would like to thank you for taking the time to review this information and please contact my office if you
have any questions or need clarification on these matters.

Sincerely,

Kurt D. Wachholz,
Superintendent of Schools
West Allis-West Milwaukee School

istrict, et. al
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Thank you, Senator Olsen, Representative Kestell, and members of the committees, for
the opportunity to testify on the Wisconsin ESEA Accountability Waiver.

My name is Tim Schell and I am the Director of Curriculum and Instruction for the
Waunakee Community School District. We are a district that has participated in the
value-added pilot you heard about in earlier testimony. I serve on CESA 2’s value-added
advisory council. I am also a member of one of DPI’s Educator Effectiveness work
teams, the one working on SLO’s (Student Learning Objectives) that have also been
referenced in earlier testimony. I would be happy to answer any questions regarding
these topics.

In Washington Irving’s classic short story, Rip Van Winkle is a well regarded member of
his community who turns to idleness, falls asleep for twenty years, and awakes to a
changed world. This is a metaphor for public education in Wisconsin, where once we
were a leading state in most respects whether it was reading, career preparation, college
and career readiness, and innovation. That was once upon a time.

Now we find ourselves no longer a leading state. Not because of our students. Not
because of our teachers. Not because of a lack of support in our communities.

~Collectively, however, we have been complacent and have not made hard choices to
maintain our leading position in public education and provide a world class education to
our children. Until now. '

We are talking today about the draft ESEA waiver that the Wisconsin DPI intends to
submit to the federal government to move beyond the requirements of NCLB. Although
NCLB was an important evolutionary step in raising student achievement and making
achievement gaps more visible, it lacked useful middle mechanisms to improve learning
for all students and the ultimate goal of 100% proficiency was unrealistic. Or at least
unrealistic by any standard worth striving for. Further, NCLB is more than four years
overdue for reauthorization. This proposed ESEA waiver, however, is a serious leap
forward for our state. It represents our waking up from twenty years of slumber to catch
up with leading states like Massachusetts and Minnesota. This is an important moment
for Wisconsin’s students and we owe it to them to make this happen.

Three points I want to touch on regarding the federal waiver guidelines are:
1) We must have college and career-readiness expectations for all students,
2) We must have, or be developing, a comprehensive system of teacher and principal
evaluation, '
3) We must have a differentiated plan for assessment and accountability.

In Wisconsin, along with more than forty other states, we have moved on the adoption of
the Common Core State Standards in English Language Arts and Mathematics and their
implementation in our instructional and assessment systems by the 2014-2015 school
year. This ensures that we have academic standards that prepare our students well for
college and career. ‘
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We have discussed the challenges our students are facing transitioning from high school
to two and four year higher education institutions. That is partly due to how our old
Wisconsin model academic standards were designed in the 1990’s. They were not
specifically designed to be anchored to defined post-secondary readiness expectations.
There was a gap in what students were expected to do in high school and what they
needed to make a smooth transition to technical college, two year colleges, and four year
colleges and universities. With the Common Core, there is a backwards design, so the
Common Core begins with college and career readiness anchor standards and works back
grade by grade. This minimizes the gap, but it also is like pulling on a slinky.. The
expectations at every grade level with the Common Core are ratcheted up by
approximately a grade level of rigor in each year of schooling. It is important to
recognize that and understand the connection to assessment and why the updated
proficiency benchmarks are significant to schools and students. At Waunakee, as our
teachers have been examining the Common Core Standards and the Smarter Balanced
Assessment Consortium content specifications we see quality and rigor. We know we
will need to continue to improve our instructional practices with our students.

As we look at students transitioning to the work force, either directly or via higher
education, the inclusion of dual credit and industry certifications in the waiver proposal
are also important. As we move forward with the increased graduation requirements in
math and science, it will be important for districts to consider where it is appropriate to
offer equivalency credits. For example, equating a Project Lead the Way pre-engineering.
course to science, an accounting course to mathematics, or an Ag Sciences course to
biology.

Another item in the accountability waiver proposal is the note that we will soon have next
generation science standards. If and when Wisconsin adopts the new science standards,
we need to consider as a state how to incorporate science into our accountability
framework. - The DPI proposal envisions that.

I want to comment on NAEP benchmarking as significant step forward to higher
standards and better information about college and career readiness to stakeholders. Just
as the old model academic standards were not really designed to align with post-
secondary expectations, our proficiency cut scores for accountability in Wisconsin are set
at an extremely low level, a very low level. A student who scores proficient on the
WKCE probably is not proficient in terms of college and career readiness. Scoring
advanced is more aligned with college and career readiness. By recalibrating our
proficiency standard on a NAEP-like standard, we are providing students and parents
with a more accurate set of information about readiness for success beyond elementary
school, middle school, and high school. All of us in our local schools will need to work
with our school boards, parents, and the community at large to explain this change in how
we report proficiency. It is not that are students are performing more poorly, it is that the
bar is being raised higher and it is being raised to where is should be set.
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I want to draw attention to an area of the DPI accountability waiver proposal where as
school districts we need your help in the Legislature. This has to do with the request to
fund Explore, Plan, and ACT testing statewide in the next biennial budget. This is
extremely important. Many districts, and Waunakee is one of these, use Explore and
Plan to a degree. We find these assessments valuable because ACT works to align their
assessments with what students need to succeed in college, succeed in technical school,
and succeed in the workforce. They provide very good information for students and their
families in planning for life beyond high school. These are valuable assessments, but to
do them completely involves a money commitment. This should not be a Waunakee
decision; this should be a Wisconsin decision to offer this for our students.

The other reason why these Explore, Plan, and ACT assessments are very important is
their potential role in evaluating educator effectiveness. In the Educator Effectiveness
design recommendations, half of an educator’s evaluation, for teachers and principals, is
based on student learning. If you are a fifth grade teacher, that might be one-third on the
state assessment, one-third on a local benchmark assessment like the MAP, and one-third
on SLO’s. At the high school level you tend not to see many benchmark assessments.
We can not measure student growth on the state assessment because we only administer
that at 8" and 10™ grade. There are not year to year pairings to obtain a growth measure.
That means we are using SLO’s only for the student learning component of the
evaluation. This is reasonable for special areas like Art, Music, Physical Education and
Library Media, but in core subjects like English, Math, and Science we would like to
have multiple measures of student learning. By adopting the Explore, Plan, and ACT, we
will be able to measure growth on a year to year basis using proven assessments that are
well-regarded and used by colleges and universities for high stakes decisions. I sincerely
encourage you as our legislators to look favorably on this request in the next biennial
budget. '

There are a few areas where we need to develop implementation capacity that I want to
discuss briefly.

One area all districts are looking at now is professional development. All of the key

- items in the accountability waiver proposal and the other initiatives (Common Core, Read
to Lead) require time for use to train our teachers to implement them at an excellent level.
All of this is challenging at the secondary level, but a Geometry teacher is a content
specialist who only teaches math and common planning time is frequently in place in
middle and high schools for teachers to work together on instructional improvement as
math teachers, as science teachers, etc. But the elementary teacher in their classroom, he
or she is the reading teacher, the math teacher, the writing teacher, the science teacher,
and the social studies teacher. They are wearing multiple hats and their professional
development needs to meet these new goals across the curriculum are much greater.
Finding a way to improve the availability of professional development time for all
teachers, but especially at the elementary level is important if we are to succeed.

Statewide technical support in implementing Common Core and the accountability
proposal items is also important. One way the DPI accountability waiver proposal could
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be improved would be to add a formal program evaluation component. Kentucky’s
waiver proposal includes a program evaluation element to assist schools in developing
their instructional programs. Adding something similar where we not only look at a
district’s results, but how they go about arranging and delivering their instructional
programs would strengthen an otherwise excellent DPI accountability waiver proposal.

Looking long term, we need to re-examine the school calendar. We have been on the
same calendar in Wisconsin for a long time. To prepare our students to compete with any
other young people, not only in the United States, but the world we need a different
looking academic year. We only need to look to our neighbors to the north, the Canadian
provinces. Their school year is typically ten days longer than ours. I am not asking for
the moon, I am only asking that we look to our northern neighbors who are very like us
and if that is what they feel their students need, perhaps we should consider doing the
same.

In summary, the accountability waiver is an important step forward for our state and
deserves legislative support. As we implement this initiative, we can adapt and improve

it was move forward together.

- I would be happy to answer any questions you might have. Thank you.

241


BLASDSJ
Typewritten Text


Attachment 2G - MPS Response to ESEA Waiver

MILWAUKEE ‘ OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT

Central Services Building

PUBLIC SCHOOLS 5225 W. Viiet Street
: P.Q. Box 2181
Milwaukes, Wisconsin 53201-2181

Phone: (414) 475-8001

Fax: (414) 475-8585

February 3, 2012

Dr. Tony Evers

State Superintendent
Department of Public Instruction
125 South Webster Street
Madison, WI 53707 .

Dear Dr. Evers:
RE: Response to ESEA Waiver

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction’s (DP)
draft NCLB waiver application. We very much appreciate the time and effort the participants put into
creating a document that will significantly impact educational outcomes for students in the state.

There are many things in the application that Milwaukee Public Schools (MPS) supports. The move away
from an attainment only measurement that does not accurately capture progress made within schools
toward a growth measure will significantly increase the credibility of the state’s school accountability -
system.
Most specifically, MPS applauds the following key components of the waiver application:

o Ingtitution of new state assessments | _

e Funding of EXPLORE, PLAN, ACT and WorkKeys

¢ Increasing proficiency expectations

o Including all publicly-funded schools

¢ Recognizing high-achieving schools

e Reducing duplication and unnecessary burden on districts

e Considering both achievement growth and proficiency in measuring educational effectiveness

» Emphasizing the importance of closing achievement gaps in individual schools and across the
district.

» Provision of opportunities for extended learning days for students in low-performing schools.

s Support of effective instruction and leadership through the development and implementation of
teacher and primcipal evaluation systems that take into account student outcomes and effective
practice

¢ Encouragement of customized interventions for students

s Basing achievement gap analysis on the highest-performing subgroup, instead of defaulting to
white student performance
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¢ FEstablishment of a Statewide Student Information System and WISEdash.

The district also supports an accountability system that includes the broad participation of a wide range of
school types. Substantial Title T funding is currently dedicated to support non—-MPS and non-public
schools within the district’s boundaries.

In addition MPS very much supports the DPI’s declaration to “provide meaningful measures to inform
differentiated recognitions, intervention and support.” The emphasis on flexibility and more accurately
targeting resources to areas of specific need is welcomed and simply makes common sense. In the
district’s experience, such flexibility is desperately needed

Currently, the one size fits all approach hampers efforts to target resources and interventions to students
who are in most need of assistance. Instead, schools are compelled to engage in professional development
and other training that does not focus on their specific areas of concern. Such broad brush responses draw
time, effort and resources away from interventions for students who are most in need of assistance and
greatly weaken a school’s ability to make the type of progress called for by the corrective action plans
themselves. It is imperative that if such flexibility is granted that MPS is afforded the opportunity to
capitalize on it.

State and federal law provide for a variety of interventions and allow the State Superintendent to use his
or her discretion in implementing such interventions. We believe that it is in the interest of schools,
school districts, communities and the State Superintendent to retain that discretion in order to work
cooperatively with school districts to ensure that improvement measures that are showing progress in
schools are not aborted due to an arbitrary timeline. Further, the retention of such discretionary authority
is critical given the unprecedented and unknown elements of the intervention.

There appears to be no flexibility in the waiver application language, the State Superintendent “will” take
the unprecedented step of removing the school from the authority of the locally elected school board and
the school district. The concerns here are many and given the dramatic nature of the intervention the State
Superintendent must retain some authority to exercise his or her discretion before handing a school off to
an unknown, untested, potentially unqualified “expert.”

While MPS supports many of the most significant aspects of the waiver application, the district also has
some serious concerns about the process involved in creating it and some of its contents. MPS strongly
feels that a two-week public comment period is inadequate for a full analysis of the waiver request, By
way of this letter, we respectfully request that the United States Department of Education (ED) direct the
Wisconsin DPI to open a new comment period to allow a reasonable amount of time for review of'a
proposal that would shake the educational foundations of K-12 education in this state and that has the
potential to dramatically alter the relationship between the local citizenry, elected school boards and the
schools within their districts.

It is unclear from the application what outreach efforts DPI made to encourage parental and community
comment on the plan. Before the ED takes action on the waiver application, we are requesting that DPI
publicly identify the steps it has taken to involve parents and community members around the state in the
development of the waiver application and to encourage them to participate in the public comment period.
The department also should identify the steps it took to explain the waiver application to parents and
commmnities in terms they understand.

Other concerns the disirict has about the waiver application include, but are not limited to:
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Qverall, the waiver application has multiple areas with placeholders for “plans” to be developed
at a later time, making comment and feedback exceedingly difficult, if not impossible.

It is unclear which subject areas are being targeted for instruction and assessment. The proposal
speaks of English, language arts, mathematics and literacy across the content areas, yet mentions
only English, language arts and mathematics in other sections, and only reading and mathematics
in still other areas.

The waiver application appears to be inconsistent in its approach on Districts Identified for
Improvement given how it speaks to increased flexibility.

Currently, the watver application appears to lack a research base to indicate how the state taking
over individual low-performing schools would improve academic outcomes for students.

The application does not include basic qualification requirements for turnaround or takeover
vendors.

The application does not state what, if any, participating districts will have in selecting the
consultants and vendors who will be tasked with assisting those districts.

The extended learning opportunity provisions (in lieu of Supplemental Educational Services)
likely would be more expensive than the current SES provisions, while funding available for.
district students will be reduced by 25% due to the requirement for equitable participation of
non-public schools, which is not currently a requirement.

The waiver application does not provide an alternative plan if EXPLORE, PLAN, ACT and
WorlkKeys funding again is denied by the Legislature, thereby weakening the accountability plan
for high schools.

The anticipated top priority of the proposed Standards, Instruction and Assessment Center,
“standardization of materials and fidelity of implementation” appears to usurp the power of local
school boards.

If private schools continue to be allowed to use current admission standards and admission
practices, the waiver may have the unintended consequence of encouraging private schools to
reject or "counsel out” some students who seem less likely to achieve DPI's standards.

The waiver request is silent on how many aspects of the plan, including how contractors and
schools removed from their Local Educational Agency (LEA), would be funded, thus presuming
DPI is largely transferring the oversight obligation to unknown experts and compeliing local
school districts and local taxpayers to foot the bill.

The exclusion of value added models — even ones that do not control for demographics ~ reduces
the potential for most accurately measuring growth.

The proposed growth metrics in the school accountability systemn are different from the proposed
metrics in teacher accountability/evaluation system, thereby undermining system coherence.

Last, but not least, aside from the unanswered questions and issues previously noted, MPS feels it
is important for the DPI to address the following questions and issues which are specific to MPS
so as to allow us to sufficiently comment on the waiver proposal.

244



Attachment 2G - MPS Response to ESEA Waiver

We request that DPI address the following matters.

»  Would the "statewide early warning system” with "almost real time” data for schools be
duplicative of our current CAR-required systems?

¢ Ttis unclear when student subgroup progress does and doesn't count. It appears subgroups don't
count in accountability/measures of student attainment or student growth on the test, but do count
in post-secondary attainment.

¢ Clarity is necessary regarding the proposed state role in "direct[ing] reform at the LEA level,
including staffing, programming, financing”. Does this free us up from some contract
restrictions? :

Again, MPS appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DPI’s draft NCLB waiver application. We are
supportive of the state’s effort to find a better way to structure and assess for strengthening the entire K-
12 education system in the state of Wisconsin. There are many promising ideas in the application, and we
believe, through meaningful collaboration, solutions exist to resolve the concerns delineated in this letter.
We look forward to continuing this dialogue with the Department.

Sincerely,

Michael Bonds, Ph.DD,
President, Milwaukee Board of School Directors Superintendent of Schoo!

rego . rmton, Bd.
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February 14, 2012

Superintendent Tony Evers
Dept. of Public Instruction
P.O. Box 7841

Madison, WI 53707-7841

Re: Comments on DPI’s Draft ESEA Waiver request
Dear Superintendent Evers:

As you are probably aware, the Survival Coalition of Disability Organizations is a broad based
coalition of over 40 disability organizations in Wisconsin, which work on disability related
public policy issues to improve the lives of people with disabilities throughout Wisconsin.
Although some of our members did complete DPI’s on-line survey regarding its draft ESEA
waiver, the Survival Coalition believes that the survey did not allow us to provide the
comprehensive response that we feel is necessary to ensure accountability for students with
disabilities. Therefore, we are sending these comments to you in the hope that you will amend
certain aspects of the waiver. We would appreciate the inclusion of our comments, along with
all other stakeholder comments, in your submission of the ESEA waiver request to the U.S.
Dept. of Education.

Overall, we do want to make clear that we support DPI’s desire to obtain a waiver from the
onerous provisions of the ESEA which will go into effect in 2013, and which we do not feel will
help provide a better education to children with disabilities. In addition, there are many aspects
of DPI’s draft waiver which we support. However, there are also many aspects that we either
oppose or believe need to have far greater detail in order for us to consider supporting them. We
have outlined both the aspects of the waiver which we support as well as those that concern the
Survival Coalition below, in the order in which the waiver is drafted.
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Overview of SEA’s Request for the ESEA flexibility

e  We strongly support the emphasis on Universal Design for Learning (UDL) Principles.

®  We support the proposed use of Dynamic Learning Maps as the alternate assessment
based on alternate achievement standards (AA-AAS) and applaud Wisconsin’s
participation in this national consortium. However, we believe that DPI should not
emphasize that these alternative assessments should be used on 1% of all students, as this
perpetuates a myth that there is no need to make individualized determinations for
children with the most significant disabilities who should be involved in this type of
assessment. In addition, in Wisconsin, 1% of students do not take the AA-AAS currently,
in fact the number is lower and 1% should not become a new target. Current U.S.
Department of Education (USDOE) WI data assessment data (2009-2010) shows the
percent of students with disabilities (SWD) on AA-AAS: 8.8% in Reading; 8.9% in
Math. It is also important that Wisconsin refer to this group of students who may take the
AA-AAS consistently throughout the application as “students with the most significant
disabilities.”

Principle 1.B-Transition to College-and Career-Ready Standards

e  We support the fact that one of the guiding principles that “drive the work of DPI”:
“Every Student has the Right to Learn” includes reference to the essential elements of the
Common Core Standards, which “will be the foundation of instruction and assessment for
student with significant cognitive disabilities...”

e While we support the creation of a “Standards, Instruction and Assessment (SIA)
Center,” we are concerned over the failure to identify the timeline during which it will be
created. We also support the fact that the SIA Center will create materials to support
teaching and learning for all students, including SWD. While we approve of the fact that
DPI is interested in partnerships with higher ed. faculty, we are concerned that there is no
detail as to how this partnership (which currently does not exist) will be created. We
understand there is a model for DPI and institutions of higher education partnerships
utilized by DPI’s State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) that has demonstrated
system change initiatives and promising outcomes.

e We support increasing Math and Science High School (HS) credit requirements from 2-3.
However we are concerned about the failure to identify the need to obtain legislative

approval and that this may not happen in waning days of the current legislative session.

e We are pleased that DPI is going to field test use of new cut scores, but we are concerned
that draft waiver has not stated when this will happen or in what manner.
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e  While we support the concept of Reducing Duplication and Unnecessary Burden, there is
no reference to including federally required IDEA (special education) data in this unified
system. It is critical that IDEA data be included in any unified data system.

Principle 1.C—Develop and Administer Annual, Statewide, Aligned, High-Quality
Assessments that Measure Student Growth

e  We strongly support DPI’s participation in the SMARTER Balanced Assessment
Consortium, which supports the concept of “regardless of disability” in referencing
Common Core Standards Assessment.

e  We support DPI's decision to move toward “quick turnaround of results” for
assessments.

e We offer qualified support for “Optional comprehensive and content-cluster measures
that include computer adaptive assessments and performance tasks, administered at
locally determined intervals.” This is because we do not understand why these are
optional and the draft is unclear as to how or when this will be done and whether the
computer adaptations are designed for SWD.

®  Wisconsin’s waiver request should provide detail on how the state will transition students
taking the alternate assessment on alternate academic achievement standards (AA-AAS)
to common core standards. The application should also state that teachers of students who
participate in the AA-AAS are specifically included in all training and rollout of the
common core standards, and in every other facet of Wisconsin’s proposal that applies to
all other students, including teacher evaluation.

* Any accommodations offered on these assessments should be the same as the national
standards. Wisconsin’s’ waiver proposal should include a plan for reviewing and
matching current accommodations policy with new accommodations which will be
implemented with new assessments. This is particularly important because USDOE
reported data shows 58% of Wisconsin SWDs using test accommodations on the general
assessment in reading and 61% using accommodations in math - (2009-2010).

¢ Finally, the waiver application should be clear that the model being used to measure
student growth for any purpose includes students who take the AA-AAS —i.e. students
with the most significant disabilities.

Principle 2.A-Develop and Implement a State-Based System of Differentiated Recognition,
Accountability and Support

e We strongly support an accountability system which will apply to schools, including
charter and voucher schools which receive public funding, as DPI proposes.
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® We support the draft options for priority schools including turnaround expert and targeted
school reform or closing.

e We support the proposal calling for prioritizing improvements at the district level if the
diagnostic review “demonstrates that systemic challenges at the LEA level contributed to
identification as a Priority School.”

e We support charter schools entering into a performance agreement with DPI if identified
as a priority school.

¢ While we support private voucher schools entering into performance agreement if
identified as a priority school or exiting the program, we are concerned that the waiver is
silent about disability participation or assessment in these schools, especially given the
known dearth of SWD who participate in the current voucher program.

e We are very concerned that the draft waiver states that the overall accountability index
system is currently under development and that School and District Report Cards will be
developed over the coming year in consultation with stakeholders. We cannot support
such a vague statement. If USDOE approves this waiver despite its vagueness, then we
insist that parents, advocates and educators of SWDs be invited to be active participants
in developing this accountability index.

e We are very concerned about the draft proposal to waive supplemental education
services, which states that these services can be waived if a “majority” of parents wish to
waive them, and that districts must show evidence of subgroup parent involvement,
including parents of SWD. Our concern is that there is no mechanism identified for how
a majority of parents can be obtained and what the nature of subgroup parent consultation
must be. See also Sec. 2.D. regarding priority schools which has this same concern.

* While we support the draft waiver’s proposal for “individualized instruction and align
with individual student needs identified through balanced assessments, including the
needs of SWDs,” we are concerned that there is no mention of the necessary inter-
relation with a student’s IEP. The same is true regarding the proposal for written parental
consent on student’s “instructional learning plan” where there is no mention of inter-
relation with student’s IEP. See also Sec. 2.D. regarding priority schools which has this
same concern.

e  We support the draft waiver’s call for DPI-contracted turnaround experts in persistently
low performing schools to complete a School Improvement Diagnostic Review (SIDR),
which includes identification of the processes and practices to serve SWDs. However,
we are concerned that there is no mention of analysis of behavior management or
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discipline practices required in this review which is critical to turning a school around.
See also Sec. 2.D. regarding priority schools which has this same concern.

e While we support the identification of LEA level systemic challenges if “a large
proportion of district schools are identified as priority schools,” we are concerned that the
term “large proportion” is not defined in the waiver.

e Regarding Recognizing High Performing Schools, while we support, identification of
increases in math and reading performance and closing achievement gaps, we do not
believe that reading and math should be lumped together, and we are concerned that there
is no reference to behavior and/or discipline practices.

2.B—Set Ambitious but Achievable Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)

e We are very concerned that while individual subgroup performance is reported, the
waiver proposed not to use it for overall accountability calculation. Wisconsin’s proposal
for accountability should not be watered down by reporting subgroups for some
calculations and not others.

e We are concerned that a methodology has not yet been determined to calculate Priority
Area and Overall Scores.

e  We support the draft waiver’s proposal that schools may receive unacceptable-
performance flags if any single subgroup misses the target in math or reading test
participation rate and that the target test participation is 95%.

e  We are very troubled that the draft waiver considers it acceptable to have any dropouts in
elementary school, let alone not flagging those schools which have fewer than 2%
dropouts. We also believe that flagging at 10% in high school is too high and that should
be lowered to 5% if it is indeed the state’s goal to graduate every child. Finally, we
believe it is extremely important that the calculation for dropouts be disaggregated by
subgroup.

e Regarding the 3rd Grade Reading accountability, we believe that falling 2 standard
deviations below the statewide average is insufficiently rigorous as that is the old
methodology for determining if students had a significant learning disability. In addition,
subgroup performance in this area should also be a cause for a flag.

e Regarding the “Stars” heading, we believe there is a typo when it states that stars
awarded for rate of college credits in HS and postsecondary enrollment within 16 months
of “college” (probably should be HS) graduation, and AP participation and performance.
In addition, we believe stars should be awarded for a high post-HS employment rate.
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e  We support adding a district flag if 1 or more schools is persistently failing to meet
expectations.

e  While we strongly support the reduction of the “Cell Size” from 40 to 20 for
accountability purposes, we remain concerned that a large number of small and rural
schools will not be held accountable under this system, particularly for subgroups. We
have requested previously that DPI report the number of Wisconsin schools that would
not be reporting for accountability purposes on SWD with a cell size of 20. In addition,
N size calculation parameters should not apply, and do not need to apply, to dropout and
graduation rate calculations. The purpose of n-size is to get statistically relevant
information but for these measures which have an absolute calculation there is no need
for this caution. Smaller schools that cannot meet an n size of 20 for a subgroup should
not be eliminated from these important calculations and review.

e We support that “DPI intends to request funds for EXPLORE, PLAN, ACT and
WorkKeys,” but we are concerned that the draft waiver does not state from whom or how
much.

e We fail to understand and therefore do not support the fact that students are not tested in
9th, 11th or 12th grades, so high schools won’t be included in the growth gap.

e We are concerned that in discussing “The Graduation Gap” there is no reference to the
vocational diploma (Senate Bill 335) which has broad support in the Wisconsin
Legislature and is pending passage this session.

e Wisconsin is right to give credit to the 6-year graduation rate, but the 4-year rate must be
calculated to have priority. These rates must not be added together and divided to find an
average. We want students to graduate in four years if this is possible.

e  We are concerned that in the “On-Track Indicator,” the only priority measurement is
attendance. Behavior and discipline should also be measured, especially as a component
of attendance.

¢ Finally, it is extremely important that AMOs be set between schools verses between
subgroups. A measure that is focused on comparing subgroups within a school may mean
some students may never reach proficiency.

2.C.—Reward Schools

e We are concerned that in the proposed “ENHANCEMENTS TO WISCONSIN’S
EXISTING RECOGNITION AND REWARDS?” there is no mention of cost for
“additional state resources, including staffing for funding” for Spotlight Schools
Diagnostic Reviews (SPDR).
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2.D.—Priority Schools

See comment under Sec. 2.A. above discussing “Waiving Supplemental Education
Services.”

See comment under Sec. 2.A. above discussing “Alternative Requirements.”
See comment under Sec. 2.A. above discussing ‘“Parent Involvement.”

While we support the “Assurances” statement on p. 3, we are concerned that there is no
mention of the relationship to children’s IEP.

Regarding School Improvement Diagnostic Reviews, we support inclusion of universal
screening and progress monitoring. However, we are concerned that there is no mention
of behavior management and discipline practices

We fully support the paragraphs on pp. 6-7, entitled -Rtl, Extended Learning Time,
Highly Skilled Educators, Highly Skilled Leaders, Positive and Safe Learning
Environments, Family Engagement, and After 3 Years of Implementation.

We are concerned that Tables 2.3 and 2.4-Timeline for Implementation of Priority
School Activities all budget items listed TBD. Without a real budget, this is difficult to
support.

We cannot tell if high schools are included in the priority school program, and if not, this
would concern us.

We are concerned that exit criteria are not clearly articulated in the draft waiver proposal.

2.E.-Focus Schools

We support subgroup proficiency rates in reading and math being used for Focus
Schools. We are not in favor of a definition of a Focus School that includes the biggest
gaps between subgroups within a school as a student then becomes a victim of where
he/she resides. A better measure is to compare subgroups with the lowest achievement.

We support the plan to “Access Core Instruction in Reading and Math.” However, we
are concerned about the draft waiver proposal’s continued failure to focus on behavior.

Given our comments regarding a need to focus on behavior and discipline, we are pleased
to see the discussion of PBIS.
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e  We support the Increased Prescriptive and Directive Requirements section.

e While we support the stated “RATIONALE FOR FOCUS SCHOOL REQUIREMENTS”
which calls for RtI as a means to “appropriately serve all students,” we believe the draft
waiver needs to explain how RtlI helps kids with disabilities. The intent of Rt should
continue to be reducing inappropriate referral to special education.

®* We have a grave concern that the Students with Disabilities section, pp. 10-11, only
focuses on lowering identification rate and fails to mention increasing rates of learning.

® Once again, we are concerned that no exit criteria are listed.

e We are concerned that there is only a focus on schools because there also needs to be a
focus on subgroup achievement.

* We strongly suggest that Wisconsin’s waiver proposal adopt a plan to move toward
standards-based IEPs as a strategy to improve the performance of students with
disabilities who are already determined as IDEA eligible. This is a highly effective way
to ensure that SWDs are being educated in accordance with the statewide common core
standards.

2.G.—Build SEA, LEA and School Capacity to Improve Student Learning

e We are concerned that there is no mention about subgroup specific expertise.

® We are concerned that Table 2.5-Monitoring Activities of School and Student
Performance, describes SEA monitoring “as necessary” for priority schools and “yearly
with more frequent communication as necessary” for focus schools which is too vague to
support.

® We support prioritizing district level improvements if school diagnostic review
demonstrates systemic LEA challenges.

e We are concerned that Principle 4: Reducing Duplication and Unnecessary Burden
moves away from school plans to district-wide plans. Both are necessary.

3.A.-Develop and Adopt Guidelines for Local Teacher and Principal Evaluation and
Support Systems

e  We are concerned that in the Development of the Framework, no parent or special
education groups were involved.
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e We are concerned that in the section on Student Achievement discussing principal
evaluation, there is no discussion of SWD.

e  While we support that within the Evaluation Process an educator will not be allowed to
remain at the developing level “indefinitely”, we are concerned that no time frame is
identified for exiting such educators out of the profession.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with this feedback. Feel free to contact us if you
have any questions or wish to discuss our concerns.

Sincerely,

Survival Coalition Co-Chairs

Beth Swedeen, WI Board for People with Developmental Disabilities; 608-266-1166;
Beth.Swedeen @ wisconsin.gov

Tom Masseau, Disability Rights Wisconsin; 608-267-0214; Tom.Masseau @drwi.org
Maureen Ryan, Wisconsin Coalition of Independent Living Centers, Inc; 608-444-3842;
moryan @charter.net

(Primary Contacts on this issue area:
Jeff Spitzer-Resnick & Lisa Pugh, Disability Rights Wisconsin (608) 267-0214)

CC:  Senator Luther Olsen
Representative Steve Kestell
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE DPI-NR 2012-15
Monday, January 23, 2012
Contact:  Patrick Gasper, DPI Communications Officer, (608) 266-3559

DPI seeks comments on draft NCLB waiver request

MADISON — Wisconsin’s request for waivers from several provisions of federal education law creates the
expectation that every child will graduate ready for college and careers by setting higher standards for students,
educators, and schools.

“Education for today’s world requires increased rigor and higher expectations,” said State Superintendent
Tony Evers. “The federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) has shackled schools by being overly prescriptive and
prohibiting creative reforms that would help more students gain the skills needed for further education and the
workforce. Wisconsin’s request for flexibility from NCLB is driven by the belief that increasing rigor across the
standards, assessment, and accountability system will result in improved instruction and improved student outcomes.”

To receive waivers, state education agencies must demonstrate how they will use flexibility from NCLB
requirements to address four principles: transitioning to college- and career-ready standards and assessments;
developing systems of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; evaluating and supporting teacher and
principal effectiveness; and reducing duplication. The Department of Public Instruction has posted its draft waiver
request online and is asking for public comment through a survey. After the two-week comment period, the agency

will revise the waiver request and submit it to the U.S. Department of Education by Feb. 21.

College and Career-Ready Expectations for All Students

Major provisions of the plan have been in progress through collaborative work throughout Wisconsin and
with other states. Wisconsin, as part of several consortia projects, is developing new assessments to replace the
Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examinations (WKCE), the Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with
Disabilities (WAA-SwD), and the assessment for students who are learning English. The new assessments will be
aligned with the Common Core State Standards. Wisconsin’s approach to standards implementation, which sets it
apart from other states, includes an added focus on literacy in all subjects. Educators in science, social studies,
history, and technical subjects will work as part of the state’s comprehensive literacy efforts to enrich students’

learning in all content areas.

(more)
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Draft NCLB Waiver Request — Page 2

The draft waiver request calls for higher expectations for student achievement by using proficiency levels
based on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) for new cut scores on statewide tests. This will
provide an important transition to the higher expectations of the new assessment system. Results from the NAEP cut
score evaluation will inform new baseline accountability measures and will be used for reporting student
performance and school accountability in 2012-13.

“Increasing our expectations of what students need to know and be able to do, to match the reality of the
21st century, will not be easy,” Evers said. “Students who were proficient on the WKCE may no longer be proficient
on the new assessment system as new, more important skills are measured. Schools that were making AYP under
NCLB may no longer meet the expectations of our next generation accountability system. Also, schools growing
student achievement will be recognized by this new system in ways that never happened with NCLB.”

To ensure that students will meet graduation requirements and be ready for postsecondary studies, the
Department of Public Instruction will recommend the use of the assessments from ACT (EXPLORE, PLAN, ACT,
and WorkKeys) and will again request funding in the 2013-15 biennial budget to support statewide administration.
The agency also will seek an increase in graduation standards to include a minimum of three years of mathematics
and three years of science, engineering, or technology coursework. Currently, graduates must have two credits each

in mathematics and science.

Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and Support

The draft waiver request incorporates work by the School and District Accountability Design Team to help
Wisconsin establish accountability measures that 1) are fair; 2) raise expectations; and 3) provide meaningful
measures to inform differentiated recognition, intervention, and support. Furthermore, the design team felt that any
new system should not narrow options for students. As a result, the state will continue to find ways to place a value
on important electives such as art, music, world languages, and physical education.

Wisconsin’s draft waiver request calls for schools to be held accountable for: student attainment, growth in
student achievement, closing achievement gaps, and on-track to graduation and postsecondary readiness. An index
system that uses multiple measures to classify schools along a continuum of performance and a new school report
card will be developed. The state’s lowest performing schools and those with the largest achievement gaps will be
identified. Interventions in identified schools will be based on a diagnostic review to improve core instruction. The
state’s Response to Intervention Center (Rtl) as well as a Statewide System of Support, which will be developed,
will be entry points for school improvement and district reform.

New procedures for identifying schools and districts will replace the current Adequate Yearly Progress

(AYP) determination and will establish recognition for high performing schools. The department intends to seek

(more)
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Draft NCLB Waiver Request — Page 3

authority to include all publicly funded schools in its accountability and support efforts. Under NCLB, only Schools
Identified for Improvement (SIFI) that receive Title I funding must implement reforms.

“We are changing these systems to support struggling schools and to share what works,” Evers said.
“Taxpayers rightly want to know that their education tax dollars are producing results. Our waiver request will

improve accountability for publicly funded education in Wisconsin.”

Support for Effective Instruction and Leadership

Teachers and principals will be evaluated on their professional practice and student achievement in an
educator evaluation framework that is part of the state’s waiver request. Evaluations will include multiple measures,
with half based on educator practice and half on student outcomes. Evaluations will link to each educator’s
professional development plan. Provisions in the draft waiver request are based on recommendations from the State
Superintendent’s Educator Effectiveness Design Team.

“Centered on student learning, fair, valid, and reliable — these are core principles for our educator
effectiveness framework,” Evers said. “Our performance-based evaluation system will support teachers and

principals in their job of educating students and help our educators improve throughout their careers.”

Reduce Duplication and Unnecessary Burden

The department has been working on a Longitudinal Data System to reduce duplication and burden in
school district reporting. Methods of collecting district data are changing as a result of the transition to a statewide
student information system (SSIS). Additionally, methods of making data available directly to districts as well as to
the public will be more timely through the SSIS and a new reporting system called the Wisconsin Information
System for Education dashboard (WISEdash). WISEdash, a single reporting system for school and district
accountability reporting, will be released initially in a secure format. WISEdash eventually will replace the DPI’s

current data reporting systems.

“Wisconsin’s waiver request brings together a number of initiatives that have been in the works for some
time. We are seeking public input on our draft waiver plan now so we can refine our reform efforts and ensure

Wisconsin’s public education system is responsive to our citizens,” Evers concluded.

Hit#

NOTE: The Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction’s ESEA Flexibility Request is posted online at http://dpi.wi.gov
/esea/index.html. This page includes a link to a summary of the major provisions in the draft request and the public response
survey. The survey will be open from Jan. 23 to Feb. 3. All responses will be kept confidential. This news release is available
electronically at http://dpi.wi.gov/eis/pdf/dpinr2012_15.pdf.
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Accountability Reform Overview

This overview describes the changes to Wisconsin’s accountability system outlined in the Department of
Public Instruction’s (DPI) waiver proposal for ESEA flexibility.

ESEA Flexibility Waiver

The U.S. Department of Education (USED) has offered states the opportunity to apply for flexibility on
certain provisions of the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA, currently known as
NCLB, the No Child Left Behind Act). States’ proposals must demonstrate how they will use this flexibility
to implement the following principles:

= College- and career-ready expectations for all students,

= State-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support,
= Support for effective instruction and leadership, and

= Reduced duplication and unnecessary burden.

DPI posted a draft waiver proposal on January 23 to elicit feedback over a two-week public comment
period, after which DPI refined the proposal for submission to USED on February 22, 2012. Ongoing
work with the US Department of Education has prompted additional clarifications to the waiver
document. Accountability and other changes affecting schools and districts are included in this
overview. Some specific changes or plans included in the final draft that are a direct response to
stakeholder input are below:

= |n addition to raising the mathematics and science credit requirements needed for graduation,
DPI is advocating for 6.5 elective credits as a graduation requirement across the state, so that
art, music, world languages, and technical courses may be a part of every student’s high school
experience. This is critical to Wisconsin teachers and families, and was a key finding of WEAC's
Speak Out for Wisconsin Public Schools.

= |n order that more students are recognized and included in this accountability system, and to
avoid the masking of small subgroup performance, DPI will change the cell size used for
accountability calculations from 40 to 20. This was a priority for the disability advocacy groups in
Wisconsin. Additionally, a combined subgroup will be used when at least two of the binary
subgroups (ELL, SwD, economically disadvantaged) do not meet cell size but when combined do
meet cell size, in recognition of the need to closely monitor the performance of these
traditionally high-needs student groups.

= DPI will continue to incorporate Universal Design for Learning principles into planning and
development of resources for standards implementation, assessments, and instructional
practices.

= DPI will raise cut scores on current assessments to reflect higher expectations for students
during the two-year transition between current and next generation assessment systems. DPI
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will also propose funding to make the ACT suite available across the state, a specific request
from school administrators.

= DPI confirmed support for the plans to waive Supplemental Educational Services (SES) from the
current accountability system.

= |nserving Focus Schools, DPI will significantly increase the capacity of Wisconsin’s Rtl Center to
ensure a high quality, multi-level system of support, including additional interventions/supports
for students with disabilities and English language learners.

College and career ready expectations for all students

Expanding upon “Every Child a Graduate” to ensure Wisconsin graduates are prepared for success in
college and career, DPI is raising expectations and making changes to assessment and graduation
requirements.

Standards & Assessments

=  Full implementation of Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and Common Core Essential
Elements (CCEE): Instruction based on CCSS and CCEE (alternate achievement standards) must
be in place by the 2014-15 school year. Assessment of CCSS and CCEE proficiency will begin in
the 2014-15 school year.

= New Assessment Systems: Proficiency on CCSS will be measured by new assessment systems
being developed by the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (replacing the Wisconsin
Knowledge and Concepts Examination [WKCE]). Proficiency on the CCEE will be measured by the
Dynamic Learning Maps Assessment (replacing the Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students
with Disabilities [WAA-SwD]). Both assessments will be field tested in 2013-14 and required
statewide in 2014-15. Beginning in 2014-15, these state assessments will move from fall to
spring, and the high school assessment will move from grade 10 to grade 11. Both assessments
will be given in grades 3-8 and 11. These online assessment systems will include end-of-year
tests, as well as additional resources to help benchmark student progress throughout the year.

= Raised Expectations: The proficiency levels on the Smarter Balanced assessment will be
benchmarked against national and international standards. As a transition, the WKCE will use
cut scores based on the more rigorous NAEP scale to calculate proficiency in reading and
mathematics.

o 2011-12: Current WKCE cut scores for proficiency remain in place for student-level
reporting. DPI will begin the process to convert WKCE cut scores, working
collaboratively with DPI's Technical Advisory Committee and testing vendor to field test
NAEP-based cut scores on the WKCE. NAEP-based benchmarks will be applied for initial
accountability calculations and provided on new school report cards.

o 2012-13: NAEP-based cut scores applied to all WKCE test results including student-level
individual performance reports and accountability report cards in spring 2013.

o The cut score change does not apply to the Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for
Students with Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WAA-SwD data are still included in accountability
calculations.

= College and Career Readiness: DPI is proposing use of the EXPLORE-PLAN-ACT + WorkKeys
package (the ACT suite) and will request funds in the Wisconsin 2013-15 biennial budget to
support administration of these assessments statewide. The data gathered from these
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assessments enable academic growth to be measured throughout high school. Results also
inform students, parents, and educators about the extent to which students are on-track for
college and career. These assessments are supplemental to the 11" grade Smarter Balanced
assessment, which will be used to measure proficiency on the CCSS beginning in 2014-15.

= English Language Proficiency: DPl and World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment
(WIDA), housed at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, lead a consortium to develop a new
English language proficiency assessment for English Language Learners (ELLs). The project,
Assessment Services Supporting ELLs through Technology Systems (ASSETS), will develop an
online assessment system that measures student progress in attaining the English language skills
needed to be successful in K-12 and postsecondary studies, and work. ASSETS will replace the
ACCESS for ELLs assessment currently used in Title Il accountability in 2015-16.

Graduation Requirements
= Pending state legislation, graduation requirements will increase to include these specified 15

credits:

O
O
O

O
O
O

4 credits of English language arts

3 credits of mathematics (an increase from two credits)

3 credits of science, engineering or technology with two of those years as traditional
science or science equivalency courses (an increase from two credits)

3 credits of social studies

1.5 credits of physical education

0.5 credit of health education

= |n addition, DPI recommends putting into statute an additional 6.5 elective credits for
graduation, as recommended by the State Superintendent last year. DPI also recommends that
innovative dual enrollment programs be increased.

= These recommended requirements would result in a total of 21.5 credits necessary for
graduation, in alignment with national averages and current local practice. This is a floor
requirement as many districts will continue to require more credits, and most graduates will
complete more credits than the new requirement in statute.

= These requirements will be in effect for students in the four-year adjusted cohort expected to
graduate in 2016-17, pending legislation.

State-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support

With the goal of developing a statewide accountability system that increases student achievement and
promotes and supports school improvement across the state, DPIl worked with a statewide school
accountability design team, other stakeholders, and the Technical Advisory Committee to establish
accountability measures that 1) are fair; 2) raise expectations; and 3) provide meaningful measures to
inform differentiated recognitions, intervention, and support.

Comprehensive Statewide Accountability System
=  Wisconsin’s accountability system will include all schools receiving public school funds. This
includes Title | schools, non-Title | schools; district, non-district, and non-instrumentality charter
schools; and private schools participating in the state Parental Choice Programs.
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= Full implementation of this accountability system beyond Title | schools would require state
funding and potential legislative changes.

Accountability Index
= Beginningin 2011-12, a comprehensive accountability index will replace the current ESEA
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) system. The index approach uses multiple measures and
classifies schools along a continuum of performance.
= Schools and districts will be held accountable for outcomes in four priority areas that comprise
sub-scales of the index:

o Student achievement

o Student growth

o Closing achievement gaps

o On-track to graduation and postsecondary readiness

= Index scores will be provided for each of the four sub-scale areas.

= Index scores may be reduced because of Red Flags signifying poor performance in three other
areas. Schools or districts failing to meet minimum expectations in the following areas will
receive deductions to index scores.

o Test Participation (elementary, middle, high school) — Test participation rates falling
below an acceptable level detrimentally affects the comparability of a school’s
assessment results. The expectation is for each school to have a minimum test
performance rate of 95%.

o Dropout rates (middle and high school) — Regardless of school performance, high
dropout rates run counter to the goal of graduating all students prepared for college
and careers through improving academic performance and retention. The expectation
is for each school to have a maximum dropout rate of 6%.

o Absenteeism (elementary, middle, high school) — Absenteeism is highly correlated with
low performance; if students are not in school they do not have access to important
content and instruction. This indicator compares the attendance of a school’s students
against a standard set by DPI that reflects the relationship between poor attendance
and poor student performance. The expectation is for each school to have a maximum
absenteeism rate of 13%.

=  Qverall accountability scores will be a combination of priority area scores, adjusted for Red Flag
deductions, on an index of 0-100.

State Accountability Ratings
= Accountability index scores (0-100) will place schools and districts into one of five categories
along the performance continuum:

o Significantly Exceeds Expectations
o Exceeds Expectations
o Meets Expectations
o Meets Few Expectations
o Fails to Meet Expectations

= These ratings will be reported annually in the School Report Card, and will drive supports.
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Federal Accountability Ratings

In addition to the state accountability ratings, the waiver includes a requirement to identify two
types of Title | schools. Title | is a federal funding stream for low income students. In 2011-12,
the state will identify Priority Schools and Focus Schools for four year cohorts.
o Priority Schools: 5% of all Title | schools with the lowest reading and mathematics
performance in the state
o Focus Schools: 10% of all Title | schools with the largest average subgroup gaps in
reading, mathematics, or graduation rate; or with the lowest average subgroup
performance in the state.
These Title | schools will be required to implement interventions that address the reason for
identification and have four years to demonstrate sustained improvements to student
achievement.

Wisconsin Accountability System

Ratings and Levels of Support
Additional Federal cohort identifications

Level of Support Annual Accountability Rating Title I schoolsonly
Rewards and Significantly Exceeds Expectations ‘
Replication Exceeds Expectations =TT e

4year cohort

Triggers state interventions; currently funding to support

Local Improvement | Meets Expectations Title | schaols only

Efforts

Prioriy = 5% of T1tle 1 Schools
4year cohort

State Meets Few Expectations =0 Zz|f====——————ee=-=-

A - 3
Interventions’ Fails to Meet Expectations Triggers state interventions, currently funding to support
——————————————— Title | schoolsonly

*The placement of state interventions as z level of support reflects the long-term vision for a statewide accountability system that
supports all schools. Currently, federal Title | funding Is available only to support Focus, Priority, and Title | Reward schools.

Note: Labels, in combination with comprehensive report cards, are intended to provide schools with information that will guide
localimprovement efforts and inform state intervention planning.

Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)

AMOs are required by USED as part of Wisconsin’s waiver request. AMOs are annual goals for all
students and subgroups in reading, mathematics, and graduation.

New AMOs will be used beginning in 2011-12, with 2010-11 serving as the baseline year during
which the AMOs were established. The AMOs are annual increases for all students and each
subgroup for the next six years.

AMOs were established using 2010-11 proficiency rates (reflecting NAEP-based cut scores) of
the schools at the 90th percentile. All students and each subgroup will be expected to make
annual improvement toward reaching that level of performance in six years, with a minimum 1%
improvement each year.

The AMOs expect higher levels of growth for students performing at lower levels of
achievement, consistent with Wisconsin’s goal of reducing the achievement gap between
student groups.

School performance on the AMOs will be included in the report card but are not factored into a
school’s accountability index score or accountability rating.

Exit criteria for Priority and Focus schools will be tied to AMOs.
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Subgroup Accountability

= Acell size of 20 students will be used for all accountability calculations, a change from 40
students. Reducing the cell size to 20 allows schools, districts, and the state to identify
subgroups that may be struggling but would not be reported under larger cell size rules.

= A high-need supergroup that includes at least 20 students from the economically disadvantaged,
English language learners, and students with disabilities subgroups will be applied only in cases
in which at least two of these subgroups do not alone have the minimum group size of 20, but
when combined, do meet cell size. This recognizes the importance of closely monitoring the
needs of these groups and allows more schools to be included in accountability calculations.

= The accountability index is designed to emphasize the performance of every subgroup. The four
sub-scale areas and index will prevent small subgroup performances from being masked.

= Report cards will include subgroup performance to increase transparency.

Assessment in Accountability Reporting

Year Assessment Role in accountability reporting

2011-12 WKCE Current WKCE performance levels used for press release &
individual student performance reports; NAEP-based
performance levels used for initial school accountability
report cards.

2012-13 WKCE NAEP-based performance benchmarks used for WKCE
student performance reports and school & district
accountability report cards.

2013-14 WKCE Continue using NAEP-based performance benchmarks for
accountability report cards.

Smarter Balanced and Field test Smarter Balanced and Dynamic Learning Maps
Dynamic Learning Maps assessments and define performance benchmarks to be used
across all participating states.
2014-15 Smarter Balanced and Fully implement Smarter Balanced and Dynamic Learning
Dynamic Learning Maps Maps assessments with consortia-defined performance
benchmarks. Results used for accountability report cards.

District Accountability
=  Currently, district accountability is based on the aggregate of all district students within three
separate levels: elementary, middle, and high school. This will continue, with an accountability
index score calculated for each of the levels.

State of Wisconsin | ESEA Flexibility Waiver Overview
Updated June 22, 2012

263



Attachment 3A - Accountability Reform Overview

= The district AMO is to have at least one of the three aggregate levels—elementary, middle or
high school—in the Meets Expectations category or higher—and to have no individual school in
the Fails to Meet Expectations category.
o The district will miss the AMO if its aggregate scores for all three levels fall below the
Meets Expectations category, or if it has any individual school in the Fails to Meet
Expectations category.
=  For districts missing the AMO, the state superintendent may require that a district-level
diagnostic review be completed to evaluate critical systems and structures within the central
office, including but not limited to human resources, curriculum and instruction, finance, and
leadership.
= District-level report cards will be provided following the 2012-13 school year.

Support and Intervention
=  Qverall Approach
o DPI will identify both high and low performing schools, but will focus interventions and
supports on the lowest performing schools in the state.
o Support and interventions will match the severity and duration of identified problems.

Districts will remain the entry point for school improvement and district reform.

o DPI will establish one statewide system of support for all publicly-funded schools, pending
state funding. This replaces the current system, which only is funded by federal Title | dollars
and, therefore, only requires interventions of the lowest-performing Title | schools.

o Resources will be electronically available to all schools in the state that wish to conduct a
self-assessment to establish a plan for continuous improvement.

o Supports will include online resources, and technical assistance from the Wisconsin
Response to Intervention (Rtl) Center, CESAs, and DPI staff.

o

= Priority Schools
o For 2012-13, the lowest performing Title | schools, as determined by achievement scores

within the accountability index, comprising at least 5% of all Title | schools in the state will
be identified as Priority Schools.

o Beginning in fall 2012, Title | schools will no longer have to implement NCLB mandated
Supplemental Education Services (SES) or provide students the opportunity to transfer to a
higher-performing district school using Title | funds for transportation.

o Instead, Title | Priority Schools will have the following options:

e Contract with a state-approved turnaround partner to conduct a comprehensive,
on-site diagnostic review of instructional policies, structures, and practices to
identify potential barriers to student outcomes. Informed by the findings of the
review, the school must develop a reform plan, which emphasizes improvements in
the core instruction of reading and mathematics, in collaboration with their
turnaround partner. The plans must be submitted to and approved by DPI. Schools
must continue to work with the turnaround partner to implement reform plans.
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o Reform plans must include specific onsite interventions, such as extended
learning time, targeted reading and mathematics supports, professional
development and implementation assistance.

o DPI will conduct site visits, as well as reviews of data, implementation of
reform plans, and budgets, as part of ongoing monitoring of reform
implementation.

e Closure.
o The state superintendent may intervene and direct specific actions for schools failing to
show demonstrable improvement after four years.

=  Focus Schools

o For2012-13, Title | schools that show large gaps in reading scores, mathematics scores, or
graduation rates between subgroups or low performance by high need subgroups, as
determined by index calculations, will be identified as Focus Schools. Focus Schools will
comprise at least 10% of all Title | schools in the state.

o Title | Focus Schools must participate in an online state-directed self assessment of the
current core reading and math curriculum including interventions for struggling students.
The school must develop an improvement plan based on the self assessment, and
implement Response to Intervention (Rtl). Specific interventions in the plan must address
identified problem areas. The plan must be approved by DPI.

o Supports will include online resources and technical assistance from the Wisconsin
Response to Intervention (Rtl) Center, Cooperative Education Service Agencies (CESAs),
and DPI staff.

o DPI will conduct electronic reviews of each school’s progress throughout the year.

o The state superintendent may intervene and direct specific actions for schools failing to
show demonstrable improvement after four years.

School Recognition and Rewards
= The top performing schools will receive public recognition.
= The state will reward high performing and high progress schools in order to highlight student
achievement and student growth.
= The state will identify a small sample of high performing schools to serve as models of best
practices which can be shared and replicated statewide, particularly with those schools not
meeting expectations.
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Support for effective instruction and leadership

The primary purpose of the Wisconsin Framework for Educator Effectiveness is to develop a system of
continuous improvement of educator practice—from pre-service through service— that leads to
improved student learning. The system established by the Educator Effectiveness Design Team was
designed to evaluate teachers and principals through a fair, valid, and reliable process using multiple
measures across two main areas: educator practice and student outcomes.

= All public school teachers and principals will be included in the evaluation system.

=  Both principal and teacher evaluations will include multiple measures of educator practice and
student outcomes. Educator practice will count for half of the evaluation; student outcomes will
count for half of the evaluation.

=  The evaluation system will include formative and summative elements, and will link directly to
the educator’s professional growth plan.

= The system will be fully implemented in the state by the 2014-15 school year.

= |ndividual educator ratings are confidential and will not be publicly reported.

Reduced duplication and unnecessary burden

DPl is aligning a number of efforts to reduce duplication and unnecessary burden on districts. District
data collection will be streamlined as a result of the transition to a statewide student information system
(SS1S). Methods of making data available directly to districts, as well as to the public, will be localized and
made more timely through the SSIS and a new reporting system called the Wisconsin Information System
for Education dashboard (WISEdash).

= Single Statewide Student Information System: There is a five-year implementation timeline for
districts to transition to a single student information system, which will reduce duplication of
reporting efforts, increase timeliness of data access, and allow districts more time to focus on
using data to inform important educational decisions.

= Single Reporting System: WISEdash, a single reporting system for school/district accountability
reporting, will include a plethora of pre-defined and user-defined reports including student
growth percentiles, enroliment, course-taking, postsecondary enrollment, literacy, and more.
WISEdash will be released initially in secure format only (i.e., for authorized district personnel to
use via a login); eventually WISEdash will also house public reports and replace DPI’s current
public data reporting systems.

= Consolidated Reporting Requirements: School- and district-required performance reports will
eventually be replaced by new school and district report cards, allowing these reporting
requirements to be met without the need for districts to create separate reports.
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Stakeholder Involvement

* Involvement during Development: Changes to Wisconsin’s accountability system described in
this document are the result of much deliberation and collaboration with stakeholders. The
work of the School & District Accountability Design Team, as well as input from various
educational stakeholders, informed the design of this new accountability system. DPI will
continue to engage stakeholders throughout the state as this system develops.

=  Public Survey: The DPI survey that accompanied the waiver draft request during the two-week
public comment period resulted in input and guidance from over 700 respondents including
educators, parents and other key education stakeholders. Survey results were utilized to clarify
and modify the waiver request.

=  Ongoing communication: The DPI will continue to develop support materials, presentations,
and webinars to ensure key education stakeholders stay informed as the accountability system
continues to evolve. These resources will be available on the Accountability Reform webpage:
http://dpi.wi.gov/oea/acct/accountability.html.

State of Wisconsin | Stakeholder Involvement Overview Lo}
Updated June 22, 2012

267


http://dpi.wi.gov/oea/acct/accountability.html

Attachment 3B - Draft of Wisconsin's Proposed Cover Letter

WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC §
INSTRUCT ION Tony Evers, PhD, State Superintendent

January 23, 2012

Dear Colleague:

I am writing today to share with you a draft of Wisconsin’s proposed waiver from certain elements of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), also known as No Child Left Behind (NCLB). With
this posting, the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) opens the public comment period. Attached to
this letter you will find:

e A summary of the key elements in the proposal (http://dpi.wi.gov/esea/pdf/summary.pdf);

e The initial full draft waiver proposal (http://dpi.wi.gov/esea/pdf/waiver.pdf);

e A survey through which you can submit your comments by February 3, 2012.
(https://forms.dpi.wi.gov/se.ashx?s=56301B2DSBE3EF8D)

For the past decade, NCLB has forced one-size-fits-all mandates and labels on our schools and districts.
Through this waiver process, the USED has offered states the opportunity to apply for flexibility on
certain provisions of ESEA. Specifically, all state proposals must demonstrate how they will use this
flexibility to implement the following principles:

College- and career-ready expectations for all students;
State-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support;
Supporting effective instruction and leadership;

Reducing duplication and unnecessary burden.

DPI’s proposal is, in part, based on the work of the statewide School and District Accountability Design
Team that met over the last several months to design a fair and accurate accountability system that
measures growth and attainment for all students. In addition, the proposal reflects the robust education
investment agenda we’ve advanced together over the past two-and-a-half years, focused on improving
student achievement and graduating students prepared for future success.

The DPI intends to submit its waiver application to the United States Department of Education (USED)
by February 21, 2012. Through this comment period, we hope to further engage the citizens of Wisconsin
in this discussion so critical to the future of education. We encourage you to share this draft of
Wisconsin’s proposed waiver and the associated survey with others. Most importantly, we want broad
input to ensure that our proposal best meets the needs of Wisconsin’s children.

After we receive feedback from you and other educators, parents, and citizens from across the state, we
will be revising and refining this draft proposal. Please remember to provide your comments through the
survey no later than February 3.

Sincerely,

Michael J. Thompson, PhD
Deputy State Superintendent

MJT:sjb

Attachments

PO Box 7841, Madison, WI 53707-7841 = 125 South Webster Street, Madison, Wl 53703
(608) 266-3390 = (800) 441-4563 toll free = (608) 267-1052 fax = (608) 267-2427 tdd = dpi.wi.gov
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WAIVER SURVEY

About the federal flexibility

The U.S. Department of Education has offered states the opportunity to apply for flexibility on certain
provisions of the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA, currently known as NCLB, the
No Child Left Behind Act). States’ proposals must demonstrate how they will use this flexibility to
implement the following principles:

e College- and career-ready expectations for all students

e State-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support
e Supporting effective instruction and leadership

e Reducing duplication and unnecessary burden

About the survey

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) is conducting this survey to gather public feedback and
guidance on Wisconsin’s flexibility request. This survey will be open from January 23—February 3, 2012.
DPI is seeking feedback on our draft proposal in terms of overall direction, but specifically we want to
ensure there is enough detail and clarity in each of the four principles. Please be as specific as possible in
your feedback. We will take your input under advisement as we refine the proposal to be submitted for
federal review by February 21, 2012. All responses will be kept confidential and reported in the
aggregate (e.g. 78% of respondents agreed...).

If you have questions about this survey, please email ESEAwaiver@dpi.wi.gov.

1. What best describes your role?
a) Teacher (General Education)
b) Teacher (Special Education)
c) Teacher (ELL)
d) Principal
e) Title | Director/ESEA Coordinator
f) Title lll Director/ELL Coordinator
g) Other district-based federal program director
h) Other school- or district-based personnel
i) Superintendent

j)  DPI staff

k) Institution of Higher Education (IHE) staff
I) Parent

m) Student

n) Community members (business, technology, nonprofit leader)
o) Staff of professional or membership organization

p) Staff of research organization

g) Staff of philanthropic organization

r) Other education stakeholder
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2. How familiar are you with the current requirements of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA) / No Child Left Behind (NCLB)?

Very familiar

0 Familiar

0 Somewhat familiar

0 Not at all familiar

o

3. Should Wisconsin request a waiver of any ESEA/NCLB requirements?
0 Yes
o0 No
O I'mnotsure/don’t know

The following questions are in regard to the narrative of Principle 1:

4. The narrative clearly explains how Wisconsin will implement College and Career Readiness
standards and assessments for all students.
0 Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
I’'m not sure / don’t know

O o0ooo

5. The narrative clearly describes a focused plan toward improving college and career readiness for

all students.
a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Strongly disagree
e. I'mnotsure /don’t know

6. The actions described clearly show how the college and career readiness standards and
assessments will help improve outcomes for English Language Learners (ELLs).
0 Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
I’'m not sure / don’t know

O o0oo0ooOo

7. What strategies/supports/resources could be provided to better address the needs of ELLs in
the area of college/career standards and assessments?
[OPEN RESPONSE]
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8. The actions described clearly show how the college and career readiness standards and
assessments will help improve outcomes for Students with Disabilities (SWD).
0 Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
I’'m not sure / don’t know

O O O O

9. What strategies/supports/resources could be provided to better address the needs of SWDs in
the area of college/career standards and assessments?
[OPEN RESPONSE]

10. How will transitioning to college and career readiness standards and assessments impact the
preparation of Wisconsin’s high school graduates for postsecondary education, workforce
training, or immediate employment?

0 It will improve the preparation of all graduates

It will improve the preparation of some but not all graduates

It will have no impact on the preparation of graduates

It will weaken the preparation of graduates

I’'m not sure / don’t know

O O OO

11. Principle 4 of the ESEA flexibility pertains to reducing duplication and burden on districts, in
order to provide an environment in which schools and districts have the flexibility to focus on
what’s best for students.

Please identify specific Wisconsin Statutes, Administrative Rules, or DPI requirements that
could be modified or eliminated to reduce duplication and unnecessary burden in the area of
college and career ready standards and assessments. Ideas on how to reduce burdensome
requirements and a rationale for the modification of state law and/or rule are welcome.

[OPEN RESPONSE]

The following questions are in regard to the narrative of Principle 2:

12. The narrative clearly explains how Wisconsin will develop a statewide system of support based
on differentiated accountability.
a. Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
I’'m not sure / don’t know

®ooo

13. The four priority areas (achievement, growth, closing gaps, and on-track/postsecondary
readiness) will result in the proper identification of schools along a performance continuum.
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Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

I’'m not sure / don’t know

14. The multiple measures included in the accountability index are meaningful indicators of college
and career readiness.

a.

© oo o

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

I’'m not sure / don’t know

15. Reporting an annual accountability score, based on the index described in Principle 2, will
provide valuable information about school performance.

a.

®ooo

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

I’'m not sure / don’t know

16. The accountability determinations [Significantly Exceeding Expectation, Exceeding Expectations,
Meeting Expectations, Not Meeting Expectations, Significantly Below Expectations, Persistently
Failing to Meet Expectations] are clear and appropriate ratings for a differentiated
accountability system.

a.

Poogo

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

I’'m not sure / don’t know

17. Do you have suggestions for different labels?
[OPEN RESPONSE]

18. The supports and interventions described clearly show how a statewide system of support
based on differentiated accountability will help improve outcomes for English Language
Learners (ELLs).

a.

P aogo

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

I’m not sure / don’t know
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19. What strategies/resources could better address the needs of ELLs in the area of supports and
interventions?
[OPEN RESPONSE]

20. The supports and interventions described clearly show how a statewide system of support
based on differentiated accountability will help improve outcomes for Students with Disabilities

(SWD).
d.

© oo o

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

I’m not sure / don’t know

21. What strategies/resources could better address the needs of SWD in the area of supports and
interventions?
[OPEN RESPONSE]

In seeking a waiver of ESEA/NCLB requirements, Wisconsin must propose alternative approaches that
are designed to increase the quality of instruction and improve academic achievement for all students,
particularly in low performing schools and in schools with large achievement gaps.
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22. What are some powerful incentives that can have the greatest impact on a school’s
performance? Please share 2 or 3 incentives.
[OPEN RESPONSE]

23. What supports have the greatest impact in improving student learning in a short period of time?
Please share 2 or 3 of the most critical/high leverage supports.
[OPEN RESPONSE]

24. On a scale of 1 to 10 please rank the following interventions as to which you believe have the
greatest impact on a school that is not performing well, with 1 being the most effective
intervention.

=  Replacing administration at the school and/or district level

=  Providing administrators more autonomy and decision-making authority

=  Replacing least effective teachers

=  Mandated professional development for teachers and administrators in those
content areas that match the needs of the students

=  Redesigning the school schedule (day, week or year) to include additional learning
time for students

= _ Redesigning the school schedule (day, week or year) to include additional time for
teacher collaboration

=  Using data to inform instruction and continuous improvement

=  Establishing a school environment that is safe and conducive to students’ social,
emotional and health needs

= _ Implement a system that ensures all students receive support while those at
greatest risk receive the most intensive and customized interventions

= _ Provide ongoing opportunities for family and community involvement

Other suggestions

25. Currently NCLB requires schools identified for improvement to provide Supplemental Education
Services (SES). Do you agree or disagree with the proposed modifications to SES as outlined in

Principle 2?
a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Disagree
d. Strongly disagree
e. I'mnot sure/don’t know

26. Principle 4 of the ESEA flexibility pertains to reducing duplication and burden on districts, in
order to provide an environment in which schools and districts have the flexibility to focus on
what’s best for students.

Please identify specific Wisconsin Statutes, Administrative Rules, or DPI requirements that
could be modified or eliminated to reduce duplication and unnecessary burden in the
statewide system of support. Ideas on how to reduce burdensome requirements and a

rationale for the modification of state law and/or rule are welcome.

[OPEN RESPONSE]
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27. Wisconsin is advancing a number of reform initiatives aimed at college and career readiness for
all students by increasing rigor and personalizing/differentiating learning. What are some ways
we can increase rigor and personalize learning? Please share 2 or 3 suggestions.

[OPEN RESPONSE]

The following questions are in regard to the narrative of Principle 3:

28. The narrative clearly explains how Wisconsin will implement the Educator Effectiveness (EE)
system for teachers and principals.
O Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
I’'m not sure / don’t know

O O OO

29. The narrative clearly describes a focused plan toward improving educator practice.
a. Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

I’m not sure/don’t know

®oo o
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30. The actions described clearly show how the EE system will help improve outcomes for English
Language Learners (ELLs).
0 Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
I’'m not sure / don’t know

O O O O

31. What strategies/supports/resources could be included in the EE system to better address the
needs of ELLs?
[OPEN RESPONSE]

32. The actions described clearly show how the EE system will help improve outcomes for Students
with Disabilities (SWD).

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly disagree

I’'m not sure / don’t know

O O O0OO0OOo

2. What strategies/supports/resources could be included in the EE system to better address the
needs of SWDs?
[OPEN RESPONSE]

33. Principle 4 of the ESEA flexibility pertains to reducing duplication and burden on districts, in

order to provide an environment in which schools and districts have the flexibility to focus on
what’s best for students.

Please identify specific Wisconsin Statutes, Administrative Rules, or DPI requirements that
could be modified or eliminated to reduce duplication and unnecessary burden in the
educator effectiveness system. Ideas on how to reduce burdensome requirements and a
rationale for the modification of state law and/or rule are welcome.

[OPEN RESPONSE]

34. What other comments or suggestions do you have?
[OPEN RESPONSE]

Thank you for taking the time to share your input!
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ConnectED

1. NCLB Waiver Drafted — DPI Seeking Comments

The Department of Public Instruction has posted its draft waiver request for flexibility related to

several provisions of the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act (also known as No Child Left

Behind, NCLB). The agency invites public comment through a survey, until February 6. After this two-
week comment period, the agency will revise the waiver request and submit it to the U.S. Department
of Education (USDE) by February 21.

“Wisconsin’s waiver request brings together a number of initiatives that have been in the works for
some time. We are seeking public input on our draft waiver plan now so we can refine our reform
efforts and ensure Wisconsin’s public education system is responsive to our citizens,” said State
Superintendent Tony Evers.

The waiver request addresses, as required by the USDE, how Wisconsin would use flexibility from
NCLB to address four principles:

e Transitioning to College and Career-Ready Standards and Assessments for All Students
e Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and Support
e Support for Effective Instruction and Leadership

e Reduce Duplication and Unnecessary Burden

A DPI news release summarizes the proposals in each area.

The draft request, news release, public notice, and survey are available from the DPI newsroom.

277


http://dpi.wi.gov/esea/pdf/waiver.pdf�
http://dpi.wi.gov/esea/index.html�
https://forms.dpi.wi.gov/se.ashx?s=56301B2D5BE3EF8D�
http://dpi.wi.gov/eis/pdf/dpinr2012_15.pdf�
http://dpi.wi.gov/eis/pdf/dpinr2012_15.pdf�
http://dpi.wi.gov/eis/newsroom.html#waiver�
BLASDSJ
Typewritten Text

BLASDSJ
Typewritten Text


Attachment 3E - Senate Informational Hearing Notice

Senate
INFORMATIONAL HEARING
Committee on Education

The committee will hold an informational hearing on the following items at the time specified below:

Thursday, February 2, 2012
10:00 AM
412 East

This will be a joint hearing with the Assembly Education Committee.

Wisconsin ESEA Waiver Proposal

1/19/2012: The meeting time was changed from 1/25/2012 9:30 AM to 2/2/2012 10:00 AM. The top notes
were changed. The bottom notes were removed.
1/25/2012: The top notes were changed.

Senator Luther Olsen
Chair
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Attachment 3F - Assembly Informational Hearing Notice

Assembly
INFORMATIONAL HEARING
Committee on Education

The committee will hold an informational hearing on the following items at the time specified below:

Thursday, February 2, 2012
10:00 AM
412 East

This will be a joint hearing with the Senate Education Committee.

Wisconsin ESEA Waiver Proposal

1/19/2012: The meeting time was changed from 1/25/2012 9:30 AM to 2/2/2012 10:00 AM. The top notes
were changed. The bottom notes were removed.
1/25/2012: The top notes were changed.

Representative Steve Kestell
Chair
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ESEA Waiver Request
Stakeholder Engagement

Media Outreach
Press Release 1/23/12
Tony’s editorial 1/25/12
ConnectEd 1/25/12
Press Release 2/22/12
Press Release 6/29/12

DPI homepage 1/23/12 http://dpi.wi.gov/ (See link to Accountability Reform)

DPI’s ESEA webpage http://www.dpi.wi.gov/esea/

Informed draft waiver posted for comment (e-mailed directly)
(cover letter, summary, draft waiver request, and survey):

ESEA listserv (sent 1/23/12), which includes:

ESEA Coordinators

District Administrators

CESA Administrators

2R Charter Schools and Authorizers

Miscellaneous school individuals requesting to receive ESEA info

Education-Related Organizations:

WI-AFT
AWSA
WASB
WASDA
WEAC
WASCD
WCASS
WASBO

Institutions of Higher Education:

UW-Madison School of Education

WTCS

WAICU

UWSA

WI Council of Religious and Independent Schools
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School and District Accountability Design Team (sent 1/24/12)
Title I1I / Bilingual-Bicultural (sent 1/24/12)

State Superintendent’s Parent Advisory Committee

Directors of Special Education and Special Ed Council (Special Ed listserv and a meeting

with WCASS Executive Board week of 1/30/12)
Regional Service Network Directors for Special Ed (CESAs)
Title I COP

DPI Cabinet

Meetings
Senator Luther Olsen
Representative Steve Kestell
3 other legislators’ staff
Staff of the Governor
School Administrators Alliance
Milwaukee Public Schools
Disability Rights Wisconsin
Board for People with Developmental Disabilities
QEC
Wisconsin Education Association Council
WI-AFT
Wisconsin Association of School Boards
Collaborative Council

Wisconsin RTI Center

Webinars

Title I Committee of Practitioners
CESA Title I Network

Conference Calls
CESA 12 Professional Advisory Council (all district administrators)

Evidence of other support/consultation
WEAC press release 1/23/12
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Waiver Update Meetings with Stakeholders

5/30/12:

Sarah Archibald
Michael Brickman
Kim Liedl

Chris Kulow

6/5/12:

John Ashley
Mary Bell
John Forester

6/12/12:

Accountability train-the-trainer session
CESA staff

Staff from five largest districts invited
DPI staff

6/14/12:

John Ashley
Mary Bell

John Forester
Bryan Kennedy
Jim Lynch

Joe Quick

Dan Rossmiller
Miles Turner

Sarah Archibald
Michael Brickman
Kim Liedl
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Attachment 4 - Common Core State Standards Adopted

WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC §
News Release INSTRUCTION

Education Information Services w 125 South Webster Street = P.O. Box 7841 = Madison, Wl 53707-7841 = (608) 266-3559

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE DPI-NR 2010-75 B
Wednesday, June 2, 2010
Contact:  Patrick Gasper, DPI Communications Officer, (608) 266-3559

Wisconsin adopts Common Core State Standards

MADISON — State Superintendent Tony Evers formally adopted the newly released Common Core State Standards
for English language arts and mathematics today for Wisconsin.

“Wisconsin is ready to make the Common Core State Standards its academic standards for curriculum,
instruction, and assessment,” Evers said. “These standards are aligned with college and career expectations, will
ensure academic consistency throughout the state and across other states that adopt them, and have been
benchmarked against international standards from high-performing countries.”

Evers exercised his authority under Article X of the Wisconsin Constitution to adopt the standards.
Adoption by the state superintendent is referenced in the state’s Race to the Top application which was sent to the
U.S. Department of Education on Tuesday.

The standards for English language arts and mathematics, which became public today (June 2), define the
knowledge and skills students should have during their elementary and secondary school education so they are
prepared to compete and succeed in the global economy. Wisconsin is a partner state in the Common Core State
Standards Initiative and has had on-going involvement in shaping the standards as they were developed, reviewing
them, and providing feedback to the project writers.

The process to implement the Common Core State Standards so they improve student achievement requires
understanding the content of the standards, developing curriculum that reflects the standards, and then providing
resources for teachers to develop lesson plans to teach those standards. The Department of Public Instruction will
partner with school districts, universities, and education organizations to provide curriculum models and on-line
resources to transition to the Common Core State Standards. Additionally, Wisconsin will work with the
SMARTER/Balanced Assessment Consortium to develop high-quality, common assessments that are connected to
classroom instruction.

“These English language arts and mathematics standards will serve as a solid foundation to ensure every

child is a graduate ready for the workforce or postsecondary studies,” Evers said. “Higher student achievement is

(more)
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Wisconsin Adopts Common Core State Standards — Page 2

driven by rigorous standards, high-quality curriculum, and assessments that provide meaningful feedback to
improve instruction.”

Wisconsin was an early state in recognizing the need for standards that prepared students for workforce and
college expectations. In spring of 2007, business leaders shared their expectations for students who would be
graduating in five to 10 years. The state then worked with Achieve’s American Diploma Project and with the
Partnership for 21st Century Skills to revise its standards for English language arts and mathematics. Once the
Common Core State Standards Initiative was announced, Wisconsin expanded its focus to work with participating
states and territories, the National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, and the Council of Chief State

School Officers to develop the Common Core State Standards.

Hit#

NOTE: This news release is available electronically at http://dpi.wi.gov/eis/pdf/dpinr2010_75.pdf. Additional information
about the Common Core State Standards Initiative is available at http://www.corestandards.org.
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Attachment 5 - Letter Certifying Wisconsin Meets State Standards

WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC (&

INSTRUCTION _ fony Evers, PhD, Stafe Superihfendent

1 June 2010

Carol Whang

c/o WestEd

730 Harrison Street

San Francisco CA. 94107

Dear Ms. Whang:

Enclosed please find a signed original of the State of Wisconsin’s Memorandum of
Understanding for the SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium Race to the Top Fund
Assessment Program: Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant Application (CFDA Number:

85.395B). ‘

Also enclosed are original Letters of Intent for Institufes of Higher Education from the
University of Wisconsin System and the Wisconsin Technical College System which together
served 56,000 Direct Matriculation Students in 2008-2009, In addition we have included a letter
of support from the Wisconsin Association of Independent Colleges and Universities which-
represents 20 independent colleges and universities in Wisconsin.

Please contact me with any questions,

Yours, .

Lynette Russell, Ph. D.

Director

Office of Educational Accountability
(608) 267-1072

PO Boxr 7841, Madison, W1 53707-7841 = 125 South Webster Street, Madison, W1 53703
{608) 266-3390 = (800) 441-4563 toll free = {608) 267-1052 fax = {608) 2567-2427 tdd = dpi.wi.gov
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UNIVERSITY QF ] Office of the President
WISCONSIN SYSTEM | 1720 van Hise Halt

= &7 | 1220 Linden Drive

Madison, Wisconsin 53706-1558
(608} 262-2321

(608} 262-3985 Fax

email: kreilly@uwsa.edu
website! http:/fwww.wisconsin.edu

June 1, 2010

To: Tony Evers, State Superintendent of Public Instruction -
SMARTER Balanced Assegsmient Consortium

From: Kevin P. Reilly, President

Subject: Race to the Top Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant Application |

. I am pleased to inform you that the University of Wisconsin System will participate
in the SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium. Attached is the signed Letter of Intent
for Institutes of Higher Education. The University of Wisconsin System looks forward to
working with K-12 and higher education partners from the participating states in developing
assessments that measure student achievement against standards designed to ensure that all
students gain the knowledge and skills needed to succeed in college and the workplace. This
is certainly a goal that will benefit institutes of higher education and secondary education, but
even more importantly, our students,

Our overall goal is to prepare high school students for college level coursework, and
reduce the need for remediation. It is our hope that the summative assessments will
encourage curriculurn development that will better prepare students to be successful in
college and the workplace. It is important to note that while the University of Wisconsin
System is committed to the development of a new high school summative assessment tool, it
is critical that this assessment tool be used along with placement tests and other measures to
place students in courses where they can be successfil. The University of Wisconsin System
looks forward to being at the table in the development of assessments that allow us to achieve
these goals.

[ want to compliment both the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction and the
SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium for your leadership in this Grant Application.
The University of Wisconsin System looks forward to being an active partner in this
important endeavor, '

Universities: Madison, Milwaukes, Eau Claire, Green Bay, La Crosse, Oshkosh, Parksids, Plattevilie, River Falls, Stavens Point, Stous, Superibr, Whitewater.
Colleges: Baraboo/Sauk County, Barron County, Fond du Lac, Fox Vallay, Manitowoc, Marathon County, Marinette, Marshfield/Wood County, Richland, Rock
County, Sheboygan, Washington County, Waukesha. Extension: Statewide.
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SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium IHE Letter of Intent '

Letter of Intent for Institutes of Higher Education

SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium

Race to the Top Fund Assessment Program: Comprehensive Assessment

Systems Grant Application
CFDA Number: 84,3958

The purpose of this Letter of Intentisto

(a} Detait the responsibitities of the IHE or IHE system, :

(b} Identify the total number of direct matriculation students in the partner {HE or IHE
system in the 2008-2009 school year, and

() Commit the State’s higher education executive officer (if the State has one}) and the
president or head of each participating IHE or [HE system through s;gnature blocks.

{a) Detail the responsibilities of the IHE or IHE system
Each IHE or IHE system commits to the following agreements:

1. Participation with the Consortium in the design and development of the Consortium’s
final high school summative assessments in mathematics and English [anguage arts in
order to ensure that the assessments measure college readiness; and E

2. Implementation of policies, once the final high school summative assessments are
implemented that exempt from remedial courses and place into credit-bearing college
courses any student who meets the Consortium-adopted achievement standard (as
defined in the N1A) for each assessment-and any other piacement requirement
established by the IHE or {HE system,

May 14, 2010 ' 1
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SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium IHE Letter of Intent

Attachment 6 - Ltrs from IHEs and MOU

{b) Total Number of Direct Matriculation Students {as defined in the NIA) in
the Partner IHE or IHE system in the 20082009 School Year

Note: NIA defines direct matriculation s_tudént as a student who entered college as a freshman

within two years of graduating from high schoo}

Nun:lber of Total Direct
Direct : . .
Matriculation Matriculation

State Name of Participating 1HEs . Students in

: Students in R
IHE in Statein

2008- _

| | 2008-2009 | 20082099

Wisconsin University of Wisconsin System 24,000
- May 14, 2010
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SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium {HE Letter of Intent

(c) Partner IHE or IHE System Signature Blocks

{HE or IHE system SIGNATURE BLOCK for Race to the Top Fund Assessment Program
Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant Application.

Each IHE or IHE system commits to the following agreements:

(a) Participation with the Consortium in the design and development of the Cansortium’s
final high school summative assessments in mathematics and English language artsin -
order to ensure that the assessments measure college readiness; and

“(b) Implementation of policies, once the final high school summative assessments are
implemented, that exempt from remedial courses and place into credit-bearing college
courses any student who meets the Consortium-adopted achievement standard (as
defined in the NIA) for each assessment and any other placement requirement
established by the 1HE or [HE system.

State Name:
Wisconsin

State’s higher education executive officer, if State has one (Printed Telephone:

Name}: -
- Kevin P Do }/ I
officer, if State has one:

Signature State’s higher education executiv Date:

el

Telephone:

President or head of each participatin'g IHE or IHE system, (Printed
Name): Kevin P. Reilly

Signature of president or head of each participating 1HE or IHE syétem: Date:

olifi0

May 14, 2010 3
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WISCONSIN
TECHNICAL COLLEGE

EYSTEM
June 3, 2010

Tony Evers

State Superintendent .
Department of Public Instruction
PO Box 7841

Madison, W1 53707-7841

Dear Superintendent Evers:

The Wisconsin Technical College System welcomes the opportunity to collaborate with other
educational partners across the state and the nation as part of the SMARTER Balanced
Assessment Consortiumn. Attached is the signed Letter of Intent representing WTCS support.

A common goal at both the secondary and postsecondary leve] in Wisconsin is to prepare
students for the 21st century. Ensuring that students are able to enter college without
remediation will maximize student success not only in their pursuit of a postsecondary credential
but also in the workplace. In a time of tight resources and a rapidly changing global economy,
Wisconsin needs a workforce that is highly-skilled and adaptable and strong educational
partnerships are critical to putting our economy back on track.

To that end, the WTCS looks forward to participating in the design and development of high
school summative assessments in mathematics and English language arts which support college
and career-ready preparedness across the K-12 and postsecondary institutions. We are hopeful
that this tool, when nsed in concert with placement tests and other assessment strategies, will
complement and further the work of the 16 technical colleges as they seek to meet the needs of
the citizens of Wisconsin.

Thank you again for this opportunity to work and learn with other states as we develop
assessments that support student attainment of the knowledge and skills necessary for Wisconsin.
students to compete in the global economy.

President

Attachment

Daniel Clancy, President

4622 University Avenue PO Box 7874 Madison, Wisconsin  53707-7874 608.266.1207
TTY: 608.267.2483 Fax: 608.266.1680
www.wicsystem.edu  www.witechcolieges.org
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SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium [HE Letter of Intent

Letter of intent for Institutes of Higher Education
SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium

Race to the Top Fund Assessment Program: Comprehensive Assessment

Systems Grant Application
CFDA Number: 84.395B

The purpose of this Letter of intent is to

(a) Detail the responsibilities of the {HE or {HE system,

{b) Identify the total number of direct matriculation students in the partner 1HE or IHE
system in the 2008-2009 school year, and

(c) Commit the State’s higher education executive officer {if the State has one) and the
president or head of each participating IHE or IHE system through signature blocks.

(a) Detail the responsibilities of the IHE or IHE system
Each IHE or IHE system commits to the following agreements:

1. Participation with the Consortium in the design and development of the Consortium’s
final high school summative assessments in mathematics and English language arts in
order to ensure that the assessments measure college readiness; and

2. Implementation of policies, once the final high school summative assessments are
implemented that exempt from remedial courses and place into credit-bearing college
courses any student who meets the Consortium-adopted achievement standard {as
defined in the NIA} for each assessment and any other placement requirement

" established by the !HE or IHE system.

May 14, 2010
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SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium IHE Letter of Intent

(b) Total Number of Direct Matriculation Students (as defined in the NIA) in
the Partner IHE or IHE system in the 2008-2009 School Year

Note: N!A defines direct matriculation student as a student who entered college as a freshman

within two years of graduating from high school

Nun:aber of Total Direct
Direct . .
Matriculation Matriculation
State Name of Participating IHEs . Students in
Studentsin |.
: IHE In - State in
2008-2009 | 2008-2009
Wisconsin Wisconsin Technical College System 32,000
May 14, 2010 2
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SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium HHE Letter of intent

(¢} Partner IHE or IHE System Signature Blocks

IHE or IHE system SIGNATURE BLOCK for Race to the Top Fund Assessment Program
Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant Application.

Each [HE or IHE system commits to the following agreements:

{a) Participation with the Consortium in the design and development of the Consortium’s
final high school summative assessments in mathematics and English language arts in
order to ensure that the assessments measure college readiness; and

(b} implementation of policies, once the final high school summative assessments are
implemented, that exempt from remedial courses and place into credit-bearing college
courses any student who meets the Consortium-adopted achievement standard (as
defined in the NIA) for each assessment and any other placement requirement
established by the IHE or HHE system. '

State Name: Wisconsin

State’s higher education executive officer, if State has one (Printed  Telephoner
Name): '
Daniel Clancy

Signatu re State’s highere&ucajcnc;n executive oﬁicer, if §taA1:ue“h“éso;(e“.“ " Date:

‘President or head of each participatéhg IHE or IHE system, (Printed
Name):

Daniel Clancy

Signature of presiaévﬁt or he;a“;?"éggﬁmparticipating IHE or 1HE sttem:
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MARQUETTE UNNVERSITY
M WALKEE INSTITUTE OF ART & DESIGN

NILAUREE SCHOOL OF EMNGINEERING
2 MournT Mary COLLESS
: MNorTHLAND COLLEGE

Rison COLLEGE

AnvErng COLLEGE

BiLoT CoLLEGE

CARDINAL STRITCH UNIVERSITY
Cazror: UNVERSITY
CARTHAGE COLLEGE
CONCSCRDIA UNIVERSTTY

ST. NoraerT CoLLEGE

Eocewoon ot WISCONSIN ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT o, MorserT Coneer
LAwRENCE UNVERSITY COLLEGES AND TUNTIVERSITIES . VITERBO UNIVERSITY

Marian UnvErsITY Wisconsiv LuTHeRAN CaOLLEGE
) MILVE

May 27, 2010

Dr. Tony Evers, State Superintendent
Department of Public Instruction

125 8. Webster Street

P O Box 7841

Madison, WI 53707-7841

Dear Dr. Evers,

The Wisconsin Association of Independent Colleges and Universities (WAICU) has always been committed to
the highest possible educational standards and assessment systems in support of elementary and secondary student
achievement and college readiness. WAICU will be “at the table” as an active voiuntary participant in future
collaborative efforts with our partners at the Department of Public Instruction, the University of Wisconsin
System, and the Wisconsin Technical College System. :

We strongly suppott the development of new assessment systems and the continuous improvement of existing
systems that measure student knowledge and skills against college- and career-ready standards in mathematics
and English langnage arts. Faculty from WAICU-member colleges and universities and staff from the WAICU
office have served on myriad task forces, boards, and committees and devoted countiess hours to establishing
meaningful comprehensive educational standards. For example, WAICU was a full partner in developing the “PI-
34” regulations for teacher education. To cite another example, math professors from WAICU-member
institutions currently serve on a tri-sector task force (répresenting the University of Wisconsin, the Wisconsin .
Technical College System, and WAICU) convened by the Department of Public Instruction that seeks to establish _

a common standard for the knowledge and skills required to be ready for credit-bearing math courses at the
postsecondary level.

WAICU commits to work closely with the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, our higher education
counterparts in the state, and the SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium in the design and development of
high school summative assessments in mathematics and English Language arts for the purpose of measuring
college readiness.

As the president of WAICU, I co-chair the Wisconsin PK-16 Leadership Council with the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction, the president of the University of Wisconsin System, and the president of the Wisconsin
Technical College System. The watchword of the Council has been “seamlessness,” and a major emphasis has
been improving transitions between secondary and postsecondary education,. WAICU’s history of collaboration
and collegiality speaks to our willingness to work together on new opportunities and challenges.

‘Please call on me if T can help in any way.

Rolf Wegenke, Ph.D.
President

residen . - Telephone 608.256.7761
122 W. Washington Avenue, Suite 700 ROLF WEGENKE, Ph.D. FAX 608.256.7065
Madison, Wl 53703-2723 Prasident . mail@waleu.org

WWAWLWEICULOTE
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Memorandum of Understanding
SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium

Race to the Top Fund Assessment Program: Comprehensive Assessment

Systems Grant Application
CFDA Number: 84.3958

This Memorandum of Uhderstanding (“MOU") is entered as of June 1, 2010, by and between
the SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium (the “Consortium”) and the State of
Wisconsin, which has elected to participate in the Consortium as (check one)

An Advisory State (description in section e},
CR
__X__ A Governing State {description in section e},

pursuant to the Notice Inviting Applications for the Race to the Top Fund Assessment Program
for the Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant Application (Category A), henceforth
referred to as the “Program,” as published in the Federal Register on April 9, 2010 (75 FR
18171-18185. ’

The purpose of this MOU is to

(a) Describe the Consortium vision and principles,
{b) Detail the responsibilities of States in the Consortium,
{c) Detail the responsibilities of the Consortium,
{d) Describe the management of Consortium funds,
{e) Describe the governance structure and activities of States in the Consortium,
(f) Describe State entrance, exit, and status change,
(g} Describe a plan for identifying existing State barriers, and
(h} Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made in the
application through the following signature blocks:
{i){A) Advisory State Assurance
"OR
(i)(B) Governing State Assurance
AND
(if) State Procurement Officer

May 14, 2010
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Attachment 6 - Ltrs from IHEs and MOU
SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium MOU

(a) Consortium Vision and Principles

The Consortium’s priorities for a new generation assessment system are rooted in a concern for
the valid, reliable, and fair assessment of the deep disciplinary understanding and higher-order
thinking skills that are increasingly demanded by a knowledge-based economy. These priorities
are also rooted in a belief that assessment must support ongoing improvements in instruction
and learning, and must be useful for all members of the educational enterprise: students,
parents, teachers, school administrators, members of the public, and policymakers.

The Consortium intends to build a flexible system of assessment based upon the Common Core
Standards in English language arts and mathematics with the intent that all students across this
Consortium of States will know their progress toward college and career readiness.

The Consortium recognizes the need for a system of formative, interim, and summative
assessments—organized around the Common Core Standards—that support high-quality
iéarning, the demands of accountability, and that balance concerns for innovative assessment
with the need for a fiscally sustainable system that is feasible to implement. The efforts of the
Consortium will be organized to accomplish these goals.

The comprehensive assessment system developed by the Consortium will include the following
key elements and principles:

1. A Comprehensive Assessment System that will be grounded in a thoughtfully integrated
learning system of standards, curriculum, assessment, instruction and teacher
development that will inform decision-making by including formative strategies, interim
assessments, and summative assessments.

2. The assessment system will measure the full range of the Common Core Standards
including those that measure higher-order skills and will inform progress toward and
acquisition of readiness for higher education and muitiple work domains. The system
will emphasize deep knowledge of core concepts within and across the disciplines,
problem solving, analysis, synthesis, and critical thinking,

3. Teachers will be involved in the design, development, and scoring of assessment items
and tasks, Teachers will participate in the alignment of the Common Core Standards and
the identification of the standards in the local curriculum.

4. Technology will be used to enable adaptive technologies to better measure student
abilities across the full spectrum of student performance and evaluate growth in
" learning; to support online simulation tasks that test higher-order abilities; to score the
'results; and to deliver the responses to trained scorers/teachers to access from an

May 14, 2010 ' 2
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electronic platform, Technology applications will be designed to maximize
interoperability across user platforms, and will utilize open-source development to the
greatest extent possible.

5. A sophisticated design will yield scores to support evaluations of student growth, as well
as school, teacher, and principal effectiveness in an efficient manner.

6. On-demand and curriculum-embedded assessments will be incorporated over time to
allow teachers to see where students are on multiple dimensions of learning and to
strategically support their progress.

7. All components of the system will incorporate principles of Universal Design that seek to
remove construct-irrelevant aspects of tasks that could increase barriers for non-native
English speakers and students with other specific learning needs.

8. Optional components will aliow States flexibility to meet their individual needs.

(b) Responsibilities of States in the Consortium
Each State agrees to the following element of the Consortium’s Assessment System:

¢ Adopt the Common Core Standards, which are college- and career-ready standards, and
to which the Consortium’s assessment system will be aligned, no later than December
31, 2011, '

Each State that is a member of the Consortium in 2014-2015 also agrees to the following:

¢ Adopt comman achievement standards no later than the 20142015 school year,

e Fully implement statewide the Consortium summative assessment in grades 3-8 and

high school for both mathematics and English language arts no later than the 2014—

2015 school year,

Adhere to the governance as outlined in this document,

Agree to support the decisions of the Consortium,

Agree to follow agreed-upon timelines,

Be willing to participate in the decision-making process and, if a Governing State, final

decision, and

¢ |dentify and implement a plan to address barriers in State law, statute, regulation, or
policy to implementing the proposed assessment system and to addressing any such
barriers prior to full implementation of the summative assessment components of the
system.

May 14, 2010 o 3
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(c) Responsihilities of the Consortium

The Consortium will provide the following by the 2014-15 school year:

1.

A comprehensively designed assessment system that includes a strategic use of a variety
of item types and performance assessments of modest scope to assess the full range of
the Common Core Standards with an emphasis on problem solving, analysis, synthesis,
and critical thinking.

An assessment system that incorporates a required summative assessment with
optional formative/benchmark components which provides accurate assessment of all
students (as defined in the Federal notice) including students with disabilities, English
learners, and low- and high-performing students, '

Except as described above, a summative assessment that will be administered as a
computer adaptive assessment and include a minimum of 1-2 performance
assessments of modest scope.

Psychometrically sound scaling and equating procedures based on a combination of
objectively scored items, constru¢ted-response items, and ‘a modest number of
performance tasks of limited scope (e.g., no more than a few days to complete).

Reliable, valid, and fair scores for students and groups that can be used to evaluate
student achievement and year-to-year growth; determine school/district/state
effectiveness for Title | ESEA; and better understand the effectiveness and professional
development needs of teachers and principals.

Achievement standards and achievement level descriptors that are internationally
benchmarked.

Access for the State or its authorized delegate to a secure item and task bank that
includes psychometric attributes required to score the assessment in a comparable
manner with other State members, and access to other applications determined to be
essential to the implementation of the system. |

Online administration with limited support for paper-and-pencil administration through
the end of the 2016-17 school year. States using the paper-and-pencil option will be
responsible for any unique costs associated with the development and administration of
the paper-and-pencil assessments.

May 14, 2010 - ' 4
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10.

11.

12.

Formative assessment tools and supports that are developed to support curricular goals,
which include learning progressions, and that link evidence of student competencies to
the summative system.

Professional development focused on curriculum and lesson development as well as

scoring and examination of student work.

A representative governance structure that ensures a strong voice for State
administrators, policymakers, school practitioners, and technical advisors to ensure an
optimum balance of assessment quality, efficiency, costs, and time. The governance
body will be responsible for implementing plans that are consistent with this MOU, but
may make changes as necessary through a formal adoption process.

Through at least the 2013-14 school year, a Project Management Partner {PMP) that

~ will manage the logistics and planning on behalf of the Consortium and that will monitor

13.

14,

15.

for the U.S. Department of Education the progress of deliverables of the proposal. The
proposed PMP will be identified no later than August 4, 2010.

By September 1, 2014, a financial plan will be approved by the Governing States that will
ensure the Consortium is efficient, effective, and sustainable. The plan will include as
revenue at a minimum, State contributions, federal grants, and private donations and
fees to non-State members as allowabie by the U.S. Department of Education.

A consolidated data reporting system that enhances parent, student, teacher, principal,
district, and State understanding of student progress toward college- and career-
readiness.

Throughout the 2013-14 school year, access to an online test administration
application, student constructed-response scoring application and secure test
administration browsers that can be used by the Total State Membership to administer
the assessment. The Consortium will procure resources necessary to develop and field
test the system. However, States will be responsible for any hardware and vendor

~ services hecessary to implement the operational assessment. Based on a review of

options and the finance plan, the Consortium may elect to jointly procure these services
on behalf of the Total State Membership.

May 14, 2010 ' 5
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(d) Management of Consortium Funds

All financial activities will be governed by the laws and rules of the State of Washington, acting
in the role of Lead Procurement State/Lead State, and in accordance with 34 CFR 80.36.
Additionally,- Washington is prepared to follow the guidelines for grant management associated
~ with the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), and will be legally responsible for
the use of grant funds and for ensuring that the project is carried out by the Consortium in
accordance with Federal requirements. Washington has already established an ARRA Quarterly
reporting system (also referred to as 1512 Reporting).

Per Washington statute, the basis of how funding management actually transpires is dictated
by the method of grant doliar allocation, whether upfront distribution or pay-out linked to -
actual reimbursables. Washington functions under the latter format, generating claims against
grant funds based on qualifying reimbursables submitted on behalf of staff or clients, physical
purchases, or contracted services. Washington’s role as Lead Procurement State/Lead State for
the Consortium is not viewed any differently, as monetary exchanges will be executed against
appropriate and qualifying reimbursables aligned to expenditure arrangements (i.e., contracts)
made with vendors or contractors operating under “personal service contracts,” whether
individuals, private companies, government agencies, or educational institutions.

Woashington, like most States, is audited regularly by the federal government for the
accountability of federal grant funds, and has for the past five years been without an audit
finding. Even with the additional potential for review and scrutiny associated with ARRA
funding, Washington has its fiscal monitoring and control systems in place to manage the
Consortium needs.

¢ As part of a comprehensive system of fiscal management, Washington’s accounting
practices are stipulated in the State Administrative and Accounting Manual (SAAM)
managed by the State’s Office of Financial Management. The SAAM provides details and
administrative procedures required of all Washington State agencies for the
procurement of goods and services. As such, the State’s educational agency is required
to follow the SAAM; actions taken to manage the fiscal activities of the Consortium will,
likewise, adhere to policies and procedures outlined in the SAAM.

* For information on the associated contracting rules that Washington will adhere to
while serving as fiscal agent on behalf of the Consortium, refer to the Revised Code of
Washington (RCW) 39.29 “Personal Service Contracts.” Regulations and policies
authorized by this RCW are established by the State’s Office of Financial Management,
and can be found in the SAAM.

May 14, 2010 ' 6
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(e) Governance Structure and Activities of States in the Consortium

As shown in the SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium governance structure, the Total
State Membership of the Consortium includes Governing and Advisory States, with Washington
serving in the role of Lead Procurement State/Lead State on behalf of the Consortium.

A Governing State is a State that:

Has fully committed to this Consortium only and met the qualifications specified in this
document,
Is a member of only one Consortium applying for a grant in the Program,
Has an active role in policy decision-making for the Consortium,
Provides a representative to serve on the Steering Committee,
Provides a representative(s) to serve on one or more Work Groups,
Approves the Steering Committee Members and the Executive Committee Members,
Participates in the final decision-making of the following:
o Changes in Governance and other official documents,
o Specific Design elements, and
o Otherissues that may arise.

An Advisory State is a State that:

Has not fully committed to any Consortlum but supports the work of this Consortium,
Participates in all Consortium activities but does not have a vote unless the Steering
Committee deems it beneficial to gather input on decisions or chooses to have the Total
Membership vote on an issue, '

May contribute to policy, logistical, and implementation discussions that are necessary
to fully operationalize the SMARTER Balanced Assessment System, and

Is'encouraged to participate in the Work Groups.

Organizational Structure
Steering Committee
The Steering Committee is comprised of one representative from each Governing State in
the Consortium. Committee members may be a chief or his/her designee. Steering
Committee Members must meet the following criteria:

¢ Be from a Governing State,

* Have prior experience in either the design or implementation of curriculum
and/or assessment systems at the policy or implementation level, and

e Must have willingness to serve as the liaison between the Total State
Membership and Working Groups. ‘

Steering Committee Responsmllitles

¢ Determine the broad picture of what the assessment system will look like,

May 14, 2010
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Receive regular reports from the Project Management Partner, the Policy
Coordinator, and the Content Advisor,

Determine the issues to be presented to the Governing and/or Advisory States,
Oversee the expenditure of funds in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State,

Operationalize the plan to transition from the proposal governance to
implementation governance, and

Evaluate and recommend successful contract proposals for approval by the Lead
Procurement State/Lead State.

Executive Committee

The Executive Committee is made up of the Co-Chairs of the Executive
Committee, a representative from the Lead Procurement State/Lead State, a
representative from higher education and one representative each from four
Governing States. The four Governing State representatives will be selected by
the Steering Committee. The Higher Education representative will be selected by
the Higher Education Advisory Group, as defmed in the Consortium Governance
document.

For the first year, the Steering Committee will vote on four representatives, one
each from four Governing States. The two representatives with the most votes
will serve for three years and the two representatives with the second highest
votes will serve for two years. This process will allow for the rotation of two new
representatives each year. If an individual is unable to complete the full term of
office, then the above process will occur to choose an individual to serve for the
remainder of the term of office. '

Executive Committee Responsibilities

Oversee development of SMARTER Balanced Comprehensive Assessment
System,

Provide oversight of the Project Management Partner,

Provide oversight of the Policy Coordinator,

Provide oversight of the Lead Procurement State/Lead State,

Work with project staff to develop agendas,

Resolve issues,

Determine what issues/decisions are presented to the Steering Committee,
Advisory and/or Governing States for decisions/votes,

Oversee the expenditure of funds, in collaboration with the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State, and

Recelve and act on special and regular reports from the Project Management
Partner, the Policy Coordinator, the Content Advisor, and the Lead Procurement
State/Lead State.

May 14, 2010
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Executive Committee Co-Chairs

Twao Co-chairs will be selected from the Steering Committee States. The two Co-
chairs must be from two different states. Co-chairs will work closely with the
Project Management Partner. Steering Committee members wishing to serve as
Executive Committee Co-chairs will submit in writing to the Project Management
Partner their willingness to serve. They will need to provide a document signed
by their State Chief indicating State support for this role. The Project
Management Partner will then prepare a ballot of interested individuals. Each
Steering Committee member will vote on the two individuals they wish to serve
as Co-chair. The individual with the most votes will serve as the new Co-chair.
Each Co-chair will serve for two years on a rotating basis. For the first year, the
Steering committee will vote on two individuals and the one individual with the
most votes will serve a three-year term and the individual with the second
highest number of votes will serve a two-year term.

If an individual is unable to complete the full term of office, then the above
process will occur to choose an individual to serve for the remainder of the term
of office.

Executive Committee Co-Chair Responsibilities

Set the Steering Committee agendas,

Set the Executive Committee agenda,

Lead the Executive Committee meetings,

Lead the Steering Committee meetings,
Oversee the work of the Executive Committee,

‘Oversee the work of the Steering Committee,

Coordinate with the Project Management Partner,

Coordinate with Content Advisor,

Coordinate with Policy coordinator,

Coordinate with the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and

Coordinate with Executive Committee to provide oversight to the Consortium.

Decision-making
Consensus will be the goal of all decisions. Major decisions that do not reach consensus
will go to a simple majority vote. The Steering Committee will determine what issues
will be referred to the Total State Membership. Each member of each group
(Advisory/Governing States, Steering Committee, Executive Committee) will have one
vote when votes are conducted within each group. if there is only a one to three vote
difference, the issue will be re-examined to seek greater consensus. The Steering
Committee will be responsible for preparing additional information as to the pros and
cons of the issue to assist voting States in developing consensus and reaching a final
decision. The Steering Committee may delegate this responsibility to the Executive
Committee. The Executive Committee will decide which decisions or issues are votes to
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be taken to the Steering Committee. The Steering Committee makes the decision to
take'issues to the full Membership for a vote.

The Steering Committee and the Governance/Finance work group will collaborate with
each Work Group to determine the hierarchy of the decision-making by each group in
the organizational structure,

Work Groups

The Work Groups are comprised of chiefs, assessment directors, assessment staff,
curriculum specialists, professional development specialists, technical advisors and other
specialists as needed from States. Participation on a workgroup will require varying
amounts of time depending on the task. Individuals interested in participating on a Work
Group should submit their request in writing to the Project Management Partner indicating
their preferred subgroup. All Governing States are asked to commit to one or more Work
Groups based on skills, expertise, and interest within the State to maximize contributions
and distribute expertise and responsibilities efficiently and effectively. The Consortium has
established the following Work Groups:

Governance/Finance,

Assessment Design,

Research and Evaluation,

Report,

Technology Approach,

e Professional Capacity and Qutreach, and

e Collaboration with Higher Education.

The Consortium will also support the work of the Work Groups through a Technical Advisory
- Committee (TAC). The Policy Coordinator in collaboration with the Steering Committee will
create various groups as needed to advise the Steering Committee and the Total State
Membership. Initial groups will include

¢ Institutions of Higher Education,

¢ Technical Advisory Committee,

e Policy Advisory Committee, and

e Service Providers.

An organizational chart showing the groups described above is provided on the next page.
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SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium
Organizational Structure
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(f) State Entrance, Exit, and Status Change

This MOU shall become effective as of the date first written above upon signature by both the
Consortium and the Lead Procurement State/Lead State (Washington) and remain in force until the
conclusion of the Program, unless terminated earlier in writing by the Consortium as set forth below.

Entrance into Consortium ‘
Entrance into the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium is assured when:

o The level of membership is declared and signatures are secured on the MOU from the
State’s Commissioner, State Superintendent, or Chief; Governor; and President/Chair of
the State Board of Education (if the State has one);

e Thesigned MOU is submitted to the Consortium Grant Project Manager {until June 23)
and then the Project Management Partner after August 4, 2010;

e The Advisory and Governing States agree to and adhere to the requirements of the
governance;

o The State’s Chief Procurement Officer has reviewed its applicable procurement rules
and provided assurance that it may participate in and make procurements through the
Consortium; _

e The State is committed to implement a plan to identify any existing barriers in State law,
statute, regulation, or policy to implementing the proposed assessment system and to .
addressing any such barriers prior to full implementation of the summative assessment
components of the system; and .

‘e The State agrees to support all decisions made prior to the State joining the Consortium.

After receipt of the grant award, any request for entrance into the Consortium must be
approved by the Executive Committee. Upon approval, the Project Management Partner will
then submit a change of membership to the USED for approval. A State may begin participating
in the decision-making process after receipt of the MOU.

Exit from Consortium
Any State may leave the Consortium without cause, but must comply with the following exit
process:
e A State requesting an exit from the Consortium must submit in writing their request and
reasons for the exit request, 7
e The written explanation must include the statutory or policy reasons for the exit,
¢ The written request must be submitted to the Project Management Partner with the
'same signatures as required for the MOU,
e The Executive Committee will act upon the request within a week of the request, and
e Upon approval of the request, the Project Management Partner will then submit a
change of membership to the USED for approval.

May 14, 2010 12
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Changing Roles in the Consortium
A State desiring to change from an Advisory State to a Governing State or from a Governing
State to an Advisory State may do so under the following conditions:
o A State requesting a role change in the Consortium must submit in writing their request
and reasons for the request,
e The written request must be submitted to the Project Management Partner with the
same signatures as required for the MOU, and
s The Executive Committee will act upon the request within a week of the request and
submit to the USED for approval.

(g) Plan for Identifying Existing State Barriers

Each State agrees to identify existing barriers in State laws, statutes, regulations, or policies by
noting the barrier and the plan to remove the barrier. Each State agrees to use the table below
as a planning tool for identifying existing barriers. States may choose to include any known
barriers in the table below at the time of signing this MOU.

fremainder of page intentionally left blank]
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(h} Bind each State in the Consortium to every statement and assurance made

in the application through the following signature hlocks

{h){i){A) ADVISORY STATE SIGNATURE BLOCK for Race to the Top Fund Assessment Program

Comprehensive Assessment Systems Grant Appllcatlon Assurances

{Required from all “Advisory States” in the Consortium.)

As an Advisory State in the SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium, | have read and
understand the roles and responsibilities of Advisory States, and agree to be bound by the :

statements and assurances made in the application.

State Name:

Governor or Authorized R-éprése'ht'éfi'v'é of the Governor ﬁ’rinted Telephone:

Name):
“'Ssgnature of Governor or Authorized Represer{t_étwe of the Governor: | Date:
Chief State School 6fﬁ6érm(Printed Name): Telephone:

Signature of the Chief State School Officer: Date:

Presideﬁfno-fthe State Board of Education, If applicable {Printed Name): | Telephone:

gi-,-gnature of the President of the State Board of Education,if ~ : Date

applicable:

SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium MOU
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(h)(i)(B) GOVERNING STATE SIGNATURE BLOCK for Race to the Top Fund Assessment Program

Com prehenswe Assessm ent Systems Grant Application Assurances

"'(Requi._"ed from alf ”_Governing States” in the Consortium.)

As 'a”Gove'rning State in the SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium, | have read and
understand the roles and responsibilities of Governing States, and agree to be bound by the _

'statements and assurances made in the application.

"[ further cert:fy that as a Governmg State | am fuily committed to the appllcation and will

_support its implementation.

State Name: Wisconsin

Governor or Author;zed Representatlve of the Governor (Printed Telephone:
Name):
Tim DovNeE I
i Re resentatlve of the Governor: Date:
§(avfio
Chief State’School Officer (Printed Name}: 7 Telephe‘ﬁe: -

fory Frecs I
Signature of the hief State School Officer: Date:
S 2/ Z
President of the Stat# Board of Education, if applicable (Printed Namej: TeIephone
N.A.
Signatur_eoic the President of the State Board of Ed-ac.a“tic:n,- if Date:

applicable:
N.A.

- SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium MOU
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| {h){il) STATE PROCUREMENT OFFICER SIGNATURE BLOCK for Race to the Top Fund Assessment
'Program Com prehenswe Assessment Systems Grant App!:cation Assurances A

‘(Requ;red from aﬂ States ln the Consortmm )

_ {':I Cel’tif\/ that l have revsewed the app!icable procurement ru!es for my State and have R
;determined that rt ma\,r partlcrpate in and make procurements through: the SMARTER Balanced

State Name: Wisconsin '

State’s chief procurement ofﬁc:al or designee), (Prmted Name)

/lefe 4 W(‘ @ m r\ e e

S[gnature of State’s chief procurement official (or designee),:

v 1 s s s
; ol
oo
—
12}

' SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium MOU - - 16
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Attachment 8 — WSAS Percent Proficient or Advanced 2010-11

Office of Educational Accountability 2/21/11
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction

Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS) Percent Proficient or Advanced

2010-11
Percent Proficient | Percent Proficient
Group Reading Mathematics
All Students 83.0% 77.2%
Female 85.8% 77.0%
Male 80.4% 77.4%
American Indian or Alaska Native 75.8% 65.9%
Asian or Pacific Islander 79.2% 78.4%
Black Not Hispanic 59.9% 46.2%
Hispanic 69.7% 62.6%
White Not Hispanic 88.3% 83.7%
Students with Disabilities 48.6% 44.5%
Students w/o Disabilities 88.6% 82.6%
Economically Disadvantaged 71.7% 63.2%
Not Economically Disadvantaged or No Data 90.7% 86.8%
Limited English Proficient 57.5% 55.6%
English Proficient 84.6% 78.6%
Migrant 62.6% 52.2%
Non-migrant 83.0% 77.2%
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REWARD | PRIORITY | FOCUS

LEA Name School Name School NCES ID # SCHOOL | SCHOOL | SCHOOL
REDACTED REDACTED 550321001254 A
REDACTED REDACTED 550516000556 A
REDACTED REDACTED 550351000378 A
REDACTED REDACTED 551017002372 A
REDACTED REDACTED 551032003366 A
REDACTED REDACTED 551032001350 A
REDACTED REDACTED 550930002268 A
REDACTED REDACTED 550924002267 A
REDACTED REDACTED 551566002510 A
REDACTED REDACTED 551650002157 A
REDACTED REDACTED 550012000013 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550021000020 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550001603359 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550240000264 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550453000483 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550496000538 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550537000573 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550582000617 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550588000646 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550614002258 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550702000763 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550702000767 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550351000374 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550885001024 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550909001074 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550960000792 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550960001271 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550999001311 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551062000225 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551107001465 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551122001505 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551137001517 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551113001474 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551158001531 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551185001555 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551188001556 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551221001587 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551221001588 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551233001598 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551266001662 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551266001667 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551296001705 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551014001328 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550438000472 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551416003358 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551416001839 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551455002813 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551464001900 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550005002637 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551581000269 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551602002095 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551626002103 B
REDACTED REDACTED 550600002392 B
REDACTED REDACTED 551671002183 B

DLH ACADEMY AGENCY DLH ACADEMY 550004702536 C
GREEN BAY AREA PUBLIC FORT HOWARD ELEMENTARY 550582000622 C
MILWAUKEE ALLIANCE HIGH SCHOOL 550960002603 C
MILWAUKEE AUER AVENUE ELEMENTARY 550960001124 C
MILWAUKEE BARBEE EL (GARDEN HOMES ELEMENTA 550960001170 C
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REWARD | PRIORITY [ FOCUS

LEA Name School Name School NCES ID # SCHOOL | SCHOOL | SCHOOL
MILWAUKEE BROWN STREET ACADEMY 550960002395 C
MILWAUKEE BURROUGHS MIDDLE 550960001137 C
MILWAUKEE CARSON ACADEMY 550960001829 C
MILWAUKEE CARVER ACADEMY 550960002602 C
MILWAUKEE CASS STREET ELEMENTARY 550960001139 C
MILWAUKEE COMMUNITY HIGH SCHOOL 550960003370 C
MILWAUKEE FOREST HOME ELEMENTARY 550960001163 C
MILWAUKEE HAYES BILINGUAL SCHOOL 550960000680 C
MILWAUKEE HI-MOUNT ELEMENTARY 550960001187 C
MILWAUKEE HOLMES ELEMENTARY 550960001188 C
MILWAUKEE HOPKINS LLOYD ELEMEMENTARY (LLOY 550960001208 C
MILWAUKEE JACKSON ELEMENTARY 550960001261 C
MILWAUKEE KEEFE AVENUE ELEMENTARY 550960001196 C
MILWAUKEE KING JR ELEMENTARY 550960001129 C
MILWAUKEE KLUGE ELEMENTARY 550960001200 C
MILWAUKEE LAFOLLETTE ELEMENTARY 550960001202 C
MILWAUKEE LANCASTER ELEMENTARY 550960001204 C
MILWAUKEE LINCOLN MIDDLE SCHOOL 550960002302 C
MILWAUKEE MAPLE TREE ELEMENTARY 550960001214 C
MILWAUKEE METCALFE ELEMENTARY 550960002464 C
MILWAUKEE MILWAUKEE ACADEMY OF CHINESE LAN 550960002720 C
MILWAUKEE MONTESSORI HIGH 550960002706 C
MILWAUKEE OBAMA ELEMENTARY (THIRTY-FIFTH ST 550960001252 C
MILWAUKEE ROGERS STREET ACADEMY 550960002601 C
MILWAUKEE ROOSEVELT MIDDLE 550960001238 C
MILWAUKEE SHERMAN ELEMENTARY 550960001240 C
MILWAUKEE SIEFERT ELEMENTARY 550960002744 C
MILWAUKEE SILVER SPRING ELEMENTARY 550960001243 C
MILWAUKEE SIXTY-FIFTH STREET ELEMENTARY 550960001245 C
MILWAUKEE STARMS DISCOVERY 550960002442 C
MILWAUKEE STORY ELEMENTARY 550960001249 C
MILWAUKEE THOREAU ELEMENTARY 550960001255 C
MILWAUKEE THURSTON WOODS ELEMENTARY 550960002439 C
MILWAUKEE TOWNSEND STREET ELEMENTARY 550960001258 C
MILWAUKEE WESTSIDE ACADEMY 550960001512 C
MILWAUKEE WHS INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 550960002608 C
MILWAUKEE WINGS ACADEMY 550960002558 C
MILWAUKEE WISCONSIN CAREER ACADEMY 550960002473 C
MILWAUKEE WORK INSTITUTE 550960002750 C

RACINE UNIFIED KNAPP ELEMENTARY 551236001628 C

RACINE UNIFIED GOODLAND ELEMENTARY 551236001617 C
MENOMINEE INDIAN MENOMINEE INDIAN HIGH 550907001070 E
MILWAUKEE ADVANCED LANGUAGE AND ACADEMIC 550960003372 E
MILWAUKEE BAY VIEW HIGH 550960001127 E
MILWAUKEE BRADLEY TECHNOLOGY HIGH 550960001218 E
MILWAUKEE CAREER AND TECHNICAL ED (CUSTER HI 550960001147 E
MILWAUKEE HAMILTON HIGH 550960001180 E
MILWAUKEE JAMES MADISON ACADEMIC CAMPUS 550960002700 E
MILWAUKEE NORTH DIVISION CHARTER HI (MILWAU 550960002730 E
MILWAUKEE NORTHWEST SECONDARY SCHOOL 550960002713 E
MILWAUKEE PULASKI HIGH 550960001235 E
MILWAUKEE SOUTH DIVISION HIGH 550960001247 E
MILWAUKEE VINCENT HIGH 550960002272 E
MILWAUKEE ACADEMY OF SCIENCE MILWAUKEE ACADEMY OF SCIENCE AGH 550004202234 E

BIG FOOT UHS SCHOOL DISTRICT BIG FOOT HIGH 551548001982 F
COLUMBUS SCHOOL DISTRICT COLUMBUS ELEMENTARY 550282000321 F
DARLINGTON COMMUNITY SCHOOL DI{DARLINGTON ELEMENTARY/MIDDLE 550315000704 F
FOX POINT J2 STORMONTH ELEMENTARY 550480000518 F
GERMANTOWN SCHOOL DISTRICT MACARTHUR ELEMENTARY 550516000555 F
HOWARDS GROVE SCHOOL DISTRICT [NORTHVIEW ELEMENTARY 550666000723 F
LA CROSSE SCHOOL DISTRICT EMERSON ELEMENTARY 550753000855 F
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REWARD | PRIORITY [ FOCUS

LEA Name School Name School NCES ID # SCHOOL | SCHOOL | SCHOOL
LAKE MILLS PROSPECT STREET ELEMENTARY 550771000889 F
MADISON METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DI FALK ELEMENTARY 550852000928 F
MADISON METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISLAKE VIEW ELEMENTARY 550852000942 F
MADISON METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISLEOPOLD ELEMENTARY 550852000944 F
MADISON METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISLINCOLN ELEMENTARY 550852002263 F
MADISON METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISLOWELL ELEMENTARY 550852000946 F
MADISON METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISTHOREAU ELEMENTARY 550852000964 F
MAUSTON SCHOOL DISTRICT MAUSTON HIGH 550885001025 F
MEQUON-THIENSVILLE SCHOOL DISTRI{HOMESTEAD HIGH 550913001085 F
MEQUON-THIENSVILLE SCHOOL DISTRI{ORIOLE LANE ELEMENTARY 550913001087 F
MIDDLETON-CROSS PLAINS AREA SCHOQWEST MIDDLETON ELEMENTARY 550951001113 F
NEILLSVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT NEILLSVILLE HIGH 551035001357 F
SHEBOYGAN FALLS SCHOOL DISTRICT |SHEBOYGAN FALLS MIDDLE 551368002289 F
SUN PRAIRIE AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT |BIRD ELEMENTARY 551464001898 F
VERONA AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT BADGER RIDGE MIDDLE SCHOOL 551533001973 F
VERONA AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT GLACIER EDGE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 551533002647 F
VERONA AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT SUGAR CREEK ELEMENTARY 551533001971 F
WHITNALL SCHOOL DISTRICT WHITNALL HIGH 550600000661 F
ARROWHEAD UHS ARROWHEAD HIGH 550618000678 F
CLINTONVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT CLINTONVILLE HIGH 550267000302 F,G
KENOSHA SCHOOL DISTRICT MCKINLEY ELEMENTARY 550732000818 F,G
MADISON METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISORCHARD RIDGE ELEMENTARY 550852000952 F,G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT FRATNEY ELEMENTARY 550960001166 F,G
YMCA YOUNG LEADERS ACADEMY AGE|YMCA YOUNG LEADERS ACADEMY 550004602576 F,G
21ST CENTURY PREPARATORY SCHOOL|21ST CENTURY PREPARATORY SCHOOL 550004502575 G
ADAMS-FRIENDSHIP AREA SCHOOL DIS|ADAMS-FRIENDSHIP ELEMENTARY 550006001433 G
APPLETON AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT LINCOLN ELEMENTARY 550039000059 G
BAYFIELD BAYFIELD MIDDLE 550090000082 G
BELOIT SCHOOL DISTRICT MERRILL ELEMENTARY 550105000147 G
CAPITOL WEST ACADEMY AGENCY CAPITOL WEST ACADEMY 550011403355 G
CLINTONVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT CLINTONVILLE MIDDLE 550267000301 G
DELAVAN-DARIEN SCHOOL DISTRICT  [DELAVAN-DARIEN HIGH 550364000386 G
DELAVAN-DARIEN SCHOOL DISTRICT  [TURTLE CREEK ELEMENTARY 550364000317 G
EAU CLAIRE AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT ~ [LAKESHORE ELEMENTARY 550405000708 G
FOND DU LAC SCHOOL DISTRICT RIVERSIDE ELEMENTARY 550468000497 G
GREEN BAY AREA PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST|DANZ ELEMENTARY 550582000616 G
GREEN BAY AREA PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST|EISENHOWER ELEMENTARY 550582000620 G
GREEN BAY AREA PUBLIC SCHOOL DIST[NICOLET ELEMENTARY 550582000634 G
JANESVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT WILSON ELEMENTARY 550702000776 G
JEFFERSON SCHOOL DISTRICT WEST ELEMENTARY 550705000780 G
JOHNSON CREEK SCHOOL DISTRICT JOHNSON CREEK HIGH 550717000783 G
KENOSHA SCHOOL DISTRICT BRADFORD HIGH 550732000801 G
KENOSHA SCHOOL DISTRICT EDWARD BAIN SCHOOL OF LANGUAGE /4 550732002591 G
KENOSHA SCHOOL DISTRICT FRANK ELEMENTARY 550732000807 G
KENOSHA SCHOOL DISTRICT STRANGE ELEMENTARY 550732000826 G
KENOSHA SCHOOL DISTRICT WILSON ELEMENTARY 550732000833 G
LAC DU FLAMBEAU #1 SCHOOL DISTRIQLAC DU FLAMBEAU ELEMENTARY 550462000488 G
MADISON METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISALLIS ELEMENTARY 550852000929 G
MADISON METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISSANDBURG ELEMENTARY 550852000920 G
MADISON METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISSCHENK ELEMENTARY 550852000935 G
MENASHA JOINT SCHOOL DISTRICT BUTTE DES MORTS ELEMENTARY 550903001054 G
MENASHA JOINT SCHOOL DISTRICT CLOVIS GROVE ELEMENTARY 550903001055 G
MENASHA JOINT SCHOOL DISTRICT MENASHA HIGH 550903001059 G
MENOMINEE INDIAN SCHOOL DISTRICT|KESHENA PRIMARY 550907001069 G
MENOMINEE INDIAN SCHOOL DISTRICTMENOMINEE INDIAN MIDDLE 550907001071 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT ALLEN-FIELD ELEMENTARY 550960001122 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT AUDUBON HIGH 550960002782 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT AUDUBON MIDDLE 550960001123 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT BARTON ELEMENTARY 550960001126 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT BROWNING ELEMENTARY 550960001132 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT CARMEN HIGH AND TECHNOLOGY 550960002755 G
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LEA Name School Name School NCES ID # SCHOOL | SCHOOL | SCHOOL
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT CLARKE STREET ELEMENTARY 550960001140 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT CLEMENS ELEMENTARY 550960001141 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT CONGRESS ELEMENTARY 550960001143 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT CURTIN ELEMENTARY 550960001146 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT DOERFLER ELEMENTARY 550960001148 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT EIGHTY-FIRST STREET ELEMENTARY 550960001154 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT ELM CREATIVE ARTS ELEMENTARY 550960002438 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT EMERSON ELEMENTARY 550960001157 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT ENGLEBURG ELEMENTARY 550960001158 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT FIFTY-THIRD STREET ELEMENTARY 550960001162 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT FRANKLIN ELEMENTARY 550960001165 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT GOODRICH ELEMENTARY 550960001173 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT GRANTOSA DRIVE ELEMENTARY 550960001176 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT HAMPTON ELEMENTARY 550960001181 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT HAWTHORNE ELEMENTARY 550960001185 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT KAGEL ELEMENTARY 550960001195 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT LA CAUSA CHARTER SCHOOL 550960001317 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT LINCOLN AVENUE ELEMENTARY 550960001206 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT LONGFELLOW ELEMENTARY 550960001209 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT MACDOWELL MONTESSORI ELEMENTAH 550960001212 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT MILWAUKEE HIGH SCHOOL OF THE ART 550960002339 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT MILWAUKEE SCHOOL OF ENTREPRENEU 550960000668 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT MILWAUKEE SIGN LANGUAGE ELEMENT| 550960001191 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT MITCHELL ELEMENTARY 550960001219 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT MORGANDALE ELEMENTARY 550960001220 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT NEESKARA ELEMENTARY 550960001224 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT NINETY-FIFTH STREET ELEMENTARY 550960001225 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT PARKVIEW ELEMENTARY 550960001231 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT PIERCE ELEMENTARY 550960001233 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT PROFESSIONAL LEARNING INSTITUTE 550960003344 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT REAGAN COLLEGE PREPARATORY HIGH 550960003342 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT RILEY ELEMENTARY 550960001236 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT RIVERSIDE HIGH 550960001237 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT STUART ELEMENTARY 550960001250 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT TROWBRIDGE STREET ELEMENTARY 550960001259 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT VICTORY ELEMENTARY 550960001264 G
MILWAUKEE SCHOOL DISTRICT VIEAU ELEMENTARY 550960001265 G
RACINE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT FRATT ELEMENTARY 551236001611 G
RACINE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT GILMORE MIDDLE 551236001616 G
RACINE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT JANES ELEMENTARY 551236001622 G
RACINE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT JULIAN THOMAS ELEMENTARY 551236003337 G
RACINE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT MITCHELL ELEMENTARY 551236001632 G
RACINE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT MITCHELL MIDDLE 551236001633 G
RACINE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT STARBUCK MIDDLE 551236001639 G
RACINE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT WADEWITZ ELEMENTARY 551236001642 G
SHEBOYGAN AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT |SHERIDAN ELEMENTARY 551365002678 G
TRI-COUNTY AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT |TRI-COUNTY MIDDLE 551182002620 G
WABENO AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT WABENO ELEMENTARY 551539001978 G
WHITEHALL SCHOOL DISTRICT WHITEHALL MIDDLE 551665002177 G
WHITEWATER UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRI(LINCOLN INQUIRY CHARTER ELEMENTA| 551668002180 G

Note: This list contains Title | Rewards, Focus, and Priority schools. The rewards schools are redacted and only include Title | schools
identified as High Performing and High Progress schools as defined in ESEA Flexibility. As such, this Rewards list will be expanded to reflect

the State's broader Rewards program.
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[. Introduction

Over the last decade, Wisconsin has developed many of the crucial elements of a modern educator
effectiveness system, including a pre-service assessment, induction supports and mentoring, a tiered
educator licensing system, expanded licensure flexibility and a professional development and
improvement process required for advancement.

of these areas, the thrust
tiveness Design Team

While the State’s educator effectiveness efforts includes improvements i
of this work has been recommendations from the Wisconsin E

support a system of continuous improvement of ed tice—from pre-service through

inservice—that leads to improved student learning.

The resulting system will
evaluate teachers and principals
through a fair, valid, and reliable
process using multiple
measures across two mai
areas: educator practice
student outcomes.

The model will be pilot

the significant chang
resulting educator effectiveness
system will represent, and
believes the system  will
positively impact both educator practice and student learning throughout Wisconsin. Further, this system
will fulfill federal requirements around educator evaluation and professional development.

Figure 1: Wisconsin Educator Effectiveness System
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[I. Development of the Educator
Evaluation Framework

Purpose

s student outcome data
mework will include

Integrate a fair and reliable educator evaluation framework that i
elements of educator practice into the State’s educator effectivenes
ongoing formative components that support improvement as we

Process

This framework was designed in collaboration with leaders
educator preparation programs, Governor Walker’s office a
Instruction. Design Team members representeththe following:

fessional education organizations,
e Wisconsin Department of Public

e American Federation of Teachers-Wist
e Association of Wisconsin School Admini
e Department of Public Ins ion (DPI)
o Office of the Governg
e Professional Sta

e University of Wisco S C ducation

e WisconsingAsseciati eges of Teacher Education (WACTE)

The Design Team onthly to review materials, resolve policy issues and reach consensus around the
Framework. This work was based on recommendations from staff workgroups, national experts, state
research organizations, and regional technical assistance providers (see Appendix A: Design Team Members for
a full list of participants).
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Work groups, which largely consisted of staff from Design Team organizations, reviewed research,
developed position papers and prepared recommendations for the Design Team between meetings (see
Appendix B: Workgroup Members for a full list of participants).

Additionally, several nationally renowned partner organizations provided technical assistance,
facilitation and research support (see Appendix C: Partner Organizations for a full list of participants). Notable
support is outlined below:

The Wisconsin Center for Education Research (WCER) helped e the Design Team decision
points; identified current educator effectiveness research, nd models; developed
background material; and provided in-depth feedback durin i hout the process.

The National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Q information on

The Great Lakes West Regional Comprehensi and Regional Educational
Laboratories (REL) Midwest facilitated and docume ework meetings and decisions.

eetings hosted by the Council of

Feedback was solicited through ongoing stake n, including an Educator Effectiveness
Symposium, which informed stakeholders and ' e emerging framework design.

Guiding Principles

Informed by the CCSSO aching and Leading: A Vision for a High-Quality
Educator Development Syste , ork focused on five key questions:

Effective educator essential to improving learning for all students. The Design Team believes it is

imperative that students have highly effective teams of educators to support them throughout their

1 CCSSO, Transforming Teaching and Leading: A Vision for a High-Quality Educator Development System.
http://www.ccsso.org/Resources/Publications/Transforming Teaching and Leading.html.
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public education. The Design Team further believes that effective practice leading to better educational
achievement requires continuous improvement and monitoring.

A strong evaluation system for educators is designed to provide information that supports decisions
intended to ensure continuous individual and system effectiveness. The system must be well-articulated,
manageable, reliable and sustainable. The goal of this system is to provide students with highly qualified
and effective educators who focus on student learning.

To that end, an effective educator evaluation system must deliver inform

¢ Guides effective educational practice that is aligned wit ing and development.

Documents evidence of effective educator practice.

Documents evidence of student learning.

Informs appropriate professional developm

Informs educator preparation programs.

rce decisions.

Supports a full range of human r

[s credible, valid, reliable, comp iform acros

Defining Effectiveness

The Design Team defines ed

The following design‘features are predicated on the understanding that a successful performance-based
evaluation system must be fully aligned with professional development and implemented with fidelity.

A system of this nature necessitates both an ongoing formative process that supports low-stakes
continuous educator improvement as well as a more traditional summative evaluation that can support
the full range of employment decisions.
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Formative Feedback: Educators must be engaged in evaluating their own practice and receive low-

stakes formative feedback on an ongoing basis from peers, mentors and supervisors. Formative
elements may include classroom observations, peer review, data chats/reviews, and a range of
diagnostic support or mentoring activities.

While districts will have discretion in structuring their formative process and elements, these
activities should occur multiple times throughout the year and include afmix of peer/mentor and
supervisory feedback. Depending on district practice and policies, some formative elements may
inform the summative evaluation process. However, inclusion of toognany, formative elements in the
summative evaluation may undermine the formative focus on coaghing and improvement.

Summative Evaluation: Per Wis. Stat. § 121.02(1)(q), all districts are required to conduct an
evaluation of non-probationary teachers and principals infthe first year and at least every third year
thereafter to assess overall employment performance. 4Probationary educators, who are usually in the
first few years of employment with a given district, are.generally evaluated annually.

Among other things, summative evaluations may be used t@ make the full range of human resources
decisions. These evaluations must includemultiple classroom o@bservations and artifacts as well as
student performance data. Based on the @valuation, educators will bexassigned to one of the following
performance rating categories: exemplary, effective ofadeveloping.“Educator ratings will be based
equally on measures of educator practice (50%) and studentpoutcomes (50%), and “developing”
educators will be evaluated annually until they progtess to “effective” or exit the profession.

Both formative feedback andésummative evaluatigns should be aligned to the district’'s human resource
practices (including staffifig, mentoring, professional\development, and performance management) in
order to provide a consistent focus. Professional development plans, in particular, should be aligned with
evaluation feedback to ensure Wisconsin educatorsyare supported throughout their careers.

1. Multip LeBMSStrSTRESNOf Ed u cag@mPractice

Measufes of educator practice will account for 50% of the overall summative rating for educators.
Dimensions, of effective educator practice for teachers will be based on the 2011 Interstate Teacher
Assessment and Support Consortium (InTASC) Model Core Teaching Standards. Effective practice for
principals will betbased onfthe 2008 Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Educational
Leadership Policy Standards. The InTASC and ISLLC standards can be found in Appendix E and F.

The InTASC and ISLLC standards were selected as they are widely recognized as rigorous and robust
standards of professional practice. These research-based standards describe effective teacher and leader
practices that lead to improved student achievement. The standards are envisioned as the foundation for
a comprehensive framework that addresses each stage of an educator’s career. Both sets of standards
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were developed through multi-state collaborative efforts and have been endorsed by numerous
education organizations, associations, and institutes of higher education.

The following measures of educator practice will be used:

e For teachers, the domains and components of Charlotte Danielson’s A Framework for Teaching
(Danielson, 2007) will be used to provide definition and specificity g@ythe InTASC standards.

required by school districts.

Each domain represents a distinctive area of ef i e components
provide a detailed, but manageable, list of tea i i ith the 2011
InTASC standards. The Danielson domains an be found in Appendix G.

s will be developed for certified
s part or all of their duties or work

Appropriate adaptations to the domains and c
professional staff that have out-of-classroom assignm
with special populations.

d. The ISLLC subordinate functions under
bserving principal practice will be
onent level. Models based on ISLLC will be used

e For principals, the 2008 ISLLC sta
the standards will form the compc
developed, adapted, or identified at t

2. Multiple Mea Of Student Outcomes

Measures of student outcomes will account for 50% of the overall summative rating for educators.
Multiple measures of student outcomes will be used. State and district achievement data with both
individual and school components will be included.

e For teachers, the following data when available will be used:
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* Individual value-added data on statewide standardized assessments (currently grades
3-7 reading and math);?

» District-adopted standardized assessment results.

= Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) agreed upon by teachers and administrators.
SLOs are a collaborative method of setting measurable goals and measuring growth in
student performance towards those goals during the course of instruction. SLOs can be
based on teacher-developed or other classroom assessment,

» Choice of district data, based on improvement strategi
district goals based on areas of need highlighted by t

* For elementary and middle school levels, school-
high schools, graduation rate will be used.

and aligned to school and
countability system.
ores will be used. For

student data (state as ent, district
to these three measures and
utcomes. When only two of these
ch measure and together they will
only SLOs are available, they will
t improvement strategies and

For teachers, when the first three measure
assessments and SLOs) are available, equal
together they will make up 90% of the data used
measures are available, equal weight will be give
make up 90% of the data used forstudent outcomes.
account for 90% of the data use
school-wide data will each compris ent outcomes in all cases. Student outcome

able will be used:

For principals, the fa
i n state-wide standardized assessments taken by

=  School-w,

SPOs) agreed upon by principals and district leaders.
borative participatory method of setting measurable goals and

Z Design Team specified the value-added model for student growth will be developed by the Value-Added Research Center at
University of Wisconsin-Madison, and that the model shall control for demographic variables (race/ethnicity, gender, socio-

economic status, disability status, and ELL status).

4 If the successor state assessment system allows, a similar school-wide reading measure at high school will be used.
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e For principals, when the first three measures of student data (state assessment, district
assessments, and SPOs) are available, equal weight will be given to these three measures and
together they will make up 90% of the data used for student outcomes. When only two of these
measures are available, equal weight will be given to each measure and together they will
make up 90% of the data used for student outcomes. When only SPOs are available, they will
account for 90% of the data used in student outcomes. District imprevement strategies and
school-wide data will comprise 5% respectively under student 0% in all cases.

Educator Evaluation

+State assessment

(value-added growth)
+District assessment data
sStudent Learning Objectives
(SLOs) or School Performance
Objectives (SPOs)

*School-wide reading
(Elem/Middle)

*Graduation rate

(High School)

+District choice

B Models of Practice W Student Qutcomes

igure 2: S)‘w weights

erformance in educator practice and student outcomes, both of
rformance rating. Educators will receive one of three ratings:

ing describes professional practice and impact on student achievement
pectations and requires additional support and directed action.

improvement that will be addressed through professional development.

+ Exemplary: this rating describes outstanding professional practice and impact on student
achievement. Educators rated as exemplary will continue to expand their expertise through
professional development opportunities. In addition, these educators will be encouraged to
utilize their expertise through leadership opportunities.

10
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An educator will not be allowed to remain at the developing level and continue to practice indefinitely. If
an educator is rated as developing for longer than would be reasonable for their level of experience in
their position the educator will undergo an intervention phase to improve on the areas rated as
developing. If, at the end of the intervention phase, the educator is still rated as developing, the district
shall move to a removal phase. An appeals process shall be developed by the district.

4. Matrix Model for Combining Measures

Dimensions of educator practice and student learning outcomes equally. In order to
determine summative performance ratings, educator practice will be combined

using a matrix model. The matrix model has been applied cts as a way to

represent how measures of practice and measures of ou m evaluation
decisions. There are two axes: one represents a combin easures, and one represents a
combination of student outcome measures. Before the di res are aggregated into a single
score for each axis, they may be weighted for their relat portance to educator effectiveness
determinations. When the scores are combingd, they will yield o ng for each axis with 5 being the

mined by locating the cell that
highlighted cells in the upper-

bstantially different (e.g., very high for student
triggered to investigate the discrepancy.

*Asterisks indicate a mismatch between educator’s practice performance and student outcomes and requires
a focused review to determine why the mismatch is occurring and what, if anything, needs to be corrected.

Figure 3: Educator effectiveness matrix

11
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5. Differentiated Evaluation Schedules

New educators (first three years in a district) will be evaluated annually. Struggling educators (those
whose summative performance rating is “Developing”) will be evaluated annually. Veteran, non-
struggling educators will be evaluated once every three years, although these educators could be
evaluated on a subset of performance dimensions each year, with the entire set covered over a three year
period. These specifications refer to summative evaluations. Formative evaluation’shall be ongoing for all
educators.

6. Skilled Evaluators

For the purpose of summative evaluation, an educato i pervisor will be the primary
evaluator teaching practice. However, the Design Team reco enefits of multiple observers and
dministrator or evaluator from an

in the current school staffing
structure, and therefore recommends that pre e explored as a way to supplement

staff time during the development phase. Pre-

detailing evidence sources, the frequency of data collection,
d analysis of evidence will be developed. Formative evaluation

acking, teacher-student linkages, data warehousing) will be handled by a
uniform state e Design Team recommends that the laws and regulations of the State of
at personally identifiable information in relation to the evaluation system is not
subject to public osure. As such, individual evaluation ratings (and subcomponents used to
determine ratings) are not subject to open records requests.

Non-personally identifiable data will be used to ensure institutional and system accountability and
improvement. For example:

e Traditional and alternative preparation programs for teachers and principals

12
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e Induction, mentoring, and professional development programs
e The validity, reliability, fairness, and fidelity of implementation of the educator evaluation system

e Other appropriate research and accountability purposes subject to DPI approval, state and federal
regulations, or individual institutional review boards (IRBs).

The privacy of evaluation ratings will be aligned with school and dis accountability system

suppression rules.

8. Equivalency Review Process

Districts will have the flexibility to create their own rubrics ice. must apply to

1. The measurement of educator practice will be reporte

2. The method for combining the rating N ents (educator practice and
student outcomes) must be consiste

3. The timeline for development and ini 1l be the same.

aents. For principals, rubrics must be aligned with the
LC subordinate functions.

In many areas, the bulk of the work lies ahead, and the Framework for Educator Effectiveness is only a
start. The Framework highlights the issues most critical in developing and implementing a new statewide
Educator Effectiveness system. Even beyond the development and piloting years, the state model must be
continuously improved based on educators’ feedback and experience.

13
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Role of the State

The state will be responsible for developing, piloting, implementing, evaluating and maintaining the high
quality evaluation system. The statewide Educator Effectiveness model will be fully developed, piloted
and implemented by 2014-15 to meet ESEA Flexibility requirements (NCLB waivers)?>, and will coincide
with Wisconsin’s school and district accountability reform effort. DPI will be responsible for this work
and ensuring alignment within the broader accountability system. DPI will w
resources wherever possible, but all work outlined in the Framework a
statewide system is contingent on funding.

identify and leverage
quired by a high-quality

Stakeholder Involvement

DPI has convened a coordinating committee representing di ide guidance
and feedback throughout the development, pilot, and ini n phases of the model, at least
through the 2014-2015 school year.

state will encourage districts to begin impl
any district wishing to implement the new s

Timeline

As detailed in Figure 4 and t
system has already begu
and implementation of

ow, work to move from the framework to a state
gressive pace to ensure the development, piloting

However, resources to imp these rece endations have yet to be identified, budgeted, or

legislated. The f@ in source allocation require action:

t a thorough review of current statutes, rules, and policies that
induction, and licensure of Wisconsin educators should be completed as
review should be completed to ensure that Wisconsin statutes, rules, and
of the Framework for Educator Effectiveness. It is critical that state
cators—from preparation through professional development—are aligned
with th inition of effectiveness and intended to increase educator effectiveness.

2. The state must allocate sufficient staff, time, and resources to develop, pilot, implement, evaluate,
and maintain a high quality educator effectiveness system.

5 ESEA Flexibility, (http://www.ed.gov/esea/flexibility)

14
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*Educator Effectiveness Timeline

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Developing Piloting Implementing

2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15

Pilot

Framework Voluntary Pilots Evaluation

released Development Model Educator
revisions i
Model work Effectiveness

Trainin system
development Evaluator and continuged implemented

Developmental Educator training statewide

Districts System training %%tlgvn\qgﬁt atio

n strategy

Continuous Improvement

*All work contingent on funding and resources

Figure 4: Overview, tor effective imeline

STAGE 1: Developing
Phase 1 - Design Phase

e Design Team revie
e Major design feature

e Publish Wisco

e Co intendent’s Coordinating Council on Educator Effectiveness
o Workg s and process manuals for all elements of the system

STAGE 2: Piloting

Phase 3 - Developmental Pilot Phase (July 2012 - June 2013)

e Train Pilot Districts, Support Pilot Districts, Evaluate Pilot

e Revise and/or refine the model based upon data from pilot process

15
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e Evaluate model

e Development of rubrics and process manuals for educators other than teachers and principals
Phase 4 - Full Pilot Phase (July 2013 - June 2014)

e Revise and/or refine model based upon data from pilot process

e Expand pilot, training, and implementation

e Evaluate model

STAGE 3: Implementing
Phase 5 - Implementation (July 2014 - June 201

e Refine model based upon data from two year pilot
e Train and prepare districts for statewide implementation

e Statewide implementation of Educator system

V. Conclusi

The members of the Design ducator effectiveness system marks a major shift for
Wisconsin, and will requi ous commitment on the part of the legislature, teacher preparation
programs, th i i ocal districts and educators throughout the state to implement

16
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Appendix A: Design Team Members

American Federation of Teachers - Wisconsin

Bryan Kennedy, President
AFT Wisconsin

6602 Normandy Lane

Madison, WI 53719

608-662-1444 or 800-362-7390

kennedy@aft-wisconsin.org

Association of Wisconsin School Administrators
Jim Lynch, Executive Director

Association of Wisconsin School Administrators

4797 Hayes Road, Suite 103

Madison, WI 53704

608-241-0300
jimlynch@awsa.org

Office of Governor Scott Walker

Michael Brickman, Education Policy Assistan
115 East Capitol

Madison WI 53702

608-267-9096
Michael.Brickman@wisconsin.gov

Professional Standards C

Lisa Benz, Music Teache
Ellsworth Middle School
320 Panther Drive
Ellsworth, WI 54011
(W) 715-273-3908_¢

Wisconsi eges of Teacher Education

Julie Underwoo
UW-Madison
School of Education
University of Wisconsin-Madison
Education Building

1000 Bascom Mall, Suite 377H
Madison, WI 53706
608-262-9844
junderwood@education.wisc.edu
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Wisconsin Association of Independent Colleges and Universities

Kathy Lake, Associate Vice President
Alverno College

School of Education

3400 South 43rd Street

P.O. Box 343922

Milwaukee, WI 53234-3922
414-382-6356

kathy.lake@alverno.edu

Wisconsin Association of School Boards

John Ashley, Executive Director
Wisconsin Association of School Boards
122 West Washington Ave.

Suite 400

Madison, WI 53703-2761
608-257-2622

jashley@wasb.org

Wisconsin Association of School District istrators

Miles Turner, Executive Director
Wisconsin Association of School District Administrator
4797 Hayes Rd Ste 201
Madison WI 53704
608-242-1090
mturner@wasda.org

Wisconsin Education A
Mary Bell, President

Wisconsin Education Association
33 Nob Hill Road
P.0. Box 8003
Madison, W

blic Instruction

Michael . Tho tate Superintendent
Office of the State aten

125 South Webster St .Box 7841

Madison, WI 53707-784
608-266-3584
michael.thompson@dpi.wi.gov
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Appendix B: Workgroup Members

Association of Wisconsin School Administrators

Jim Lynch, Executive Director Kelly Meyers, Associate Executive Director
Association of Wisconsin School Administrators 4797 Hayes Road, Suite 103

4797 Hayes Road, Suite 103 Madison, WI 53704

Madison, WI 53704 (608) 241-0300

608-241-0300 kellymeyers@awsa.org

jimlynch@awsa.org

Wisconsin Association of School Boards

Deb Gurke, Director of Board Governance
Wisconsin Association of School Boards

122 West Washington Ave.

Suite 400

Madison, WI 53703-2761

608-257-2622

dgurke@wasb.org

Wisconsin Association of School District

Jon Bales, Superintendent
DeForest Area School District
520 E. Holum Street
DeForest, WI 53532
608-842-6577
jbales@deforest.k12.wi.us

Wisconsin Education A
Ron Jetty, IPD Consultant

Wisconsin Educatie iation Coune
33 Nob Hill Ro
P.0. Box 800

sociate Dean
1000 Bascom Mall, Suite
Madison WI 53706-1326
608-262-1763

Also: Rehabilitation Psychology and Special Education,
Professor, Room 407

608-263-4944

cheryl@education.wisc.edu
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Department of Public Instruction

Julie Brilli, Director

Teacher Education, Professional Development
and Licensing Team

Department of Public Instruction

125 South Webster St., P.0. Box 7841
Madison, WI 53707-7841

608-266-0986

julie.brilli@dpi.wi.gov

Jared Knowles, Educational Policy Analysis
Office of Educational Accountability

Department of Public Instruction

125 South Webster St., P.O. Box 7841

Madison, WI 53707-7841

608-347-9475

jared.knowles@dpi.wi.gov

Amy Marsman, Education Consultant
Office of Educational Accountability
Department of Public Instruction

125 South Webster St., P.O. Box 7841
Madison, WI 53707-7841

608-264-9546

amy.marsman@dpi.wi.gov

Beverly Cann, Education Consultant
Teacher Education, Professional Development
and Licensing Team

Department of Public Instruction

125 South Webster St., P.O. Box
Madison, WI 53707-7841
608-267-9263
beverly.cann@dpi.wi.go,
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Appendix C: Partner Organizations

Great Lakes West Regional Comprehensive Center

Winsome Waite, Great Lakes West Facilitator
1000 Thomas Jefferson Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20007

202-403-5000

wwaite@air.org

Regional Educational Laboratory of the Midwest

Sara Wraight, Senior Policy Analyst
20 N. Wacker Drive, Suite 1231

Chicago, IL 60606

312-283-2311

swraight@air.org

National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality

Lisa Lachlan-Haché, Senior Research

and Policy Analyst

1000 Thomas Jefferson St.,, NW
Washington, D.C. 20007

(202) 403-6214
llachlan@air.org

Wisconsin Center for Education Research

Steven M. Kimball, Assistant Scii
UW-Madison

1025 W. Johnson Street, Roo
Madison, WI 53706
608-265-6201
skimball@wisc.edu

Bradley Carl, Associate Researc Herb G. Heneman, Professor Emeritus
UW-Madison UW-Madison

1025 W. John 975 University Avenue, 653d Grainger Hall
Madison, WI 53706

608-262-9175

hheneman@bus.wisc.edu

nthony Milanowski, Assistant Scientist
W-Madison

25 W. Johnson Street, Room 653

dison, WI 53706

08-262-9872

amilanow@wisc.edu

UW-Madison
1025 W. Johnson
Madison, WI 53706
608-265-2619

jarrigoni@wisc.edu
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Appendix D: Overview of Wisconsin Educator Effectiveness System

al development and advancement. (2011 Wisconsin Act 166,
121.02 (1)(q) and Wis. Admin. Code § Pl 8.01(2)(q).
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Appendix E: 2011 InTASC Model Core Teaching Standards

Standard 1

Standard 2

Standard 3

Standard 4

Standard 5

Standard 6

Standard 7

Standard 8

Standard 9

Standard 10

Teachers

2011 InTASC Model Core Teaching Standards

Learner Development: The teacher understands how learners grow and develop, recognizing
that patterns of learning and development vary individually within and across the cognitive,
linguistic, social, emotional, and physical areas, and designs and implements developmentally
appropriate and challenging learning experiences.

Learning Differences: The teacher uses understanding ©f individual differences and diverse
cultures and communities to ensure inclusive learning ehvironments that enable each learner to
meet high standards.

Learning Environments: The teacher works with others to create environments that support
individual and collaborative learning, and that encourage positive social interaction, active
engagement in learning, and self motivation.

Content Knowledge: The teacher understands.théy@entral concepts, tools of inquiry, and
structures of the discipline(s) he or she teaches and creates learning experiences that make the
discipline accessible and meaningful for learners to assure mastery of the content.

Application of Content: The teacher understands how to connect concepts and use differing
perspectives to engage learners in critical thinking, creativity, and collaborative problem solving
related to authentic local and global issues.

Assessment: The teacher understandsgand uses multiple methods of assessment to engage
learners in_th€ir 6wn growth, to monitor learner progress, and to guide the teacher’s and
learner’s decision'making.

Planning for Instruction: The teacher plans instruction that supports every student in meeting
rigorous learning goals by drawing upon knowledge of content areas, curriculum, cross-
disciplinary skills, and pedagogy, as well as knowledge of learners and the community context.

Instructional‘Strategies: The teacher understands and uses a variety of instructional strategies to
encourage learners to develop deep understanding of content areas and their connections, and to
build skills to apply knowledge in meaningful ways.

Professional Learning and Ethical Practice: The teacher engages in ongoing professional learning
and uses evidence to continually evaluate his/her practice, particularly the effects of his/her
choices and actions on others (learners, families, other professionals, and the community), and
adapts practice to meet the needs of each learner.

Leadérship and Collaboration: The teacher seeks appropriate leadership roles and opportunities
tortake responsibility for student learning, to collaborate with learners, families, colleagues, other
school professionals, and community members to ensure learner growth, and to advance the
profession.
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Appendix F: 2008 ISLLC Educational Leadership Policy Standards

Principals

2008 ISLLC Educational Leadership Policy Standards

Standard 1 An education leader promotes the success of every student by facilitating the development,
articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and
supported by all stakeholders.

Functions:
A. Collaboratively develop and implement a shared vision and mission
B. Collect and use data to identify goals, assess organizational effectiveness, and promote
organizational learning
C. Create and implement plans to achieve goals
D. Promote continuous and sustainable improvement
E. Monitor and evaluate progress and revise plans
Standard 2 An education leader promotes the success ent by advocating, nurturing, and

sustaining a school culture and instructional pr
professional growth.

onducive to student learning and staff

Functions:
A. Nurture and sustain a cult ust, learning, and high expectations
B. Create a comprehensive, rigo ar program

H. Promote
ing

e of the most effective and appropriate technologies to support teaching and

e impact of the instructional program

Standard 3

An education leader promotes the success of every student by ensuring management of the
organization, operation, and resources for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment.

Functions:

A. Monitor and evaluate the management and operational systems

B. Obtain, allocate, align, and efficiently utilize human, fiscal, and technological resources
C. Promote and protect the welfare and safety of students and staff

D. Develop the capacity for distributed leadership

E. Ensure teacher and organizational time is focused to support quality instruction and student
learning
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Principals

2008 ISLLC Educational Leadership Policy Standards

Standard 4

An education leader promotes the success of every student by collaborating with faculty and
community members, responding to diverse community interests and needs, and mobilizing
community resources.

Functions:

A. Collect and analyze data and information pertinent to the educati environment

B. Promote understanding, appreciation, and use of the comm diverse cultural, social, and

intellectual resources
C. Build and sustain positive relationships with families

D. Build and sustain productive relationships with ¢ unity partners

Standard 5

An education leader promotes the success of every student by acting with integrity, fairness, and
in an ethical manner.

Functions:

A. Ensure a system of accountability for every student’s academic and social success

B. Model principles of self-awareness, reflective practice, transparency, and ethical behavior
C. Safeguard the values of democracy, equity, and diversity

D. Consider and evaluate the potential moral and legal consequences of decision-making

E. Promote social justice and ensure that individual student needs inform all aspects of schooling

Standard 6

An educatio promotes t ss of every student by ensuring management of the
and resour r a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment.

pagement and operational systems
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Appendix G: Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching Domains and Components

Domain 1: Planning and Preparation
e Demonstrating Knowledge of Content and Pedagogy

e Demonstrating Knowledge of Students

e Setting Instructional Outcomes
¢ Demonstrating Knowledge of Resources

e Designing Coherent Instruction

Designing Student Assessments

Domain 2: The Classroom Environment
e C(Creating an Environment of Respect and Rapport
e Establishing a Culture for Learning
e Managing Classroom Procedures
e Managing Student Behavior

e Organizing Physical Space

Domain 3: Instruction

e (Communicating wi

e Participating in a Professional Community

e Growing and Developing Professionally

e Showing Professionalism
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Appendix H: Student Outcome Weights

Student Outcome Detail (50% of evaluation)

State Assessment
Models of 15.0%

Practice

50.0% 1500, District Assessment

15.0%
Student Learning Objectives

2 5‘% \2,5% School-wide Reading (Elementary-Middle)
District Choic'e Graduation (High School)

Student Outcome Weights—PK- 8

State assessment, district assessment,

SLOs, and other measures SLOs and other measures

State assessment
SLO

District assessment

SLOs School-wide reading

School-wide reading

_— . District choice
District choice

0 10 20 30 40 50

0 10 20 30 40 50

Student Outcome Weights—9 -12

State assessment, district assessment,

SLOs, and other measures SLOs

District assessment SLO

SLO
Graduation rate

Graduation rate

District choice
District choice

0 10 2 3 4 50
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Appendix I: Glossary

Source: TQ Center http://www.tgsource.org/

1.

Classroom Observations - Used to measure observable classroom processes including specific
teacher practices, aspects of instruction, and interactions between teachers and students.
Classroom observations can measure broad, overarching aspects of teaching or subject-specific or
context specific aspects of practice.

Effective Principal - An effective principal shapes schools strategyfand educational practices that
foster the intellectual, social and emotional growth of childrengresulting in measureable growth
that can be documented in meaningful ways.

Effective Teacher - An effective teacher consistently used educational practiees that foster the
intellectual, social and emotional growth of children, z€sulting in measureable'growth that can be
documented in meaningful ways.

Formative Evaluation - Formative evaluation is a‘proeess uSed to gather feedback on educator
practice and student outcomes in order to adjust on-going teaching and leading, and to improve
student outcomes. Formative evaluations occur within the teaching and learning process and, as a
result, are often dynamic, in-the-momeént, small-scale evaluations. This can be considered an
evaluation of the process.

Multiple Measures of Student Learning, -The various types of assessments of student learning,
including for example, value-added or growth m€asures, curriculum-based tests, pre/post tests,
capstone projects, oral presentations, performances, or artistic or other projects.

Multiple Measureséof Teacher Performance -The various types of assessments of teachers’
performance, incliding, for example, classroem observations, student test score data, self-
assessments, or student or parentisusveys.

Non-tested Grades and Subjects -Refers'to the grades and subjects that are not required to be
tested undemthe Elementary'and Secondary Education Act.

School Performance Outcomes, - A participatory method of setting measurable goals, or
objectives, based on the specifie school student data, such as the baseline performance of the
students, and the measurable gain in student performance during the course of the year. SPOs can
be based on standadrdized assessments, but they also may be based on school-developed
assessments if they are “rigorous and comparable across districts.” The general method of SPOs
draws ‘on beth effe€tive pedagogical practices and approaches to goal setting and evaluation and
task motivationfound in multiple professions.

Standards for Professional Practice - A set of ideals for what behaviors, skills, knowledge and
dispositions teacher should exhibit.

10.Student Growth - The change in student achievement for an individual student between two or

more points in time. A state also may include other measures that are rigorous and comparable
across classrooms.
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11.Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) - A participatory method of setting measurable goals, or
objectives, based on the specific assignment or class, such as the students taught, the subject
matter taught, the baseline performance of the students, and the measurable gain in student
performance during the course of instruction. SLOs can be based on the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act or other standardized assessments, but they also may be based on
teacher-developed or other classroom assessments if they are “rigorous and comparable across
classrooms.” The general method of SLOs draws on both effective pe@agogical practices and
approaches to goal setting and evaluation and task motivation founddin'multiple professions. In
some instances, SLOs are shared by a team of job-alike teachers.

12.Student Surveys - Questionnaires that typically ask studentsto rate teachers on an extent-scale
regarding various aspects of teachers’ practice as well as how much students say they learned or
the extent to which they were engaged.

13.Summative Evaluation - A summative evaluation isfdesigned to assess the cumulative results of
educator practice and student outcomes in order o determine the, effectiveness of an educator at
a given (end) point in time. Summative evaluatignsiycan ogéur annually or at predetermined
intervals, but are cumulative in nature, and therefore‘evaluate performance after a period of time.
This can be considered an evaluation of the outcomes.

14.Teacher Self-Assessments - Surveys, instiuctional logs, or‘intéxviews in which teachers report
on their work in the classroom; the extent to'whichythey are meeting standards; and in some cases,
the impact of their practice. Self-assessments may consist,of checklists, rating scales, and rubrics
and may require teachers to indicate the frequency of particular practices.

15.Reliability - The abilitygofran instrument te measure teacher performance consistently across
different rates and different'contexts.

16.Validity - The abijlity of an instrument to measure the attribute that it intends to measure.

17.Value-Added Models (VAMs) - CompleXpystatistical models that attempt to determine how
specific teachers and sehools affect student achievement growth over time. This model generally
uses atgléast tWe, years of students’ test scores and may take into account other student-and
sche@l-level variables, such"as family background, poverty, and other contextual factors. VAMs
attempt to determine the extent to which changes in student performance can be attributed to a
specific school and/or teacher compared with that of the average school or teacher.
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WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC §
News Release INSTRUCT]ON

Education Information Services = 125 South Webster Street « P.O. Box 7841 « Madison, Wl 53707-7841 = (608) 266-3559

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE DPI-NR 2011-125
Monday, November 7, 2011
Contact:  Patrick Gasper, DPI Communications Officer, (608) 266-3559

Evaluation system to balance educator practice and student outcomes
Framework for Educator Effectivenessisfirst step in model evaluation system

MADISON — Teachers and principals will be evaluated on their professional practice and student achievement in
an educator evaluation system outlined in a preliminary report issued today by the Wisconsin Educator Effectiveness
Design Team. State Superintendent Tony Evers appointed the group last December.

As described in the Wisconsin Framework for Educator Effectiveness, student outcomes and educator
practice will be weighted equally to create an educator effectiveness performance rating. Outcomes for students will
come from multiple measures. Those include value-added data from state assessments, district assessment data,
student learning objectives, school-wide reading at the elementary level and graduation at the high school level, and
district choice data based on improvement strategies.

Educator practice, which also will account for 50 percent of the evaluation rating, will be based on
standards such as instructional strategies, classroom organization, content knowledge, school culture, and
collaboration with faculty and the community. The standards come from the nationally recognized 2011 Interstate
Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (InTASC) Model Core Teaching Standards and the 2008 Interstate
School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Educational Leadership Policy Standards.

“Centered on student learning, fair, valid, and reliable — these are core principles for our educator
effectiveness framework,” said State Superintendent Tony Evers. “Our performance-based evaluation system
will support teachers and principals in their job of educating students and help our educators improve throughout
their careers.”

In the framework, an effective educator is defined as consistently using educational practices that foster the
intellectual, social, and emotional growth of children. That growth, documented in meaningful ways, will be part of
the evaluations conducted by a teacher’s or a principal’s immediate supervisor. The evaluation system will include
multiple forms of evidence and will serve both formative and summative evaluation needs. Evaluations will include

observations, a review of documents, surveys, data, and discussions with the educator. Evaluations will result in a

(more)
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educator effectiveness framework — page 2

performance rating at one of three levels: developing, effective, and exemplary. For all ratings, the evaluation will
identify areas of strength and areas for improvement to be addressed through professional development.

New educators, who are in the first three years in a district, and educators, whose performance rating is at
the developing level, will be evaluated annually. Veteran, non-struggling educators will have a summative
evaluation every three years, though these educators could be evaluated on a subset of performance dimensions each
year, with the entire set covered over a three-year period. Formative evaluation will be ongoing for all educators.
When fully developed and implemented, the system will support a full range of human resource decisions.

Mary Bell, president of the Wisconsin Education Association Council, and Bryan Kennedy, president of the
American Federation of Teachers-Wisconsin, commended the efforts of other members who worked with them on
the design team. “Through consensus building, Wisconsin will be using an educator evaluation system that will
improve teaching and student learning,” Bell said. “We have taken solid steps in the development of an evaluation
system that constructively uses student outcome data and professional practice,” Kennedy added.

As work continues on developing the model evaluation system, the 2012-13 and 2013-14 school years will
involve piloting the model, evaluator and educator training, evaluating and revising the model as well as identifying
a statewide implementation strategy. Full implementation of the model in the 2014-15 school year depends on
funding to identify or develop rubrics for educator practice, training for educators and evaluators, continuing efforts
on the state’s data system to link student achievement data with an individual educator, establishing reliable
calculations for value-added student outcomes, and increasing the capacity of local districts to collect and use
student outcome data.

“The Wisconsin Educator Effectiveness Framework provides a good foundation for a statewide model
evaluation system,” said John Ashley, executive director of the Wisconsin Association of School Boards.
“Additionally, the framework recognizes that many districts have evaluation systems in place and allows districts
flexibility to create or continue using their own rubrics of educator practice.”

Julie Underwood, dean of the University of Wisconsin-Madison School of Education, praised the
framework for its comprehensiveness. “The educator effectiveness design team’s work gives us the opportunity to
align our system from pre-service education, to professional development, and evaluation,” she said.

Miles Turner, executive director of the Wisconsin Association of School District Administrators, and Jim
Lynch, executive director of the Association of Wisconsin School Administrators, also were active on the design
team. “This is exciting work. We are developing resources that will move Wisconsin ahead with a performance-

based evaluation system that respects the collaborative nature of successful schools,” Turner said. “We have a

(more)
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educator effectiveness framework — page 3

tremendous opportunity to take the work of the design team and develop a well thought-out model evaluation
system. It will take our continued best efforts, at the state and local level, to seize this opportunity,” Lynch added.

The work group and design team, made up of leaders from a broad range of education stakeholders,
developed the Wisconsin Educator Effectiveness Framework. Representatives came from: the American Federation
of Teachers (AFT), Association of Wisconsin School Administrators (AWSA), Office of the Governor, Professional
Standards Council, University of Wisconsin-Madison School of Education, Wisconsin Association of Colleges of
Teacher Education (WACTE), Wisconsin Association of Independent Colleges and Universities (WAICU),
Wisconsin Association of School Boards (WASB), Wisconsin Association of School District Administrators
(WASDA), and Wisconsin Education Association Council (WEAC). Critical to the process was technical assistance
provided by researchers from the Wisconsin Center for Education Research (WCER), Great Lakes West Regional
Comprehensive Center (GLW), and Regional Educational Laboratory (REL) Midwest. National work by the State
Consortium on Educator Effectiveness, led by the Council of Chief State School Officers, guided the state design
team and work group efforts. The design team developed a timeline for moving the framework into a statewide
model will ensure the process is not rushed.

As a next step, the state superintendent will convene a state coordinating committee, representing diverse
stakeholders who will provide guidance and feedback to the Department of Public Instruction throughout the
development, pilot, and initial implementation phases. That committee will work through 2014-15 when the
evaluation system will be implemented statewide.

“I am happy to accept the recommendations in the Wisconsin Framework for Educator Effectiveness,” Evers
said. “We need to move ahead to ensure the effectiveness of educators in our schools and classrooms. The timeline in

the framework gives us the opportunity to do this right so we improve academic achievement for all students.”

Hit#

NOTE: Additional information, including a copy of the Wisconsin Framework for Educator Effectiveness Preliminary Report
and Recommendations, is available on the Department of Public Instruction Educator Effectiveness website http://dpi
.wi.gov/tepdl/edueff.html. This news release is available electronically at http://dpi.wi.gov/eis/pdf/dpinr2011 125.pdf.
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WEAC and AFT Recommendations
to State Superintendent Tony Evers

November 21, 2011

The Wisconsin Education Association Council (WEAC) and the American Federation of Teachers,
Wisconsin, (AFT) submit the following recommendations to the Governor’s School Accountability Task
Force. The recommendations are informed by a series of eight public events held around the state
entitled Speak Out for Public Schools: The ABC’s of School Accountability. The Speak Out events were
promoted and open to the public. Local media were invited and attended each of the events. They
occurred in Eau Claire, Weston (DC Everest), Superior, Reedsburg, Oshkosh, South Milwaukee, Kenosha
and Green Bay. The events started on September 20th and concluded on November 8th.

More than 500 Wisconsin parents, community members, teachers, support professionals and school
officials attended the events. The events were organized around four discussion areas: school programs
and services, student achievement, teaching effectiveness and parent/community involvement in
schools. The discussions were conducted in small groups of six to ten participants. Small group
discussions were led by local volunteers. The format was designed to allow individuals ample
opportunity to voice their opinions and to suggest ideas not specifically addressed by the discussion
qguestions. Individual responses to questions were collected and tabulated.

Additional conversation and input was generated through an online Facebook page at
www.facebook.com/SpeakOutWisconsin. Review of Facebook discussions served as an additional basis
for the recommendations.

The recommendations offered by WEAC and AFT are:

e Recommendation #1: Wisconsin should create a holistic system of school accountability.

e Recommendation #2: Wisconsin should develop specific criteria for assessing non-tested
subject areas.

e Recommendation #3: Wisconsin should assess key indicators of school quality, including class
size, the quality and availability of staff professional development programs, the availability of
vital student support services and school climate.

o Recommendation #4: Wisconsin should link educator evaluation systems to professional
development programs that promote teaching effectiveness.

e Recommendation #5: Wisconsin should provide parents with access to meaningful information
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of their schools.

WEAC and AFT Accountability Recommendations to State Superintendent Tony Evers
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Appendix 1 - WEAC and AFT Recommendations

Recommendation #1: Wisconsin should create a holistic system of school accountability.

Issues surrounding school and teacher accountability are being discussed with increasing frequency
nationally, with many states contemplating and even enacting new systems and measures. When asked
about accountability, Wisconsinites who attended the statewide series of listening sessions identified
breadth of curriculum and student support services as some the most important qualities they value in
their schools. And, regarding school improvement and teacher effectiveness, participants identified class
size, school environment (climate) and professional development as key areas that mattered most.

Many of these measures fall on the input side of the school equation, and stand in contrast to the
standard set of outputs (test scores, disaggregated test scores and graduation rates) that have come to
dominate school accountability. Outputs are important markers, but they do not tell us what we need to
do to improve school performance. Efforts to improve school quality must identify variables internal to
the process of education itself that are directly related to student learning. These inputs include teacher
quality, professional development, the availability of subject-specific and developmental specialists,
class size, tutoring and other academic support services for students, and effective school leadership, to
name but a few.

The question before us today is how to build an accountability system that balances the measure of vital
inputs (programs and services for children) with standard output measures. How, in other words, can we
build an accountability system that actually measures the programs and services that the public values
most?

Parents and community members attending the listening sessions identified art, music, foreign
language, and career and/ technical education specifically as classes that they are most concerned about
losing—or that they want more of in districts where such programs were deemed insufficient.

Because student outcomes in these subjects are difficult to measure through the present regime of
standardized testing, the state accountability system must incorporate school-based measures of
student performance if they are to respect the integrity of these disciplines.

Wisconsin can create a holistic assessment system that better informs strategies to improve
achievement and better reflects what parents and community members value most by:

o Balancing inputs (programs and services for children) with standardized outcome
measures, and

o By incorporating school-based performance measures in non-tested subjects into the
overall set of metrics used to assess education.

In order to incorporate non-tested subjects into the accountability system, Wisconsin must first identify
the basic qualities it aspires to, specifically for art, music, foreign language and career and/ technical
education. Then it can determine the extent to which school districts are meeting standards related to
(1) opportunity to learn, and (2) quality. Do all students statewide have equal access to such programs?

WEAC and AFT Accountability Recommendations to State Superintendent Tony Evers
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At what grade levels should the different subjects be introduced? And how do we measure the quality of
these programs in objective fashion?

Recommendation #2: Wisconsin should develop specific criteria for assessing non-tested subject
areas.

Wisconsin has academic standards established in a number of areas, and they should be enhanced to
include robust offerings in art, music, physical education, foreign language, and career and/ technical
education. Speak Out participants were most concerned about preserving these curricular offerings, and
Wisconsin should develop a unique set of rubrics for each of these non-tested subjects.

WEAC and AFT recognize that assessing non-tested subjects such as art and music poses many
challenges. Further inquiry and discussion are needed to develop an assessment model that will work
for Wisconsin. Nevertheless, we believe that, at minimum, non-tested subjects can be assessed using
the four sets of criteria outlined below.

(A) Measure the quantity and duration of such programming (opportunities to learn)—what
are the minimum number of hours and days of instruction and number of course offerings that
should be made available to students, what percentage of students should be able to participate
at different grade levels, and are school districts meeting these requirements?

(B) Use teacher qualifications as a measure of program quality—quality measures should
include the qualifications of staff teaching the different programs beyond basic licensure
requirements. How do you measure a highly qualified foreign language teacher? How about a
teacher of art? Are more robust experiences needed than traditional schooling that would allow
teachers to be more effective in class? Are there specific certificate programs that better enrich
teachers and help them be more effective? One possible measure of teacher qualification is
National Board Certification, given its rigor and availability in almost all subject areas. Other
criteria should also be explored.

(C) Establish school-based performance measures—the state also needs to establish simple and
clear parameters outlining criteria for performance assessment that schools can use to measure
student achievement in these programs. Performance is the ability of a student to exhibit
actions that show understanding of a subject. In science, for example, a student’s knowledge of
the experimental method is better measured by having them perform an actual experiment and
assessing the process than by asking a series of questions on a standardized exam. Similar
performance expectations should be developed for art, music, foreign language and career and/
technical education.

In music, for example only, 10th grade students might be expected to play basic scales on their
instrument, and successfully master compositions for band or orchestra performance. Different
skills and expectations would be set for different grade levels.

WEAC and AFT Accountability Recommendations to State Superintendent Tony Evers
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In art, students might be expected to understand primary colors and color composition by the
end of middle school. Art students in high school might be expected to establish rudimentary
skills of creating dimension (depth) in sketches and paintings. In short, performance measures
are those where students can demonstrate a level of mastery over a given topic, which is
especially important for subjects that are not easily measured by standardized tests.

Other program performance measures might also be developed. For example, we know that
music and art teachers value the role of families and the community and look for regular
opportunities to build partnerships that extend beyond school (community music festivals,
performances at nursing homes, community art fairs, etc.). Standards might be developed that
measure the frequency and adequacy of such outreach programs.

School districts would be required to construct their assessments based on guidelines provided
by the state, but implemented locally.

(D) Set participation goals and determine if these subjects improve graduation rates—the
state should set goals that a minimum percentage of at-risk students participate in art, music,
foreign language and career and/ technical education in pilot districts and establish an ongoing
study to determine any correlation with rates of graduation.

By assessing the extent to which students are offered these subjects by grade level, by establishing
quality measures for teachers that are discipline specific, and by creating standards that allow school
districts to score student performance, Wisconsin can create a rigorous and objective set of
accountability measures in non-tested subjects, while ensuring their survival in an environment of ever-
narrowing curricular offerings.

Recommendation #3: Wisconsin should assess key indicators of school quality, including class size, the
quality and availability of staff professional development programs, the availability of vital student
support services and school climate.

When asked about school improvement strategies, participants rated highly the importance of class size,
professional development for staff, and a positive school climate, which includes relations between staff
and administrators as well as those within the overall school. These topics account for more than a third
of the responses to the question “How do we improve schools where the students are struggling?”
Importantly, class size, professional development, and a positive school climate also ranked highly as
strategies participants identified to support effective teaching.

Participants also identified student support services, which include academic support (tutoring and
mentoring) in addition to guidance and psychological counseling, as highly valued programs.

Accordingly, the state’s accountability system should measure class size. It should also gauge the level
and nature of support services for children. In addition, school climate should be assessed with annual
state-developed surveys to ensure comparability between schools and districts.

WEAC and AFT Accountability Recommendations to State Superintendent Tony Evers
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Professional development poses a larger challenge. The frequency of professional development could be
counted, but the quality of those programs—the extent to which they are targeted to specific needs of
individual teachers—is more difficult to assess.

One strategy is for the state to establish a best practices guideline that it then asks school districts to
adopt. Accountability would be a measure of the extent to which districts adhere to the guideline. A
small number of expert teams could be created to work with low-performing schools to implement
these practices. Other school districts could be randomly audited every few years to measure their
progress.

Ultimately, the extent to which these input measures help student achievement will be checked by
output measures, such as standardized tests in reading and math, which undoubtedly will remain as one
component of any accountability system. The relationship between these input variables, school-based
performance measures, and outcomes can then be better analyzed.

Recommendation #4: Wisconsin should link educator evaluation systems to professional development
programs that promote teaching effectiveness.

If the purpose of accountability is to improve student achievement, then the role of teaching is integral.
Expectations for teachers continue to increase and today’s teacher is required to have more knowledge
than her/his predecessors about subject matter and the skills necessary to teach effectively. This
requires knowledge of child development, learning styles and different methods of teaching to meet the
needs of all students in our increasingly diverse state. Our teacher evaluation system needs to be
aligned with what we know are the characteristics of effective teaching.

Speak Out participants cited, and WEAC and AFT agree, that teachers must know the subjects they
teach, must understand child development as it pertains to learning, and must be able to adapt their
lesson plans to children with different learning styles.

It is hoped that Wisconsin’s new teacher evaluation system being developed through the State
Superintendent’s Educator Effectiveness Design Team will be an important step in appraising a teacher’s
understanding of and ability to practice different teaching methods. Ideally, professional development
programs (suggested above) would be aligned with these new teacher evaluations and offer
development opportunities in areas identified through the evaluation process.

Participants, it should be noted, overwhelmingly reject the use of standardized test scores as a primary
means to help improve teaching, although they do support using growth measures of student progress
through the school year. They reject basing pay on standardized test scores and reject tying evaluation
primarily to standardized test scores.

Instead, participants favor as the best strategies to help effective teaching: teacher mentoring,
professional development, reasonable class sizes, and maintaining a positive school climate.

WEAC and AFT Accountability Recommendations to State Superintendent Tony Evers
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Participants, in other words, believe that strategies that promote the growth of teaching are the best
means we have to improve overall academic quality and achievement.

Accordingly, as part of the state accountability system, Wisconsin should report by district: the
percentage of new teachers with trained mentors, the percentage of teachers working toward master
status, the percentage of teachers with master status, and rates of teacher retention not related to an
individual’s inability to gain professional licensure (in which case they are forced to leave the
profession).

Recommendation #5: Wisconsin should provide parents with access to meaningful information
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of their schools.

Information collected at the state level from each of the assessments outlined in recommendations 1
through 4 should be available to parents, teachers, school officials and others through a transparent and
easily understood system. Additional information, such as the hours and numbers of course offerings by
district, teacher and staff expertise, and school performance standards for non-tested subjects, would
be posted and made available to the public while maintaining current confidentiality protections
afforded to students and staff. This information should become part of a new standard for school
performance reports.

Conclusion

A holistic accountability system would (1) incorporate input variables (programs and services for
children) linked to achievement, (2) incorporate school-based performance measures for non-tested
subjects, and (3) put in place measures that promote teacher growth. A holistic system is more likely to
promote student growth than an outputs-only accountability system because it measures what affects
classroom teaching and the level of support services and programs for children. It would also have the
advantage of reflecting what parents and the community value most in their schools.

-end-

WEAC and AFT Accountability Recommendations to State Superintendent Tony Evers
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Crafting a
New Accountability
System for Wisconsin

Purpose & Background

The purpose of the School and District Accountability Design Team is to design a fair
and accurate accountability system that measures the growth and attainment of all
students, including those in traditional public schools, charter schools, and private
school choice programs, to ensure that every Wisconsin child has the opportunity to
graduate ready to succeed in college or a career.

Redesigning Wisconsin’s school and district accountability system is driven by our
shared desire to raise achievement and learning among all Wisconsin students to
world-class levels. Using rigorous benchmarks, our goal is to ensure all students have
the opportunity to graduate from high school ready for college and career success.

Wisconsin has new world-class standards with the adoption of the Common Core State
Standards in English Language Arts and Mathematics, and we are developing new state
assessments and data systems that are comprehensive, robust, and timely. Wisconsin
must now develop an accountability system that not only reflects these reforms, but
draws upon them for maximum impact.

Agreeing that NCLB was a broken accountability system, State Superintendent Evers
and Governor Walker established the School and District Accountability Design Team in
August 2011 with an aggressive timeline: establish the key principles and design
features of Wisconsin’s next generation accountability system by December 2011.t The
Design Team’s work, as represented in this report, lays the foundation for a robust,
comprehensive state accountability system.

Vision
Wisconsin’s accountability system will be comprehensive, robust, and timely. It will

1 The emerging decisions of this framework will inform the federal waiver request that Superintendent
Evers will submit in February 2012 to the US Department of Education. The waiver request will not,
however, limit the scope of this design team’s work.
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provide meaningful information that can be used to guide educational practices that
ensure all students have the opportunity to graduate from high school ready for college
and a career.

Having discussed one, three, five, and ten year plans, the Design Team considered a
vision for accountability in both the short-term and the long-term, and a path to
establish the long-term vision.

Design Team Members

State Superintendent Evers and Governor Walker co-chaired the Design Team, along
with Senator Olsen and Representative Kestell, who chair the Legislature’s education
committees. The team consists of:

e business leaders

e community groups

e education leaders

o elected officials

e parent organizations

e philanthropic representatives

Design team members are included in cover letter accompanying this report and/or can
be found in Appendix 2F at the end of this document.

Guiding Principles

The following principles set forth by the Design Team informed their decisions and will
continue to guide the design of a new accountability system.

A quality accountability system will:

1. Support high-quality instruction in all publicly funded schools
and districts;

Include all publicly funded students in accountability calculations;
Measure progress using both growth and attainment calculations;
Make every effort to align this work with other state educational reform
initiatives;

5. Align performance objectives to career and college readiness;

Focus on and include multiple measures of student outcomes that can be used to
guide and inform practice and for accountability purposes;

7. Use disaggregated student data for determinations and reporting to facilitate the
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narrowing of persistent achievement gaps;

Make valid and reliable school and district accountability determinations
annually;

Produce reports that are transparent, timely, useful and understandable by
students, parents, teachers, administrators, and the general public;

Provide differentiated systems of support to the lowest performing schools and
districts including professional development targeted to their deficits;

Recognize the highest performing schools and districts, and disseminate their
best practices to schools serving similar populations to help scale-up high
performance statewide;

Have reasonable and realistic implementation goals that ensure the state,
districts, and schools have the capacity to fully implement the accountability
system and act on the results; and

Remain open to feedback and findings about potential system improvements
through implementation to ensure maximum effectiveness of the system.
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Defining College and Career Readiness

The Design Team developed the following definition of college and career readiness
that sets the standard for preparing our students and is the ultimate benchmark by
which we measure our progress:

Students who are college and/or career ready have, upon graduation, the knowledge, habits,
and skills needed to succeed in postsecondary education and/or training that maximize
their options and opportunities to successfully participate in productive and
sustainable employment.

In Wisconsin, we expect our schools to prepare all students to be ready for college and
careers. This can include pursuing a degree at two-or four-year institutions,

technical /vocational programs, community college, apprenticeship, significant on-the-
job training, or the military. Entry into career or college should be without remediation. All
students in Wisconsin should graduate from high school possessing and demonstrating
the knowledge (academic and technical content), skills (e.g., critical thinking, application
of knowledge), and habits (e.g., perseverance, time management) that only come from a
rigorous, rich, and well-rounded curriculum and effective schools.

Conceptualizing
College & Career Readiness

eMastery of core subjects
eEnglish Language Arts

KnOWIEdge *Mathematics

eliteracy across all content areas

eCreativity and Innovation

eCritical Thinking/Problem Solving

SkI//S eWritten and Oral Communication
eCollaboration and Teamwork

eLife and Career Skills

eInformation, Media and Technology Skills

eFlexibility and Adaptability

HabItS & e|nitiative and Self-Direction

eSocial and Cross-Cultural Skills

/ eProductivity and Accountabilit
Behaviors ity tability
eLeadership and Responsibility
eHealth and Wellness
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Priority Areas

The accountability system should reflect the guiding principles established by the
Design Team and prioritize areas of focus. Identifying priority areas is an efficient way
to operationalize the guiding principles and the definition of career and college
readiness. As such, performance in four priority areas— based on research of the
strongest indicators of student college and career readiness—will shape reporting,
determinations, and supports:

1. Student Growth
2. Student Attainment
3. On-Track Indicators / Post-Secondary Readiness

4. Closing the Achievement Gap

The Design Team examined each of the four priority areas and how performance could

be measured. The group selected the following measures as key metrics they value in an
accountability system. It was decided that a subset

of measures will be used for a school’s

accountability determination that will drive

support, rewards, and interventions, while more Recommendation
measures will be available on public reports to Report school and district performance
increase transparency and public accountability annually on the four priority areas.
and foster deepened data use.

Elements with asterisks are not currently available but can be captured in the future,
and therefore are included in the system design.
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Student Growth

Student growth is a critical component of evaluating the performance of a school
or district in preparing students to be college and career ready. All schools and
districts start with students of different abilities, different strengths, and
different educational backgrounds. Growth is essential to understanding the
learning trajectories of students in the school or district, and measuring how
successful a school or district is at catching up students who start further behind
their peers.

e Reading/ELA (Grades 3-8)

eState test can be used
*WKCE until SBAC* is operational in 2014-15

]  Math (Grades 3-8)

eState test can be used
*WKCE until SBAC* is operational in 2014-15

aed  High School

*WKCE and SBAC tests can't produce growth score at high school level
*EXPLORE-PLAN-ACT could be used*
*End-of-course assessments could be used*

*indicates data is not immediately available but could be in 3-5-10 year plan

To measure growth, multiple points in time of student test data are necessary, as
well as information about the students and the test. Currently, it is possible to
obtain growth estimates for students on the Wisconsin Knowledge & Concepts
Exam (WKCE). Highly precise growth estimates will be possible with the new
SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium

(SBAC) assessment, available in 2014-15.

Recommendation

At the high school level, there is only one tested Both student growth percentiles and value-
grade and so growth estimates are not available. added growth models should be examined
This is true for the current and future—WKCE or ToslliElen In i
and SMARTER—high school assessments accountability system.

required for federal accountability. To track
student growth in high school, either the development of end-of-course
assessments or the purchase of an assessment suite such as the EXPLORE-PLAN-
ACT + Work Keys is necessary.
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Student Attainment

The Design Team determined it is not enough to know how students are
growing. The other side of the student learning coin is attainment. Student
attainment measures student performance relative to some fixed standard such
as the Common Core State Standards. Student attainment of an objective
standard of knowledge and skill allows us to know what proportion of a district
or school’s students are ultimately reaching the career and college readiness
goal. Traditionally, this has been measured by
proficiency rates on state standardized
assessments like the WKCE. Assessments can
measure where students are relative to these

Recommendation
The accountability system should use

content standards and uncover where multiple measures and reflect the skills and
students in a school or district are strong and knowledge students need to be successful in
where they need more instruction and skill- a variety of post-secondary opportunities.
building.

The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) reflect the most clear and consistent
representation of what students are expected to learn K-12. Assessments aligned
to the CCSS reflect where students are relative to these standards in any given
grade. Districts and schools should be held accountable for having a high
percentage of students who reach or exceed the prof