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ACTION SUMMARY SHEET
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

DATE: January 10, 2012
ISSUE: Approval of Minutes
BACKGROUND:
SUGGESTED MOTION/RECOMMENDATION:
To approve the minutes from the December 8, 2011 State Board of Education meeting.
SUPPORTING INFORMATION ATTACHED:

e Minutes of December 8, 2011

PREPARED BY: Ghetliic DBailey

Chelsie Bailey, Executive Assistant

APPROVED BY:
Christine Steele
State Board of Education Liaison

ACTION TAKEN BY STATE BOARD: DATE:

COMMENTS:



' WYOMING STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
December 8, 2011
- Teleconference

Wyoming State Board of Education membefs pfeéent: Dana 'Mann-Tavegia, Cindy Hill, Ron
Micheli, Pete Gosar, Joe Reichardt, Larry McGarvin, Hugh Hageman, Scotty Ratliff, Kathy
Coon, Sue Belish, and Walt Wilcox _ ' _ _

Members absent: Mat Garland .

Also present: Paul Williams, WDE; John Masters; WDE; Chelsie Bailey, WDE; and Mackenzie
Williams, Attorney General's Office (AG)

CALL TO ORDER
'Chairman Joe Reichardt called the meeting to order at 3:00 pm

Chelsie Bailey conducted roll call and established that a quorum was present.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Sue Belish requested a report from the WDE on the progress of the Rules and Regulation for
the Wyoming State Content Standards be added to the agenda. The item became number five
on the agenda.

Dana Mann-Tavegia suggested that an executive session be added to the agenda as item
number four.

Pete Gosar moved to approve the agenda as presented, seconded by Dana Mann-Tavegia, the
motion carried.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Minutes from the November 17, 2011, State Board of Education meeting were presented for
approval.

Sue Belish made a couple changes and clarifications in the minutes.

Scotty Ratliff moved that the amended minutes be approved, seconded by Kathy Coon, the
motion carried.

EXCUTIVE SESSION

Attomey for the State Board of Education, Mackenzie Williams, explained to the Board that an
executive session was needed because all proposal information on the Statewide assessment
needed to be kept confidential until a contract had been issued. An additional reason for the
executive session was to address some issues with the rules and regulations on the Wyoming
State Content Standards. It was the attorney’s position that the information be presented to the
Board in an executive session before action was taken in an open meeting.



- ‘Clndy Hlll made a hotion to enter 1nto executlve session, Pete Gosar seconded the motlon S
: carrred The executwe sessmn started at 3:19 p.m. _ _ : = .

Clndy H1ll made a motlon to come out of executive session, seconded by Dana Mann- Tavegra
the motlon camed Executlve sesslon concluded at4:17 p.m.

REPORT ON THE STATEWIDE ASSESSMENT PROPOSALS

'Paul Wllhams reported that after a comprehenslve evaluatlon process a company has emerged
as the highest scoring company .on the request for proposals. The company is Educatronal
: Testlng Servrce Paul presented ETS to the Board for its consideration.

Dana Mann-Tavegla moved that the Supenntendent of Public Instruction through the
Department of Education award a contract for statewide assessment to Education Testing
Services Company for the state-wide assessment for Wyoming students to be conducted in

- school years 2012-2013 through 2013-2014, and that the attorney for the Superintendent and
the attorney for the State Board of Education and the Department of Education be directed to
negotiate a contract for the assessment, subject to approval by this board and appropriation and
funding by the Wyoming Legislature. _

Sue Belish seconded, the motion carried.
Dana Mann-Tavegia requested that a role call be made to insure a quorum is present.

Chelsie Bailey conducted roll call and established that a quorum was present.

RULES AND REGULATIONS UPDATE

Mackenzie Willlams discussed the possibility of amending the proposed rules and regulations
on the Wyoming State Content Standards that are currently under consideration. The
amendment would consist of placing the rules in their own chapter instead of Chapter 31.

Chairman, Joe Reichardt, asked the members of the Board if anyone wished to entertain a
motion on moving the rules into their own chapter. No motion is moved.

Mr. Williams informed the Board that the rules were currently before the Governor. If the
Governor either approved the rules or took no action, a notice of intent to amend the rules and
public comment period would be opened as of Monday December 12, 2011. The forty-five day
comment period would end on January 26, 2012, and five public hearings would follow. There
would also be one WEN hearing. After that time the comments would be compiled and the

Board would formulate its responses and vote on adopting the rules in the April State Board of
Education Meeting.

FEBRUARY 2012 AGENDA ITEMS

Joe Reichardt would like to have a complete and full discussion in the February Board meeting

of the State Board of Education and Wyoming Department of Education’s duties and

obligations. He requested that before February the members review the document in their

packet and become familiar with it. .



LEGISLAT[VE DIRECTION

Joe Reichardt requested the Board members give Mr. Mlcheh and hlS subcommlttee legislative
|ssues that they would llke addressed. The rnembers of the subcommlttee include: Hugh
Hageman, Scotty Ratliff and Ron Micheli

The next State Board of Education meetlng will be on February 22 and 23, 2012 in Cheyenne,
~ Wyoming.

The State Board of Education adjourned at 4:35 p.m.






| '-"'Ameridment to Draft Legislation Regarding the Use of the ACT

in Place of Grade 11 PAWS:

‘Some Preliminary Thoughts and Comments
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The Wyoming State Board of Education
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Wyoming Department of Education

January 4, 2012



A proposed amendment to the draft accountabllity leglslation was made to the Joint Interim Select
Committee on Accountability in Education on December 20, 2011 to replace the grade 11 PAWS
assessment with the ACT sulte of assessments for grades 9-12, The WDE has been asked to comment on
the proposal. The WDE believes the proposal has substantlal implications for the State Board of
Education, Wyoming educators and students, which should be carefully considered. All of the
implications of this amendment cannot be easily determined because the purposes of this new
assessment model have not been made clear. Thus, the generlc term "ACT suite” is used in this
document to represent the Intent of the proposal to replace the grade 11 PAWS, since the exact test
instruments to be adopted have yet to be specified.

A fundamental tenant of assessment is to first identlfy the purposes of testing, and then to state the
types of inferences one wishes to make based on test scores. Once the purposes and intended
inferences are known, an approprlate test instrument can be designed or selected. In the case of the
possible exclusive use of the ACT sulte, the content definitlons of the instruments are derived based on
a consensus process that Includes high school department heads and college faculty, and which focuses
on expectations for college [earning. Test scores are generated that are primarily used to predict college
success.’

These assessment purposes are significantly different than the purposes for a program Ilke PAWS, whlich
is intended to measure what students in Wyoming know and can do relative to content standards
deemed important for all Wyoming students - not just those going to a four-year college or university.
Further, the PAWS design is predicated on providing both direct and indirect instructional support
information, in part through the reporting of subtest scores. Should an attempt be made to use the ACT
for individual diagnostic information, it is likely that the ACT will need to be validated for that purpose.

With the coming implementation of a statewide accountability system it is even more important that
the measurement instrument that [s used conform specifically and completely to statewide content
standards and expectations. A fundamental lack of fairness exists when students and educators are
potentially held responsible for content that may be included on a test used to monitor achievement for
accountability purposes but that is not contained in the state content definitions. Conversely, given that
even under CCSS scenarios WDE may elect to define up to 15% unique content beyond CCSS standards,
content that may or may not be contained on the ACT suite of assessments. Thus, specific content
Wyoming may decide is important will not be included on an ACT test, and therefore probably not
taught or learned.

Should future Wyoming content standards include the common-core state standards (CCss), it will not
be sufficient for ACT to assert that since the ACT suite, in their estimation, conforms to the CCSS there is
also, by definition, a perfect content congruence with Wyoming content standards even if those

! Note that the ACT Technical Manual states: "These tests are designed to measure skills that are most important for success in
postsecondary education and that are acquired in secondary education.”




standards are reflective of the CCSS. The only way to be certain that there is a sufficient congruence
between the ACT and Wyoming content standards is to have a third-party conduct a match between
Wyoming standards and a) the content standards upon which the ACT is based, and b) the items
included on ACT test forms. Such a congruence evaluation must be done before an instrument is
adopted for use - not after.

The purposes for PAWS and ACT assessments are different; each is validated for its own intended

“purpose. The instruments are not simply interchangeable.

Fundamentally, these design differences will likely cause the hasty adoption of the ACT suite to result in
a probable lack of curricular and instructional validity (at least until data are gathered independently),
insufficient support to teachers on how to improve instruction, a minimization of State Board of
Education freedom to act, and a compromise of WDE's ability to completely manage the statewide
assessment system. '

More specifically, the implications of eliminating the PAWS in favor of the ACT suite include:

1. the replacement of the Board-approved content standards with content standards measured by
the ACT assessments. The ACT content standards will become the de facto state standards for
grades 9-12 and will become the focus of secondary instruction.” These ACT-based content
standards may include the CCSS standards but they may also include some content standards
that go beyond the Wyoming content standards in important ways;

2. assessing ACT-based content standards for grades 9-12 that may not be included in Board-
approved standards may result in subsequent confusion as to the role of the Board to establish
content standards for grades K-8;

3. instruction that is primarily focused on what the ACT suite of assessments measures as opposed
to Board-adopted content standards;

4. the elimination of (short) constructed response and extended response items from all future
Wyoming secondary assessments since the ACT suite does not include any such items. The ACT
suite does include an optional writing/essay portion;

5. the possibility that students, teachers, schools and districts will be held accountable, as part of
the accountability system, for performance on ACT assessments and content standards that
have not been through the Board approval process nor necessarily reflect content that the
Board has adopted,;

6. the uncertainty of the instructional sensitivity of the ACT assessments and what that may mean
for planning instruction and demonstrating trend;

7. the de facto removal of Board authority to establish content and performance standards for all
secondary instruction in Wyoming - the ACT tests, and not necessarily Board-approved content
standards, will become the focus of instruction;

8. turning over the establishment of content and performance standards that go beyond the CCSS
to one private vendor who will, in effect, be in charge of setting additional content standards
and performance expectations for all secondary schools in Wyoming with an unknown amount
of Board input.

9. the Board will have no say in how, or whether, ACT modifies its assessments and reporting
information in the future. Future changes to the ACT designs will result in commensurate

2 This may be in conflict with the Board’s duties and responslhilities as defined in Section 21-2-304[a}[iii} of the Wyoming Code.



WDE will necessarily be a party to; .

10. the elimination of valid trend data from prewous assessments unless a comprehenswe bridge -
study is conducted;

11. the llkely need for WDE to seek a waiver from the USDOE for certam NCLB requirements that
mandate a high school assessment as part of NCLB. Scott Marion reports some other states have
gone through an uneasy process with USDOE to obtain the waiver, but have in the end received
the waiver; _

12. the nature of comprehenswe instructional support for Wyommg secondary teachers, if any, that
ACT would provide for improving Instruction and learning;

13. the role of the Board and WDE, if any, in providing instructional support;

14. the probable severe limiting of the capacity of the Board and WDE to aggresslvely manage costs
associated with the secondary assessment;

15. the likely elimination of competition in the acquisition of future assessment services at the
secondary level, unless leglslation is changed. Since it will be legislation that mandates the use
of a single assessment sulte, there appears to be no way to make project changes that Wyoming
may want unless either ACT changes its instruments or [eglslatlon is changed that would allow
competitlon for services.

changes in Instructlonal emphases in WVomlng secondary schools that neither the Board nor ERE .

In summary, the ACT suite, or products like it, have a role to play in Wyoming, particularly as they are
well suited and validated for predicting college success. The readiness function does have an important
place in the accountability system that Wyoming Is considering.

There are, however, many open questions about the applicability of the ACT suite for use in an

accountablllity envlronment. All of these questions must be identified and answered in advance of the : .
possible adoption of one vendor’s instrumentation without due consideration and the opportunity for

reasonable competition.
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SENATE FILE NO.

Education accountability.

Sponsored by: SDraft

A BILL
for
AN ACT relating to the Wyoming Accountability in Education
Act; generally modifying the act; modifying duties and
tasks of implementation and administration; authorizing
rulemaking and requiring reporting; continuing the select
committee on statewide education accountability and
advisory committee and providing additional tasks;

reappropriating funds; and providing for an effective date.

Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Wyoming:

S8ection 1. W.S. 21-2-202(a) (xiv), 21-2-204(b) (intro),

by creating new .paragraphs (iii) through (ix}, (c),
{(d) (intro), ({e), (f)(intro), by creating new paragraphs
(iii) through (viii), by amending and renumbering (iii) as
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(ix}, (h) and by creating new subsections (j} and (k),
21-2-304(a) (iv) (intro), (v} (intro), (B), (D), (E), (H),
(vi}, (b)(xv), by creating a new paragraph (xvi) and by
renumbering ({xvi) as ({xvii), 21-3-110({a) (xvii} through
(xixn), (xxiv) (intro), (xxx) and (b), 21-7-102(a) (ii) (A) and

(B) and 21-7-110(a) (vii) are amended to read:

21-2-202. Duties of the state superintendent.

fa} In addition to any other duties assigned by law,

the state superintendent shall:

{xiv) For purposes of the statewide assessment
of students and reporting student performance under W.S.
21-2-304(a) (v), have authority to assess and collect
student educational assessment data from school districts,
comaunity colleges and the University of Wyoming. 2l1l1l data
shall be consolidated, combined and analyzed in accordance
with W.3. 21-2-204(h) and shall be provided within a
reasonable time in accordance with rules and regulations of
the state board;+———Fnp—addition—and—pursvant—to—W-5—-
212304 (o) fviy 4233110 fa i B cs , hool
_‘29335 28&2 QG&SF Ehe seate 5&p3fi.fiE3ﬂd8HE Shag:}l Ehfeﬁgh Ehe
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21-2-204. Wyoming Accountability in Education Act;

statewide education accountability system created.

(b) A statewide education accountability system shall
be established in accordance with this section, which
eensiders—use—of—implements the components of the education
resource block grant model as defined by W.S.
21-13-101{a) (xiv) and as contained in Attachment "A" as
defined under W.S. 21-13-101(a) (xvii). The first phase of
this system shall be a school-based system that imeludes—is

based on student performance as measured—determined through

multiple indieateors—in—theose—subdests—for —which—students
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system—for—each—applicable——ascheoel —shall —be—measures of

school performance. The goals of the Wyoming Accountability

in Education Act are to:

{iii) Become a national education leader among

states;

{iv) Ensure all students leave Wyoming schools

career or college ready;

(v) Recognize student growth and increase the

rate of that growth for all students;

{(vi) Minimize achievement gaps;

fvii) Improve teacher, school and district

leader quality. School and district leaders shall include

superintendents, principals and other district or school

leaders serving in a similar capacity;

(viii) Maximize efficiency of Wyoming education;
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{ix) Increase credibility and support for

Wyoming public schools.

(c) School 1level performance +p—reading—shali—Dbe

determined by measurement of performance indicators and

attainment of student performance as specified by this

section. To the extent applicable, each measure shall be
aggregated to the school 1level based upon those grades
served inclusive to each school as reported by the
respective school district to the department of education.

The indicators of school level performance shall be:

(i) Student longitudinal academic growth in

reading and mathematics and academic achievement in

reading, mathematics and science as measured by the Wyoming

statewide assessment administered pursuant to W.S.

21-2-304(a) (v};
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{ii) Readiness, as defined by a standardized

college readiness test administered in grade eight (B)

covering English, reading, mathematics and science, with

school level results aggregated according to a procedure in

which values and weights determined by a deliberate method

are tied to specific definitions of post secondary

readiness;

(iii) Readiness, as defined by a standardized

achievement college entrance examination administered

pursuant to W.S. 21-2-202{a) {xxx) in grade eleven (11)

covering English, reading, mathematics and science, with

school level results aggregated according to a procedure in

which wvalues and weights determined by a deliberate method

are tied to specific definitions of post secondary

readiness;

(iv) Readiness, as defined by graduation or high

school completion rates as defined by the federal No Child

Left Behind Act of 2001 and accompanying federal rules and

regulations, 34 C.F.R. 200.19, and reported in proportion

to specified outcome values.
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{d} Beginning in school year 2043—-2612 2012-2013, and
each school year thereafter, the department of education

shall compute and report a eembimed—single overall school

score <$er—or performance rating measured by student

performance im—ehe—eere—on those performance indicators

specified under subsection -&+—(c) of this section. as

fedows+

(e) The state board shall compile, evaluate and

determine the target levels for student performance for a

single overall school score or performance rating and for

content level performance. The target Iewel—levels for

student performance under—the—first—phase—ef—the statewide
asecuntabitity—oyatem—shatl —be—peositive—progress—on all

esre—performance indicators measured under subsection -t

{c} of this section shall conform to the January 2012

education accountability report as defined by subsection

(k) of this section and shall be used by the state board

to:

{i) Identify four (4) levels of school

performance tied to the single overall school score or
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performance rating that demonstrates a range of performance

levels as follows:

(A) Exceeding expectations including those

schools performing above standards in all measured areas;

{B) Meeting expectations;

{C} Partially meeting exXpectations; and

{D) Not meeting expectations.

{ii) Further measure performance specified under

paragraph (i) of this section by identifying content level

performance in all areas specified by subsection (c) of

this section and from this analysis determine schools that

are exceeding, meeting or are below targets in each content

areay

fiii) Coordinate the target levels, school and

content level determinations with the availability of the

system of support, interventions and CONnsequences
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administered in accordance with subsection (f) of this

sectiocon.

(f) A progressive multi-tiered system of support,

intervention and consequences to assist schools shall be

established by the state board and shall conform to the

January 2012 education accountability report as defined by

subsection (k) of this section. The system shall clearly

identify and prescribe the actions for each level of

support, intervention and consequence. Commencing with

school year 2013-2014, and each school year thereafter, =p¥%

ahall be—subjeet—te—the state superintendent shall take

action based upon system results according to the

following:

{iii) Schools designated as exceeding

expectations shall file a maintenance plan with the school

district superintendent and the department. The plan shall

document effective practices, describe a plan_ to maintain

performance, include a communication plan to share
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effective practices with other schools and shall identify

any school improvement goals;

(iv} Schools designated as meeting expectations

shall file an improvement plan with the school district

superintendent and the department. The plan shall be based

upon an evaluation of indicator scores that identifies

appropriate improvement goals with an explanation of the

measures and methods chosen for improvement, the processes

to be implemented to deliver the improvement measures,

identification of relevant timelines and benchmarks and an

articulation of the process for measuring success of the

methods chosen to increase performance. The state

superintendent shall appoint a representative from the

department in accordance with paragraph (vii) of this

subsection to monitor the school's progress towards meeting

the specified goals and implementation of the processes,

measures and methods as contained in the school's plan.

The representative shall assist the district, if requested,

in identifying and securing the necessary resources to

support the goals as stated by the school;

10
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(v) Schools designated as partially meeting

expectations shall file an improvement plan in accordance

with paragraph (iv) of this subsection that identifies and

addresses all content areas where performance is below

target levels. The state superintendent shall appeint a

representative from the department in accordance with

paragraph {(vii) of this subsection to monitor the school's

progress towards meeting the specified goals and

implementation of the processes, measures and methods as

contained in the school's plan. The representative shall

assist the district in identifying and securing the

necessary resources to support the goals as stated by the

school. Failure to meet improvement goals as specified in

the plan for two (2) consecutive years may regquire that the

school be subject to paragraph (vi) of this subsection;

(vi) Schools designated as not meeting

expectations shall file an improvement plan in accordance

with paragraph (iv) of this subsection that identifies and

addresses all content areas where performance is below

target levels. The state superintendent shall appoint a

representative from the department in accordance with

paragraph (vii) of this subsection to assist in drafting

11
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the improvement plan, including the selection of programs

and interventions to improve student performance. The

representative shall perform duties as required by

paragraph (v} of this subsecticn. The plan shall be

approved by the local board of trustees and submitted to

the school district superintendent prior to submission to

the department. The plan shall describe the personnel and

financial resources within the education resource block

grant model as defined by W.S. 21-13-101(a) (xiv) necessary

for implementation of the measures and methods chosen for

improvement and shall specify how resources shall be

reallocated, if necessary, to improve student performance.

Failure to meet improvement goals as specified in the plan

for two (2) consecutive years may be grounds for dismissal

of the principal pursuant to W.S. 21-7-110;

(vii) A representative shall be appointed by the

state superintendent for all schools designated under

paragraphs (iv) through (vi) of this subsection to serve as

a liaison between the school district and the department.

The representative shall be an employee of the department

or an employee of a Wyoming school district. The

representative shall be a distinguished teacher or

12
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professional staff person that possesses the necessary

credentials, education and expertise to assist schools

appropriately and shall be required to possess_ the

experience, education and expertise commensurate with the

level of intervention, support and consequences

administered;

(viii) To the extent permitted by law and rule

and regulation, plans submitted in compliance with

paragraphs (iii) through (vi) of this subsection shall

serve to comply with similar requirements administered by

the state superintendent and the department to minimize

submission of duplicative information, material and the

administrative burdens on schools;

33+ (ix) In addition to peragraph—tii}-—paragraphs

(iii) through (wviii) of this subsection, the state board

shall administer this subsection as part of school district
accreditation required under W.S. 21-2-304(a){ii), through
appropriate administrative action taken in accordance with

W.S. 21-2-304(b} {(ii).

13
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{h) Measured performance results obtained and
collected  pursuant to this section, together with
subsequent actions responding to results, shall be combined
with other information and measures méintained and acquired
under W.S. 21-2-202{a) (xxi), 21-2-304{a) {v) (H),
21-3-110(a) (xxiv}) and otherwise by law, to be used as the
basis of a statewide system for providing periodic and
uniform reporting on the progress of state public education
achievement compared to established targets. The statewide
accountability system shall include a process for
consclidating, coordinating and analyzing existing
performance data and reports for purposes of aligning with-
the requirements of this section and for determinations of
student achievement incorporated into the statewide system.

The reporting system shall identify the performance of each

public school in Wyoming. The performance report shall

include a single overall school score or performance rating

along with scores or ratings for each of the indicators in

the accountability system that supports the single overall

school score or performance rating and provides detailed

information for analysis o©f school performance on the

various components of the system, The report shall be

disaggregated as approprlate by content level, target

14
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level, grade level and appropriate subgroups of students,

and shall provide longitudinal information to track student

performance on a school, district and statewide basis.

Reported subgroups of students shall include, at a minimum,

economically disadvantaged students, English language

learners, identified ethnic groups and students with

disabilities.

(3) Reporting under subsection (h) of this section

shall provide valid and reliable data on the operation and

impact of the accountability system established under this

section, for use by the legislature to analyze

effectiveness and to identify improvements that may be

necessary. Beginning school year 2013-2014 and each school

yvear thereafter, the state board shall annually review the

statewide education accountability system, including but

not limited to a review of the appropriateness of the

performance indicators, the measures utilized to

demonstrate performance, the statistical methods utilized

to calculate school performance, the target levels and

statewide, district and school attainment of those levels

and the system of support, intervention and consequences.

Not later than September 1 of each year, the state board
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shall report to the joint education interim committee the

information identified in this paragraph in addition to the

results of the accountability system for each school in the

state.

(k) As used in this section, the "January 2012

education accountability report™ means the report prepared

by legislative consultants submitted to and approved by the

legislature that addresses phase one of the statewide

accountability in education system and establishes the

design framework for the system. The report is on file

with and available for public inspection from the

legislative service office and is herein incorporated into

this secticn by reference.

21-2-304. Duties of the state board of education.

{a) The state board of education shall:

{iv) FEstablish, in consultation with local
school districts, requirements for students to earn a high
school diploma as measured by each district's bedy—es

evidence——assessment system prescribed by rule and

16
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regulation of the state board and required under W.S.

21-3-110(a) {xxiv) . Beginning school year 2013-2014 and each

school year thereafter, the state board shall annually

review and approve each district's assessment system

designed to determine the various levels of student

performance. A high school diplema shall provide for one

(1) of the following endorsements which shall be stated on

the transcript of each student:

(v} Through the state superintendent and in
consultation and coordination with leocal scheool districts,
implement a statewide assessment system comprised of a
coherent system of measures that when combined, provide a
reliable and valid measure of individual student
achievement for each public school and school district
within the state, and the performance of the state as a
whole. Statewide assessment system components shall be in
accordance with reguirements of the statewide education
accountability system pursuant to W.S. 21-2-204.
Improvement of teaching and learning in schools, attaining

student achievement targets for eere—performance indicators

established under W.S. 21-2-204 and fostering school

program improvement shall be the primary purposes of

17
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statewide assessment of student performance in Wyoming.

The statewide assessment system shall:

{B) Be administered at appropriacte—Jevels
at—specified grades and ot oppreopriate intewvalg—aligned to

the student content and performance standards, specifically

assessing student performance in reading, writing and

mathematics at grades three (3) through eight (8) and at

grade eleven (l1l). The writing assessment shall be a valid

and reliable measure of student writing according to the

writing content and performance standards promulgated under

paragraph (iii) of this subsection implementing the common

core of knowledge and skills as required by W.8. 21-9-101

and shall allow for monitoring and evaluation of annual

trends in student and school level writing performance. In

addition,

seheool—year—thereafter; —the statewide assessment system

shall assess student performance in science not less than
once within each grade band for grades three (3} through

five (5), grades six (6) through eight (8) and grades ten

18
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{10) through twelve {12). The structure and design of the
assessment system shéll allow for the comprehensive
measurement of student performance through assessments that
are administered each school year simultaneously on a

statewide basis;

(D) Measure year-to-year changes in student
performance and progress in the subjects specified under

subparagraph (a) (v) (B) of this section, and not later than

school vyear 2013-2014, link student performance and

progress to teachers of record amd—ecempare—and—evaluate

ot " e l f crudent

advaneement—through—grade—tevets—and school and district

leaders, including superintendents, principals and other

district or school leaders serving in a similar capacity.

The assessment system shall ensure the integrity of student
performance measurements used at each grade level to enable
valid year-to-year comparisons and shall be sufficient to
capture necessary data to enable application of measures of

core indicators as required under W.S. 21-2-204;

(E} Include multiple measures and item

types including grade appropriate open response tasks,

19
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including constructed and extended response items as

appropriate, and multiple choice items to ensure alignment

to the statewide student content and performance standards;

(H) Provide a measure of accountability to
enhance learning in Wyoming and in combination with other
measures and information, assist school districts in
determining individual student progress as well as school

level achievement, growth and readiness targets. In

addition to reporting requirements imposed under W.S.
21-2-204, the assessment results shall be reported to
students, parents, schools, school districts and the public
in an accurate, complete and timely manner. Assessment
resulté shall be wused 1in conjunction with a school
district's annual assessment to design educatignal
strategies for improvement and enhancement of student
performance required under W.S. 21-2-204. Assessment
results shall also be used to guide actions by the state
board and the department in providing and directing a

progressive multi-tiered system of support, intervention

and +eehnical —assistanee—consequences to districts in

developing school &wrp—areund—improvement plans in response

to student performance to attain target indieateors—Ilevels

20
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measured and established wunder W.S. 21-2-204. In
consultation and coordination with school districts, the
board shall subject to W.S. 21-2-204, review and evaluate
the assessment system regularly and based upon uniform
statewide reports, annually report to the legislature not

later than December 1 as required under W.S. 21-2-204.

{(vi) Subject to and in accordance with W.S.
21-2-204, through the state superintendent and in
consultation and coordination with local school districts,
by rule and regulation implement a statewide accountability

system. The accountability system shall include a

technically defensible approach to calculate achievement,

growth and readiness as reguired by W.S. 21-2-204. The

state board shall establish performance targets as required

by W.S. 21-2-204(e) and establish a progressive multi-

tiered system of supports, interventions and consequences

as required by W.S. 21-2-204(f). The system created shall

conform to the January 2012 education accountability report

as defined by W.S. 21-2-204(k). 1In addition and for

purposes of complying with requirements under the federal
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, the board shall by rule

and regulation provide for annual accountability

21
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determinations based upon adequate yearly progress measures
imposed by federal law for all schools and school districts

imposing a range of educational consequences and supports

resulting from accountability determinations;

(b) In addition to¢ subsection {a) of this section and

any other duties assigned to it by law, the state board

shall:

{xv) Not 1later than July 1, 2013, promulgate

rules and regulations for +thedevelopment—assessment—and

" appreval—ef—implementation and administration of an annual

school district teacher performance evaluation systems
system based in part upon defined student academic grewth

performance measures as prescribed by law and upon

longitudinal data systems linking student achievement with

teachers of record.» The evaluation system shall clearly

preseribing—prescribe standards for satisfactory and

unsatisfactory performance and define teacher of record for

purposes o©f the teacher and school district leader

evaluation and accountability system. Rules and

regulations adopted under this paragraph shall to the

extent student achievement measures are not compromised,

22
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provide district ability to include a portion of an
evaluation system designed to address the individual needs
of the district. The performance evaluation system shall
also include reasonable opportunity for state and district
provision of mentoring and other professional development
activities made available to teachers performing
unsatisfactorily, which are designed to improve instruction

and student achievement;

{(xvi) Not Ilater than July 1, 2013, promulgate

rules and regulations for implementation and administration

of an annual performance evaluation system for school and

district leadership, including superintendents, principals

and other district or school leaders serving in a similar

capacity. The performance evaluation system shall include

reasonable opportunity for state and district provision of

mentoring and other professicnal development activities

made available to district administration persecnnel

performing unsatisfactorily, designed to improve

leadership, management and student achievement;

ewiy (xvii) Through the state superintendent,

implement, administer and supervise education programs and

23
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services for adult visually handicapped and adult hearing

impaired persons within the state.

21-3-110. Duties of boards of trustees.

(a) The board of trustees in each school district

shall:

(xvii) Not later than school year 2013-2014 and

each school year thereafter, require the performance of

each initial contract teacher to be evaluated in writing at
least twice annually based in part upon student“achievement
measures as prescribed by rule and regulation of the state
board under W.S. 21-2-304(b) (xv). The teacher shall

receive a copy of each evaluation of his performance;

{xviii) Not later than school year 2013-2014 and

each school year thereafter, establish a teacher

performance evaluation system and require the performance
of each continuing contract teacher to be evaluated in
writing at least once each year based in part upon student

achievement measures as prescribed by rule and regulation

24
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of the state board under W.S. 21-2-304(b) (xv). The teacher

shall receive a copy of each evaluation of his performance;

(xix) Not later than school year 2013-2014 and

each school year thereafter, based upon student achievement

measures established by the state board of education under
W.S. 21-2-304(b) (xv), performance evaluations shall serve
as a basis for improvement of instruction, enhancement of
curriculum program implementation, measurement of. both
individual teacher performance and professional growth and
development and the performance level of all teachers
within the school district, and as documentation for
unsatisfactory performance for dismissal, suspension and

termination proceedings under W.S. 21-7-110;

{xxiv) Establish a student assessment system to
measure student performance relative to the uniform student
content and performance standards in all content areas for
which the state board has promulgated standards pursuant to
W.S. 21-2-304(a)(iii). To the extent required by W.S.
21-2-204 and 21-2-304{a)({vii), the district assessment
system shall be integrated with the statewide assessment

system and the statewide accountability system. Components

25
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of the district assessment system required by this

paragraph shall imelude—the—felltewing+—be designed and used

to determine the various levels of student performance and

attainment of high school graduation as described in the

uniform student content and performance standards relative

te the common core of knowledge and skills prescribed under

W.S5. 21-9-101(b). Beginning school year 2013-2014 and each

school year thereafter, the district shall on or before

August 1, report to the state board in accordance with W.S.

21-2-304(a) {iv) on its assessment system established under

this paragraph;

{xxx) Not later than school year 2013-2014 and

each school vyear thereafter, in addition teo¢ paragraphs

{(xvii), (xviii}) and (xix), require the performance of each

school pripeipat-—district leader, including superintendents

and principals and other district or school leaders serving

in a similar capacity to be evaluated by—the—distriet

superintendent—in accordance with the statewide education
accountability system established under W.S. 21-2-204. Not

later than August 15, 2014 and each school year thereafter,

in accordance with rules and regulations of the state

board, the district board shall alsc provide the state

26
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board written reports verifying p=ziaeipai—school district

leader performance and providing performance scores

necessary for continued employment;

{(b) ©On or before April 15, of ecaeh—seheotl—year;—2014

and each school vyear thereafter, each school district

superintendent shall provide a report to the beoard of

trustees identifying all teachers and school and district

leaders within the district whose performance, through

evaluations conducted under paragraphs (a)(xvii) through
{(xix) and (xxx) of this section, has been determined
inadequate or unsatisfactory for that school year. The
report shall include a summary of mentoring and other
professional development activities made available to the

identified school and district leaders and teachers to

improve instruction and student achievement. Net later

than June 1, ef—eaeh—secheetr—2014 and each school year

thereafter, the board shall file a report with the

department of education certifying compliance with this

subsection.

21-7-102. Definitions.
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{(a) As used in this article the following definitions

shall apply:

f{ii) "Continuing Contract Teacher":

{A) Any initial contract teacher who has
been employed by the same school district in the state of

Wyoming for a period of three ({3) consecutive school years,

] c . s 1 e 3 ;
. - ] ¥ . i WS 21-3-116ta] 4
daring—this—period—ef—time—and-—has had his contract renewed

for a fourth consecutive school year and, beginning school

year 2013-2014 and each school year thereafter, has

performed satisfactorily on performance evaluations

implemented by the district under W.S. 21-3-110(a) {xvii)

during this period of time; or

(B) A teacher who has achieved continuing
contract status in one (1) district, and who without lapse
of time has taught two (2} consecutive school years and has
had his contract renewed for a third consecutive school

year by the employing school district, and, beginning

school year 2013-2014 and each school year thereafter, has

28
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performed satisfactorily on performance evaluations
conducted by both districts under W.S. 21-3-110(a) (xvii)

during this period of time.

21-7-110. Suspension or dismissal of teachers;
notice; hearing; independent hearing officer; board review

and decision; appeal.
{a) The board may suspend or dismiss any teacher, or
terminate any continuing contract teacher, for any of the

following reasons:

(vii) Beginning school year 2013-2014 and each

school year thereafter, inadequate performance as

determined through annual performance evaluation tied to
student academic growth completed in accordance with W.S.

21-3-110(a) (xvii) through (xix};

Section 2. W.S. 21-2-204(b) (i), (ii), (d) (i) through
(iii), (£) (1) and (ii), 21-2-304(a) (vii),
21-3-110({a) {xxiv) (&) and (B) and 2011 Wyoming Session Laws,
Chapter 184, Section 4(g) and (h) and Section 5(a) and

(b} (v) are repealed.
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Section 3.

{a) Notwithstanding 2011 Wyoming Session Laws,
Chapter 184, Sections 4 and 5, there shall be no benchmark
adaptive assessment implemented or administered as a result
of the Wyoming Accountability in Education Act. In lieu of
the benchmark adaptive assessment, the statewide assessment
system as mandated by W.S5. 21-2-304(a) {v) shall be utilized

for purposes of determining student achievement and growth.

(b) Notwithstanding 2011 Wyoming Session Laws,
Chapter 184, Section 5(b) (v), the state board, in
accordance with and as a part of the assessment system
administered in accordance with W.S. 21-2-304(b) (v), shall
establish a separate writing assessment to be implemented
and administered in school year 2012-2013 and each school
year thereafter. The assessment shall be a wvalid and
reliable measure of student writing according to the
writing content and performance standards and shall allow
for monitoring and evaluation of trends in writing
performance on an individual student and school basis. The

state board shall report to the select committee on

30
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statewide education accountability not later than July 1,
2012 on the status of the writing assessment required by

this subsection and W.S5. 21-2-304(a) (v).

Section 4.

(a) Notwithstanding 2011 Wyoming Session Laws,
Chapter 184, Section 4, the select committee on statewide
education accountability shall continue through December
31, 2013. The chairman of the senate education committee
and the chairman of the house education committee shall
continue to serve as cochairmen of the select committee.
The members appointed under 2011 Wyoming Session Laws,
Chapter 184, Section 4(b) shall continue to serve on the
select committee through December 31, 2013. Select
committee members shall receive compensation, per diem and
travel expense reimbursement in the manner and amount
prescribed under W.S. 28-5-101. The appointing authority
for any member who vacates membership shall £fill the

vacancy.

{(b) Notwithstanding 2011 Wyoming Session Laws,

Chapter 184, Section 4, the advisory committee shall
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continue to assist the select committee as the select
committee deems necessary through December 31, 2013. The
members appcinted under 2011 Wyoming Session Laws, Chapter
184, Section 4(d) shall continue to serve on the advisory
committee. The appointing authority for any member who
vacates membership shall fill the wvacancy. Any member
appointed to the advisory committee which is not an
employee of a governmental subdivision or a member of a
political subdivision board or commission shall receive per
diem and travel expenses in the manner and amount provided

state employees under W.S. 9-3-103.

(c) The legislative service office shall staff the
select committee and the advisory committee. The
department of education, the state superintendent and other
state agencies shall provide information and other
assistance as requested by the select committee or the
advisory committee. The legislative service office may
retain consultants as necessary to staff and advise the
select- committee in executing responsibilities prescribed
by this act. The management council may expend funds

appropriated by the legislature for approved contractual
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agreements between the council and professional consultants

on behalf of the select committee.

Section 5.

fa) The state Dboard, in consultation with the
department of education, shall report to the legislative
service office not 1later than August 15, 2012 on the
implementation of phase one of the statewide education
accountability system as amended by W.5. 21-2-204 and
21-2-304(a) (vi). The report shall include the design and
proposed business rules for implementation and
administration of a fully operational phase one statewide
education accountability system by school year 2012-2013.
The department of education shall utilize data from the
2010-2011 and 2011-2012 school years to demonstrate the
operation of phase one of the system and application of the

business rules as proposed by the state board.

(b) The system reported to the 1legislative service
office as required by subsection (a) of this section shall
conform to the January 2012 education accountability report

as defined by W.S. 21-2-204(k) and incorporate business
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rules and a plan for administration and implementation

which at a minimum includes the following elements:

(i) & technically defensible approach to
calculate achievement, growth and readiness as required by

Ww.s. 21-2-204(d);

(ii) Performance targets and levels of

performance required by W.S. 21-2-204(e);

fiii) A progressive multi-tiered system of
supports; interventions and consequences that will be
administered based on the performance of each school at

each level as required by W.S. 21-2-204(f);

(iv) Inclusion reqguirements, including, but not

limited to:

{A) The identification and definition of
students who shall be assessed to determine school
performance and accountability with the expectation that
all Wyoming students in eligible grades shall participate

in the assessment and accountability system;
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(B) Identification and definition of the
minimum number of students and data elements acceptable for
calculation of school, student and group performance and

accountability; and

(C) Identification and definition of an
academic year for purposes of determining school

performance and accountability.

(v) Attribution requirements, including, but not
limited to, the identification and definition of school
configurations and identification and definition of the
linkage necessary between a student and a school that shall
be wutilized for determining school ©performance and

accountability.

(¢) The legislative service office shall review the
report submitted by the state board and department of
education in accordance with subsections (a) and (b) of
this section and report findings and recommendations to the
advisory committee regarding the proposed implementation

and administration of phase one of the statewide education
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accountability system for school year 2012-2013. Not later
than September 15, 2012, the advisory committee and the
legislative service office shall report to the select
committee on recommendations, conclusions and findings in

response to the submission of the report.

Section 6.

fa) Notwithstanding 2011 Wyoming Session Laws,
Chapter 184, Section 4(g), the select committee on
statewide education accountability shall continue the study
of phase one of the statewide education accountability
system and initiate phase two of the statewide education
accountability study in accordance with subsection (c) of
this section. The select committee shall report to the
legislature on its findings and include recommendations for
implementing legislation and a timeline for implementation

when applicable.

(b) The select committee shall continue to study and

develop recommendations as related to phase one of the

education accountability act in the following areas:
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(i) Additional measures of assessment and data

elements at the secondary 1level that may account for
students taking more than four (4) years to graduate or
complete the general educational development tests (GED) or

other appropriate measures of high school completion;

{ii) Additional post secondary and career
information that may assist in the determination of growth
and achievement as related to career or college readiness.

The measures or data at a minimum shall include:

{A) Consideration of information related to

college course completion;
{B) Remediation needs and rates at both
Wyoming post secondary education institutions and to the

extent possible, institutions from other states;

(C) Enrollment and academic performance in

advance placement courses;
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(D) Participation in Jjoint enrollment or

other ©post secondary courses while enrolled at the

secondary level;

(E) Qualitative data;

(F) Attainment of career or industry

certification; and

{G) Achievement of post secondary outcomes.

(iii) Notwithstanding 2011 Wyoming Session Laws,
Chapter 184, Section 4(f) {ii), the select committee shall
continue the study of an end of course assessment and
assessment systems that measure various levels of student
performance as described in the uniform student content and
performance standards as required by W.S. 21-2-304(a) {iv)
and 21-3-110({a) (xxiv). Not later than September 1, 2012,
the state board shall report and make recommendations to
the select committee on the use of an end of course
assessment system as a component of the statewide summative
assessment and for district assessment systems that are

designed and wused to determine the wvariocus levels of
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student performance for purposes of fulfilling high school
graduation requirements. The recommendations shall conform
to the January 2012 education accountability report as

defined by W.S. 21-2-204(k);

{iv} Data requirements and systems necessary to
support the statewide education accountability system and

the goal of improved student and school performance.

{c) The select committee shall study and develop
recommendations on phase two of the statewide education
accountability system, including the performance of
teachers and school and district leaders, which for the
purpose of study includes superintendents, principals and
other district or school leaders serving in a similar
capacity. Teacher and school district leader evaluation
and accountability shall at a minimum include the

following:

(i} A comprehensive definition of an effective

teacher and school district leader;
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{ii) A measurement system to evaluate teachers'

and school and district leaders' performance relative to

the definition of an effective and school district leader;

{iii) Definition of teacher or school district

leader of record;

{iv) The use of student performance results in a

valid and reliable manner;

{(v) At least three (3) levels of performance for
teachers and school and district leaders, including highly

effective, effective and ineffective;

(vi} A differentiated system to account for
differences between novice teachers or school and district
leaders and more experienced teachers or school and

district leaders;
{vii) More frequent evaluation of novice teacher

or school and district leaders as compared to more

experienced teachers or school and district leaders that
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receive effective or highly effective performance

evaluations for consecutive periods.

(d) Related to the teacher and school district leader
evaluation and accountability system, the select committee
shall include a review of performance pay, which shall
consider merit-based salary schedules, bonuses, incentive

pay and differential staffing practices.

{e} In addition to subsections {c¢) and ({d) of this
section, the select committee shall study and provide
recommendations on student and parental accountability
providing incentives and sanctions to promote increased

student achievement.

Section 7.

{a) For the period commencing on the effective date
of this act and ending June 30, 2014, unexpended,
unobligated amounts appropriated to the legislative service
office under 2010 Wyoming Session Laws, Chapter 39, Section
334(f) (ii), shall be available for expenditure by the

legislative service office for professional consulting
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expertise and other support necessary to carry out and
execute the work of the select committee on statewide
education accountability as required under this act.
Professional consulting expertise may be retained by the
legislative service office only upon approval of the
management council, and the unexpended, unobligated amounts
may be expended for contractual agreements between the

council and professional consultants.

{b) For the period beginning upon the effective date
of this act and ending June 30, 2014, seventy-five thousand
dollars ({§75,000.00) is appropriated from the unexpended,
unobligated amounts appropriated to the legislative service
office under 2010 Wyoming Session Laws, Chapter 39, Section
334 (f) {ii} for necessary expenses of the select committee
on statewide education accountability established under

this act, as necessary to carry out this act.

Section 8.

{a) Except as provided by subsection (b} of this
section, this act is effective immediately upon completion

of all acts necessary for a bill to become law as provided
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by Article 4, Section 8 of the Wyoming Constitution.

{b) Notwithstanding subsection (a) of this section,

W.5. 21-2-304{a} (v) (B) and {E) and (b} (v},

21-3-110{a) {®xvii}, {xviii) and {xix) and {b),

21-7-102 (a} (11) {A) and (B} and 21-7-110{a} (vii} are

effective July 1, 2012.

(END)
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SECTION I: BACKGROUND
Introduction

Wyoming Senate File 70 set forth an ambitious agenda to reform the ways in which Wyoming
schools, educators, and students are held accountable for academic performance. While this new
law wlll undoubtedly create some implementation challenges, Wyoming has the opportunity to
do something few states have done. By enacting such comprehensive accountability legislation,
-Wyommg has the opportunity to create a coherent educational accountakility framework to
improve the likelihood of realizing the goal of making Wyoming edygtiorihe envy of the
nation. This coherence will not emerge simply by following the ements of the legislation.
Rather, the State needs a comprehensive accountability framewsirk cribe in much more
detail than can and should be presented in legislation the varfe
school, educator, and student—and how they fit togeth
educational accountability system. This document pr
framework to guide the development of current i

- The Wyoming legislature enacted this sweeping legisl
quality and reputation of Wyoming’s educational system, %
- compete effectively in the “flat world” e 21Bt Century, ;
development in Wyoming. The sweepin
desire to monitor and perhaps improve the §

T &'strong desire #0 increase the
ure that Wyoming students can
attract and foster economic

elopment of new legislation during the 2012
"llberatlve approach followed during the 2011 interim.

addressed to de51

lize, and evaluate a credible and technically defensible education
accountability sy pports Wyoming’s goals. This is particularly important given the
broad reach of Senate Egfe 70 and the multiple purposes and uses of assessment and
accountability describéd. The comprehensive framework outlines the fundamental requirements
for school and educator accountability with a focus on establishing coherence among all
components. The comprehensive accountability framework is organized in five major sections
with multiple chapters within each section, as follows:
I.  Background
I1.  Conceptual Foundations
IlI.  The Multiple Accountability Initiatives
IV.  Consequences, Support, and Capacity Building
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V. Evaluation and other Technical Cohsiderations

This framework was based on recommendations from the Wyoming Select Committee on
Statewide Educational Accountability during the 2011 interim, Additionally, this framework
benefited from guidance provided by the Advisory Committee to the Select Committee on
Statewide Education Accountability that met several times during the interim as well as -
providing input via email and telephone conference calls. Given the short time frame during the
interim and the broad scope of Senate File 70, it is beyond the scope of this document to provide
detailed specifications and recommendations for all areas of the framewgrk. The framework
presents a broad sketch of the entire system and outlines the steps negk&sAfy: to further define
aspects of the system not explicated here. For example, in the s i on student accountability,
we discuss some key considerations to help ensure coherence with ®gfiall system, but then
outline a process by which the specific decisions could be ma

Senate File 70 created the “Wyoming Accountabi
two-phase approach to the development of a comprehel
phase directed the Wyoming Department of Education to
accountability and statewide assessmentisyste

essentially been reformulated such that P
accountability system, while Phase IT looks
accountability systems arg { in the lar)
SF 70 by using the follghving ca ies:

£5F 70 in this summary that focus on school funding

it related matters. Additionally, the intent of this section is
to provide e provisions of the law. We offer comments about the
provisions in 1 ions of the report. For example, we discuss assessment issues in
Section XI of this at doing so, offer comments and recommendations about the

Statewide Assessmenf’

Most urgently, SF 70 required the Wyoming Department of Education {WDE) to eliminate the
Open-response questions on the PAWS reading and mathematics tests and to use a writing
assessment comprised of a single writing prompt to be administered at a time of the year distinct
from the NCLB assessments. The legislature also directed WDE to issue a Request for Proposals

(RFP) to hire an assessment contractor to implement the requested changes for the school year
2012-2013,
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The legislature also directed the State Board of Education (SBE) to develop and implement
statewide benchmark adaptive assessments for the 2012-2013 school year to be administered at
the district level. Further, the law directed the SBE to use these assessments for evaluating
student growth in math and reading in grades K-8. The Advisory Committee recognized the
challenges of using the same assessment system for both instructional improvement and
accountability as well as the more powerful growth models available for the state summative
assessments and, therefore, recommended not using the benchmark adaptive system to fulfill the
accountability growth component. This is discussed in more detail in both the school
accountability and growth sections later in this report.

ith the accountability
able to support the
gi.in detml ina

subsequent section of this report. Additionally, the legis]gts 2 to consider

SF 70 directed the SBE to “align statewnde assessment COmMpons
system. This recognizes the need to ensure that the assessmei

Additionally the legislature required the administration of%# of ACT’s tests.. The ACT will be
administered to all grade 11 students in #egding, English, mal ti
EXPLORE will be administered to all W' g, el
areas as the ACT.

Statewide Acoountabilitv

The legislature sugg&ﬁte _ & ' ient of the WY comprehensive
accountability systet =3 5 the WDE begm reportmg the performance of Wyoming
schools on a variety ors, gategori gvement (status), college readmess, and

.and have been somewhat reconce;jmalizcd. While
‘been operating according to schedule, this
k is bemg uscd to guide the development of all

; in more detail in subsequent sections of the report. For now, we
hool accountability provisions as outlined in SF 70.

benchmarks i Enghsh, reading, mathematics, and science in the EXPLORE and ACT

¢ Growth/Improvement-—SF 70 specifies a fairly unique approach to measuring
improvement of performance of WY schools. The law directed WDE to compute “a
combined school score for each core indicator” and measure improvement from year to
year, beginning with school year 2011-2012. Since these indicators are computed at the
aggregate level, it is more appropriate to call these “improvement” indicators rather than
growth, which is often focused at the individual student level. The SF 70 improvement
model requires the use of 2010-2011 as the baseline year and then to compare the
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subsequent results such that a “positive progress’ means that the school achieved a
“better score than the year before,” if there was no change from the prior year, the school
would be considered “performance level unchanged,” and if the *‘score declined” from
the prior year, it would be called “negative progress.” Through the work of the interim,
the Select Committee and the Advisory Committee are recommending a different and
more sensitive approach to measuring improvement that is based on evaluating the
growth of each individual student. This will be dlscusscd in considerable detail in
subsequent sections of this report.

‘SF 70 directed the Select Committee to design a system of meas
effectiveness including establishing components of effective teact
called for a system to replace the performance evaluation curres
- system consider consequences and incentives for improved pa

*her and administrator
d leadmg The legislation
izce and to have such a

| Longitudinal data systems and reporting-

The legislation directed the WDE to adopt rules a
rules] for establishing a system of reporting to in&lw
statewide education accountability system. Importantly:
teacher links so that assessment results can appropnately
record.

Policies, consequences, and supports

Senate File 70 directs the SBE to con31der c .40 2013-2014, for failure to
meet school accountability : !
escalate to varymg le 1 read ical a5gistance. The law wanted SBE to describe time
schedules within t serfomni bould reasonably be expected to achieve

staffing practices. This is not a requirement, but is a
such consequences/rewards as part of the educator

70 fulfill its mtendcd First, it authorized the Select Committee to review and make
recommendations regafding school district board of trustees training needs. This is an important
issue considering that the provisions of SF 70 accountability systems will have significant
implications for local boards of education. Finally, SF 70 directed the Select Committee to
review the likely effect of current laws on student performance. In other words, if there were
existing statutes that might hinder the implementation of one of the accountability systems
described herein or otherwise negatively influencing student achievement, the Select Committee
should identify and make recommendations to ameliorate potential statutory conflicts.
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SECTION II; CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATIONS
Goals and Intended Qutcomes

The assessment and accountability system design must be guided by the goals and intended
outcomes of the system. These goal statements, which are essentially making explicit the
legislative intent, also serve as a foundation for the evaluation of the validity of the policy and
associated accountability system. Therefore, a critical activity of both the Select and Advisory
Committees was to clearly articulate and come to agree on these goals

The Select Committee was clear that they wanted to see Wyomin
- recognized as a national educational leader among states.
members, supported by data from national assessments, was
perform above average on national comparisons, they aresil
course, defining what i is meant by a “top educatlonal ShilbE"

ucational system become
among committee

such as fourth grade reading and eight grade math, fori
notoriously tricky to use as indicators of statew1de pe
to mandate that all 11 grade students paggic

with states that have voluntary participatit relationship between
average state ACT/SAT scores and partici T _ r participation rates are
associated with lower average scores. Th e ost sepse to use fourth and eighth
grade state NAEP results i el ional achievement. Of

because even if Wyoming were
: =ou1d not be a fair comparison

the desnre .
career or post:
career readiness &g

If overall achievemenf rates are going to increase such that all students leave Wyoming schools
ready for college or careers, Select and Advisory Committee members recognized that a more
immediate goal would be to increase the rates at which Wyoming students learn in each
academic year. This is essentially a goal that focuses on improving the academic growth that
individual students make from year to year in Wyoming schools. Indicators related to this goal
can be evaluated using a variety of student longitudinal growth models, which are discussed later
in this report.
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An important equity goal for Wyoming’s educational system is to reduce and eventually
mlnimize gaps in achlevement among students from historically underperforming student
groups. Therefore, a comprehensive accountability system for Wyoming should hold schools
accountable for the performance of these groups of students and efforts to reduce such gaps in
performance. Additionally, one member of the Select Committee suggested that given the

- attempts to equalize funding across the state, according to need, we must eliminate the
performance gap among school districts. While schools and districts would not be held be
accountable for these reductions in gaps among districts, it would be an important goal for the -
state system as a whole, '

While it might go without saying, if all if the goals mentioned &
quality of teaching and leading in Wyoming schools would hs
committees recognized the importance of teacher and leader al, in and of itself,
and declared this to be an important goal of the system in ing through a
theory of action (discussed below), improvi hi

e realized, then the
prove. The two

ing teachingand 1 part@liboth the school
and educator accountability systems is a critical
learning. It seems obvious that any accountabili
of educators in the system, but far too often such Syste
actually lead to a decline in educator effectiveness. As p
underlying the development of this com 1ensive account system, it is critical that the
system lead to the positive developmen /yomi

Wyoming lawmakers are proud of the sﬁpg‘;
over the last 15 years. This is in noticeable

ublic education, especially .
in many states around the.

i budgets of public education

credibllity of and s
public. This is importagtfor many reasons, but especially if the Wyoming legislature continues
its strong support of education, it will be vital that the public recognizes and appreciates the
value of this support. Public education is almost always well supported by parents or guardians
with students still in school, but as the proportion of the public in this category has shrunk from a
high of almost one-third down to less than a quarter of the voting public, it becomes critical that
support for education increases its base. As evidence emerges from other states and intemational
locations about the importance of a high quality public education system (actually a P-16 system)
for attracting and sustaining business, the policy leaders on both committees recognize that if the
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educational system improves to the point where it helps improve the business and economic
climate, broad-based public support for education wiil undoubtedly improve.

Guiding Principles

In addition the goals and intended outcomes, accountability system designs benefit by clarity of
the key prmctples used to guide such designs. This comprehenswe accountability framework
tried to hold true to the following key principles: '
Instructional Core

Coherence

Equity

Transparency

Support and Improvement

State-Local Partnership

Shared Responsibilities

Instructional Core

One of the key design principles in our work has been the
instructional core' is a set of principles :
focuses on the relationship among the s
quote from City, et al (2003):

There are only three ways to imprr
You can raise the Ievel of the content

ctional Core.” The
ore and his colleagues that
ingful content (and skills). To

o ance by, in some way,
ols don't improve through political

common and mutually supportive behaviors among teachers and leaders in schools. Wyoming,
as a result of SF 70, has a unique opportunity to design school, educator, and student
accountability systems all within a short time frame. This will allow Wyoming to develop
mutually reinforcing and coherent systems, but this is easier said than done. There are many
ways to get tripped up on the way to coherences and the current and subsequent design

! City, E. A., Elmore, R. F,, Fiarmen, S. E, & Teitel, L. (2003). Instructional rounds in education: A network
approach to improving teaching and learning. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Educationel Press, [see particularly, chapter
1: The Instructional Core].
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committees need to continually check design systems withln any one of the systems against the
likely unintended negative consequences that could occur within that system as well as within
the other systems. For example, an indicator for the school accountability system is the ‘
improvement student achievement in reading and mathematics, but if they educator evaluation -
system was designed such that there was a “zero sum game” where only half or so of the
educators in a building could be rated high on the growth indicator, the two systems would be in
direct conflict because educators would not have an incentives to work together to improve the
performance of the overall school.

To match the intended outcome of improving the equality of ed al opportunities for all

Wyoming students, the Advisory Committee recognized the i designed the
accountablhty system to support the reductlon in gaps of perfo@man Bch for specnﬁc groups

indicators in the system are disaggregated by speci
metrics are not designed to mask underperformin
to prormote improved performance of all student:

Transparency

Unfortunately a very simple accountabi
rarely simple. Nevertheless, the Advisory : L
be only as complicated as necessary to suppert the ding principles. No
matter how complex, the workmgs of the gparent as possible such that
anyone using the same i : erstanding could replicate the
} riher, the State must communicate the design

visory Committees were clear that the systems should
to support and improve schools’ and educators’

punitive sanctions. In fact, both groups recognized that it made
curacy with which the system could label or rank schools, if

of support, interventions and capacity building also in place. This
detail later in this document.

there was nota ;s.ar X
is discussed in consis

State-Local Partnership

Given the strong local control culture in Wyoming and to ensure that districts are encouraged to
play their critical role in improving and SUpportmg schools, the systems will be designed to
incorporate district expertise and capacity in the accountablhty design. 1f the system is to
function as intended and realize the goals set forth herein, this cannot be seen solely as a top-
down state comphance mandate. Rather, districts and schools will have to be engaged and
included as partners in key aspects of the design, implementation, and support associated with
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the various accountabillty imitiatives if the system will lead to improved outcomes for Wyoming
students. '

Shared Re_sponsibilm

The Advisory Commlttee recognizes and wants to make clear that the issue of improving
Wyoming education is not solely a function of educators or even educational policy makers.
Rather, the committee was emphatic that this needs to be a shared responsibility among parents,
students, communitles, and all policy makers. We use a few examples to illustrate this critical
issue. If the school accountability system is going hold high schools table for ensuring
that its student graduate, the state legislature could support this goa reqliring that students

* not be eligible to legally drop out of school at least intil their hday. At least one state
that has increased the dropout age from 16 to 18 years has qesen hle reductlon in the
dropout rate. A more exaggerated example can be seen in thedi i etween the penalties
for having a truant child compared with getting a ticket - j
more substantial example involves the imvestment
seriously attempt to address the gap in educationals
even enter kindergarten. To fully address this isste ¥ .
preschool appropriate nutrition and medical care, alo; oftunities would
require a sxgmﬁcant pohcy and ﬁscal cornmrtment. There nly a wealth of evidence to

! M assocxated with significant

long term benefits to both individuals and’ _ ]
significant educational chaIIenges canb h withi [ mitiatives and extemal

policy support.

A theory of action r accountability systems. A TOA
explicates the goals of thef assumpiens supporting or constraining the system
and most im, _ _ i3me by which the various components work together

e desired results. Several researchers (e.g.,

cribes the mechanisms or processes that specify the logic by
which these compo ire sensibly related.

The general structure }Eor a theory of action is seen below in Figure 1. Following this schematic,
we present the foundational principles for the entire system. We then outline the various
components of the theory of action for the school accountability systems. Subsequent reports in
Phase 2 should provide a theory of action of the educator and student accountability system.
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Figure 1. Basic Structure of a Theory of Action.

Assumptions or
Antecedents

Intermediate
Indicators

Vg

: Activities and
Mechanisms Mechanisms

hievement such that all students leave Wyoming

2. h WyBming students leamn in each academic year (growth),
3. in achievement and especially growth for key subgroups.
4, pder quality in Wyoming,
5. Increasep ity and support for Wyoming public education.
6. Increase the 1cy” of schooling in Wyoming.
7. Have WyomingWiewed as a national education leader among states.

Antecedents

1. Schools are funded at levels adequate to support high levels of student achievement.
2. The leaming targets (standards) are clear and support curriculum and instruction.

3. Educators (teachers & leaders) have the knowledge and skills necessary to improve
student learning.

WY Comprehensive Accountability Framework. DRAFT: December 12, 2011 14




4. The state summative assessments in ELA and mathematics provide technically defensible
student scores for reporting a “status™ (proficiency) measure related to the state content
standards.

5. The state summative assessments in ELA and mathematics provide technically defensible
student scores for calculating the growth in student performance across consecutive
school years. The school accountability system supports a collective vision of school
improvement and responsibility. _

6. Key stakeholders agree that the school accountability system represents a broad set of
indicators necessary for characterizing school quality, while focuging on those indicators
most likely to leverage positive change.

7. Schools and districts have the capacity to support the
efforts related to school accountability.

8. WDE has the capacity to unplement and support the %ﬂl accagiainbility system
mcluding worklng thh schools to improve their péek

Jection and improvement

use to judge the quality (effechven&ss) of educa

» Educators and other stakeholders wﬂI use il ormation to fine-tune, alter,
and/or eliminate specific ocus on those with the
greatest likelihood of prodis

» Having access to high quali 7] oress will allow
educators to more easily deve%'cﬂ dlata usé for making educational
decisions.

2. Measuring and de i el vides information for students,
parents, and £y S Iders to mo accurately Jjudge the progress each student is

ipl #imes throughout the school year are used to monitor
the school year.

1. Clear and actionable assessment/accountability reports accurately portray schools in
terms of achievement (status), student longitudinal growth, and other key indicators (e.g.,
graduation rates, college/career readiness).

» Data are used to improve the quality of interventions and programs at Wyoming
schools.

» The assessment system, accountability calculations, and reporting systems
provide information for school leaders to support and improve the quality of
teaching.
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2. The data and decisions from the school accountability system contribute to local educator

evaluation systems in ways that allow excellence to be recognized and collaboration is
encouraged. '

Distal indicators

1. The average teacher and leader quality statewide improves and the variance at the lower
ends of quality is reduced.

2. There is an increase in high quality applicants for open teaching positions.

3. Students grow at rates that lead to increased levels of college apcareer readiness
compared to current rates, '

4. Student achievement will improve statewide as evidence es on state

assessments, NAEP, and related assessments,

Consequences (intended and unintended)

1. Thesystem is designed in such a way as to m

indicators being fulfilled, _
2. Schools that do not meet prescribed state shamy jget to
mcreasing levels of actions including filing schod! vement plans, working with a

“distinguished educator,” replacigg the school lea
determined by the State School Béi

3. Schools that excel on school accox indi orded certaim flexibility
such as freedom from certain WDE G othe irem 1is possible?].

4. The accountability system does not I curriculum or other
meaningful opporty for students.

5. The accountabi ste £5 Wyoming'teachers leaving the state for other
teaching op i
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* goals set forth earlier might best be achieved.

SECTION III: THE MULTIPLE ACCOUNTABILITY INITIATIVES

This section of the report presents information and recommendations for developing school,
educator, and student accountability system. As noted earlier, we provide considerably more
details on the development of and recommendations for the school accountability system since
that has been the focus of the Phase I efforts. We then outline key considerations and
recommendations for processes to develop educator and student accountability systems. As
discussed above, a key principle guiding the development of this section of the report was an
intention to create a coherent approach to educational accountability sugh that the important

~As part of development a comprehensive accountability and sygpt: em, the Advisory

Committee worked from a theory of action focused on conti i ent of the system.

As part of these discussions, the committee recommend nces among data

collection, reporting, and accountability and supporteg® data were

collected and reported than might be used as accouglibility indjcators. The g to create
a “data dump,” but to collect information on targef® % Bools for

improving the performance on the accountability indi 1 aflon rate will
be a key indicator for the school accountability system, dvxsory committee

ch a9 grade credit
accumulation because of its strong relati 7
question why we are not including 9™ crex i i tability system if it is
such a good indicator, but the committee highly corruptible nature of
such an indicator if used for hig '

In this se ; _ i for the school accountability system, possible
at wi g ore components addressed in the school accountability
Jaefw the various indicators may be combined to create
owed im subsequent sections by a more in-depth

Indicators

tcountability system are the indicators or measures that produce
information about schd@f performance. Indicators serve at least two critical functions in an
accountability syste irst, the selected measures signal and, hopefully, promote the valued
behaviors for school leaders and educators. For example, if it is desirable to increase
achievement in mathematics, including performance on mathematics assessments should
encourage schools to focus on mathematics instruction. In this manner, the identified indicators
serve as a policy lever to promote desired actions. It should be clear, then, that the identification
of indicators must be closely linked with the theory of action for the accountability system.
Second, indicators contribute to overall measures or classifications of school performance.
Accordingly, measures should be selected that capture an important component of school quality

The building blocks
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linked to the intended use. For example, if the desire is to identify schools that are ‘failing’ and
should be considered for restructuring, mdicators must be selected that provide information well-
suited to differentiate and classify schools that meet minimum performance expectations from
those that do not.

Naturally, to the extent that indictors are used to influence high-stakes accountability outcomes,
they must be reliable and trustworthy. There will almost certainly be dimensions of school
quality that are important to capture but are too variable or corruptible to be used for high-stakes
purposes. For example, policy makers may agree that ‘parent engage: is an important
dimension of school quality, but in the absence of a suitably meanin)
method for measuring this component, it would be unwise to mclydie the indicator for high-

' ~ measures in high-stakes decision making.

In selecting and defining indicators there are an
be carefully weighed. We can regard these cor
indicators 2) type of information produced and 3) unit
of indicators, it is certainly desirable to include varied infi
account for the many factors that defin
of multiple measures bolsters the validity @k
elements may make the model complicat 1d & :
to the extreme, such an approach could be ded y & ‘dag dump’ where it is difficult
to detect the signal through re; : _

makers will lose sight of 3 ante ¥ or this regsdn, we recommend that the system
be built around indicajgls that rof ment values in Wyoming’s theory of action.

eratio _
iple, nt results one might use a scale score or
Br tandard (e.g. basic, proficient, advanced) which can
proficient.” The latter approach carries the advantage of
gt. However this masks degrees of difference within

e can produce a broad measure, such as graduation rate, which
students in a cohort who achieved this outcome in a set period
wlar approach to including outcome indicators can be adopted
miation, but may add to the complexity of the system.

Finally, it is importanfto consider the unit of analysis for the selected indicators. Critically,
decisions about unit of analysis should match the goals and priorities of the system. Because an
important outcome is to ensure equity of opportunity and achievement, it is essential to track
indicators for groups of students for whom equity concems are most important (e.g. students
with disabilities, English language learners, economically disadvantaged students etc). For
example, consider test performance as an indicator. This can be reported as percent proficient
and aggregated to the subgroup, grade, school, district, or state level {or some combination
thereof). If the decision is to report for relatively small units, such as subgroups within schools,
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‘there must be a hxgh degree of confidence that the student information system supports this and
an understanding that some units may be very small and data may be highly variable and ill-
suited to support inferences. Finally, the sheer volume of information produced will make the
design of clear, coherent reports more challenging. On the other hand, if the system is based on
a higher level of analysis, this will likely be more straightforward to operationalize and report
and better suited to support inferences. However, this higher level of aggregation may mask
important information for policy makers,

In selecting and defining indicators, the overall goal is to create a balanged model that is suitably
‘granular’ to provide specific actionable information but sufficiently #fuskio support
meaningful claims about school performance. Additionally, the faiile] should be simple and

transparent enough to be easily understood and implemented

Based on the requirements of SF 70 and the feedback reg
committees, we propose the following indicator categpgies.

A. Achievement — How do students perform
proficiency on Wyoming state standards? :

B. Growth — Are students demonstrating acceptable proj ith respect to performance on
state standards?

C. Readiness — Do students graduate co ;
D. Equity — Are the lowest performing s T8 Bimining i or demonstrating
_ acceptable progress toward proficiency?"
E. Inclesion — Are all students participating §

ceptualizing altematives. However, these
r proscriptive, rather they intended to help
tions to promote intended policy objectives.

s that grovide information about student academic performance
ndards. At a minimum, Senate File 70 proscribes that the
f'student performance” to include reading as measured by

-In addition to reading, we recommend inclusion of PAWS
mathematics results dccountability system,

The inclusion of science and writing was a matter of some debate in the Advisory Committee
meetings. While committee members endorsed the importance of promoting achievement in
science and writing there was some concern that the current assessments were not well suited to
promote the desired outcomes and should have little to no influence in the accountability model.

Furthermore, we recommend the inclusion of alternate assessments in each grade/ content area

for which a general assessment is incorporated in the achievement calculation. This ensures that
schools are accountable for the performance of all students.
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Achievement Design Illustrations

As noted earlier, there are number of options for how to include achievement information in

- accountability systems. A common alternative is to use percent of students meeting a target
performance standard — typically proficiency or level 3. While this measure is fairly course, it is
conceptually clear to stake holders and prioritizes a valued outcome.

Given that there are multiple grades and content areas, one way to accomplish this is to simply
compute the ratio of all proficient students across all grades and content areas at the school, and
divide this by all examinees as depicted in Table 1.

Table 1. Illustration of Combined Proficiency Calculation.

Number of Number _
Math | 200{ Math |160| FercentMath
. . Proficien -
Examinees Proficient _ _ 81.5%
Number of [ Number ap, o
Reading |205| Reading | 170 Reading
Examinees Proficient | Proficient

The resulting percentage can then be ad
mfluenced in the model. For example, if
0 to 300, multiplying the result from Tabl )
from 0 (no students proficien st T Hie example depicted in Table
I a school would receive 245 i '

ine the overall weight or
g expressed on a scale from

desired that science resul 1e outcome, math and reading could each
I 4 and the remaining influence would come

index such that schools get some ‘credit’ for
nothing’ measure. This can be accomplished by
scoring at levels 2, 3, 4 on the state assessment and those
divided by all examinees. This figure would be multiplied by
afue of the scale) to get a total score out of 300, By so doing,

alf of a credit for students who score at the basic level and a full
core at the proficient or advanced level (see Table 2).

150 (half of the mi
schools essentially re
credit for students wh

Table 2Table 2: Illustration of Index with 'Partial Credit' for Basic Performance

Performance N Number Number Proficient

Level Basic or or Above ! Calculation Result
Above

Below Basic 40 160 + 105 199 out of

Basic 55 160 105 ( 200 ) 300
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Proficient 85
Advanced 20
Total 200
Growth

The achievement category is based on ‘status’ indicators, which show how students are
performing relative to a criterion (proficiency) at a single point in time. However, it is also
important to include growth, which measures change in performance for the same student or
cohort of students over time. Examining the combination of growth gl performance for
schools provides a much richer picture of school quality than eith fent im isolation.

Figure 2 shows 4 possible outcomes for schools taking into & . status and growth.
Naturally, the most prized result is for schools to be in the 1t quatiiig
students are proficient on state tests and all students arg jg B

this is shown i the bottom left quadrant in which relg . dents are
proficient and the growth rate is also low — an oby shab ¢
growth also helps identify and give credit to schdo
students are growing at an exceptionally high rate (bo
it’s important to understand which schogls have traditional
relatively low or no growth (top left quatig This may a school with affluent,

historically high achieving students wh shing.

Figure 2: Status and Growth Combinations

e

Status/Growth Combinations
High Status
High/Low | High/High
Low/Low Low/High
Low Status
Low High
Growth * Growth

There are many promising approaches to measuring and including growth in education
accountability systems. Due to the scope and complexity of this issue, we address this topic
separately in the next section of this document.

Readmess
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In an accountability system that prioritizes college and career readiness it is important to include
indicators that signal that a student is prepared to be successful in college or a career or is ‘on-
track’ to meet this expectation. There are numerous potential indicators for this category,
particularly when one considers that ‘readiness’ is a multi-faceted dimension that goes beyond
academic performance and includes such characteristics as academic behaviors, David Conley
(2005) and his colleagues at the University of Oregon have provided a powerful framework for
thinking about college readiness. This framework is depicted in the following graphic and
described below.

Key Cognitf g#bits of mind” and include skills such as
inquisitiveness, £ Jopenness.
v g brokCr ferarching types of knowledge such writing and
b1 and core academic knowledge that includes much of the
mathematics, language arts, science, and social

ly important skills for independent leamers to possess
self awareness, meta-cognitive, and self-regulation.

en referred to as “college knowledge” and include knowing how
und college system and deal with such things as financial aid,

ent, and other details that can easily sideline otherwise “ready”

applications,
students,

This invites consideration of *non-traditional’ measures which can provide a much broader view
of readiness, but also presents challenges related to lack of standardization or corruptibility of
measures. For this reason, we suggest distinguishing between more standardized readiness
measures that are suitable for contributing to school accountability classifications versus those
‘sofler’ measures that should be reported but not used for high-stakes decision making,
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Addressing the latter category first, we suggest that Wyoming explore the possibility of
collecting and reporting a set of indicators that could include some of the following:

¢ Course completion/ success
o Enrollment and/or performance in AP/IB or other ‘advanced’ courses
o Participation in joint-enrollment or other post secondary courses at the secondary
level
¢ Qualitative data (e.g. survey data of attitudes, academic habits etc. )
¢ Attainment of career/ industry certifications
¢ Achievement of post-secondary outcomes
o Enrollment in credit bearing courses

Whlle these are not commeon to school accountablhty m ult to track, it can
be argued that they provide valuable information to that students
are on track to or have exited high school ready suld be

noted that these are preliminary ideas discussed By 1
additional exploration with higher education and w
feasible (e. g data capabilities) and appr pnate to include.™

Altmanvely, we suggest two categories
in accountability determinations: academ

Academic performance re i fest: licitly linked to college or
career readiness. Two ! i

ucceed in college or the workforce. Other less desirable
as a GED or certificate of attendance.

proach for including EXPLORE and ACT results in the accountability
system could correspond to the method previously described for achievement (i.e. PAWS)
indicators. However, in lieu of proficiency, the primary criterion becomes the percent of
students meeting an identified readiness benchmark. One simply multiplies the percent of
students meeting the benchmark by the selected maximum value of the category. Another
approach would be to create an index for ACT scores that would be based on key benchmark.
For example, schools could be awarded 50 points for each student scoring at the entry level
benchmark into credit-bearing classes for Wyoming community colleges (e.g., 18), 100 points
for scoring at the national average, 125 for scoring at the important college ready benchmark of

A strmghtforward ap|
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24, and 150 points for students scoring at a score of 27 or 28. This is only an example, The
actual benchmark scores and point values should be recommended by the Advisory Committee
after gathering appropriate information from higher education and other stakeholders. This
index could be computed on the ACT composite score, but might be more useful if computed at
the individual test level (math, reading, science, language). - '

There was some concern that incorporating ACT into the accountability is simply adding another
“status” measure that is correlated with student and school socioeconomic status. The Advisory
Committee was interested in exploring the use of either or both impro and growth
* measures to provide a way for less advantaged schools to do we Tefric. For example,
schools could be evaluated on how much their ACT index or hange every year of over a
- three year period. Similarly, schools could be evaluated on h
_improves as the students move from the EXPLORE to the P
could be the fairest measure of high schools’ contributi
where students start in this domain.

While graduation rate can be similarly incorpo

desirable to consider multiple levels of performance.
created that awards points in proportion to the value of
Table 3. The score for this component isgim ly is the ave
high school. :

18h.this, an indes can
me in year 4 as illustrated in
j all student outcomes for the

Table 3: Example of Graduation Index

Diploma with compleg
college/ career read

Other diploma

Intended to be illustrative, the actual categories and point values
would be determined based on Wyoming’s goals and policy priorities. 1mportantly, both the
categories and values should be defined by bringing together a broad-based group of Wyoming
education leaders and stakeholders to define priorities.

One additional factor to consider is that students may graduate in more than four years. While

this is less favorable, there may be important reasons to account for and incentivize this result in
an accountability model. One approach to account for this is to award incentive or bonus points
for outcomes in subsequent years. For example, a student who maintains enrollment in year four
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but does not earn an outcome receives the corresponding points in the index (25). If the
following year the student earns a GED they get a portion of these points (e.g. 10%) added to the
index value for their school. The incentive points are then averaged for all students with delayed
outcomes and added as a ‘bonus’ to the index.

Equity
Another category that should be addressed in a comprehensive accountability system is the
extent to which all groups of students are achieving success. In the best case, not only will

schools improve achievement overall, but they will also erase what argélen persistent and
sizeable gaps in performance between highest and lowest performinge

multiple groups in a single subgroup. BY so doing, schoolinl therwise would have too few
; ination will be Higlgded in equity outcomes.

alternative, is to determine ‘en péfforms opposed to demographic
nts who f#il to meet proficiency on state tests.

This approach ens ying outcomes for all students who are low

performing,.

A second €0 comes that should be promoted in the
accountaby th the valties inherent in SF70 and expressed by the
Advisi expectation for students below proficient is to

<5 or growth to proficiency. Specifically, we

growth measure for non-proficient students that is

or maintain proficiency. This will exert substantial influence on
itly communicate progress of low performing students, rather
wary data. Moreover, this will reward schools making the most
g students and penalize schools making the least progress. Inthe

h, we will provide more details regarding this proposed approach.

progress with low pe
subsequent section on g

Inclusion

Finally, schools must be accountable for including all students in accountability determinations.
This helps insure that results are not manipulated by excluding low performing students. This
can be addressed in a straightforward manner by reporting participation rates for all indicators
and setting a very high minimum threshold, such as 95%. However, it is reasonable to include
results in performance determinations for only those students who were present at the school for
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the full academic year. These aspects are typically handled in the ‘business rules’ for
operationalizing the system, which is otherwise beyond the scope of this document.

Growth
In this section we provide an in-depth discussion of using growth in a comprehensive

accountability system, with a detailed illustration of design altematives using Student Growth
Percentiles (SGP). '

Growth Altemnatives

During the Advisory and Select Committee meetings, members
a variety of approaches to measuring academic growth. Althc i
limitations (most notably: they are not mutually exclusiv digaiepories of growth

were presented to aid in conceptual clarity: categorical, g 1, and normative.
These approaches and the prominent advantages/ 1

luced to and diécussed
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. Table 4: Overview of Growth Altematives

time 2 -

growth?

Categorical | A measure of the Did the student | -Straightforward to -Insensitive to large
change in advance or understand and growth or overly
performance level | decline implement sensitive to small
category from time | performance - Clear relationship to | growth
1 to time 2 levels? status -Influenced by test

properties

-Not well suited for
very high and very low
performing students

Gain Score | The difference What is the -Requires vertical scale
between scores magnitude of There are technical
between time | and | student with vertical

Magnitude of growth
cannot be interpreted
the same for all

higher or lower
than

performance — the
percentile

students
Value- Regression based -More complex to
Added approach that implement
controls for ' -Including background
. a definition | variables can be
of typrcal growth’ controversial
on similar -No ‘built-in’
relationship to status,
-Expectations are but growth targets can
adjusted based on account for this
abilities and
characteristics
-Provides a familiar -More complex to
is performance basis to interpret implement

-No ‘built-in’
relationship to status,

expectations, | -Provides a definition | but growth targets can
based on of ‘typical growth’ account for this
students with | -Expectations are

relative to students | similar adjusted for students

with identical prior | academic of various abilities

achievement history?

As should be evident, there is no single correct approach to growth or method that stands-out as
the ‘gold-standard.” The decision regarding which analytic approach should be adopted should
first be considered in context to the purpose for measuring growth and the desired model
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characteristics. In the best case, the selected model should produce outcomes that are reliable
and valid for the intended uses and produce results that are clear and easily understood by
stakeholders. Additionally, the model should be practically feasible to implement and maintain.

Given that altemative enalytic approaches and model specifications will produce different
growth results, it stands to reason that a policy-based decision regarding which model is most
suitable for Wyoming should also be based on the extent to which a given model most reliably
detects schools/ classes judged to be high or low performing. In other words, all else being equal
(e.g. equally technically viable and equally operationally manageable) the model that produces
results most in sync with Wyoming’s definition of quality should be g
the state heavily values academic growth for the lowest achievi
proficient) then a model that is more sensitive to detecting pro dents below standard
should be prioritized.

' Growth Expectations
Another critical decision related to implementing ; h measares fc t5 purposes is
establishing growth standards. More plainly, ‘how m ) ] .

Broadly, approaches to identifying growth standards can bi acterized as either norm-
referenced or criterion-referenced. A n mpares student achievement
to a statistically derived expectation, such tudents with similar
prior achievement. Growth that exceeds thi be ‘good,” whereas a

Alternatively, criterion-__
example, requiring

specific target outcome. For
grow at a rate such that they achieve

SETng a norm-referenced expectation is useful
1. Indeed, it seems intuitively reasonable to
ignificantly higher than that of similar students.

s who grow at very high rates relative to their peers

may not _ pniable amount of time. A criterion-referenced standard
resolves th ntial *gr nowhere’ problem, but raises a new issue: some students may
be so far belo rd - en at exceptionally high rates of growth the student will not

accountability purp can create a condition where some classes or schools are uniformly
disadvantaged. Con :ly, very high performing classes or schools could exhibit little or no

An appreciation of this tension between criterion and norm-referenced growth leads to the
conclusion that neither approach alone is adequate. Therefore, we recommend blending the two
in the accountability system. In the subsequent section, we introduce the Student Growth
Percentile (SGP) as a normative measure of growth and then describe how it can be evaluated
with respect to a meaningful criterion.
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tudent Gro Percentlles

The Student Growth Percentile (Betebenner, 2009) is a regression based measure of growth that
works by conditioning current achievement on prior achievement and describing performance
relative to other students with identical prior achievement histories. This provides a familiar
basis to interpret performance — the percentile, which indicates the probability of that outcome
given the student’s starting point. This can be used to gauge whether or not the student’s growth
was atypically high or low as depicted in Figure 3. -

Figure 3: Sample Student SGP Report

= I S N Growth
In Figure 3, an SGP was cal nrolled (from grade 4 to grade
5, from grade 5 to grad tBE right of Figure 3, low, typical
and high growth is cl es. For this hypothetical student, the
growth percentile o] strated in Figure 3, the student’s
performance dips from b5g e 4 to becoming a Level 2 in 2007. In
subsequent yegre thi point that he or she is re-classified as a

As noted previously, blishing appropriate growth expectations for accountability should
incorporate both norm and criterion referenced standards. The Catch-Up/ Keep-Up (CUKU)
method, initially developed for the Colorado growth model, provides a rich example for how this
can be accomplished®.

pdf for more
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With the CUKU metric two distinct groups of students are evaluated together: students who .
-scored below proficient (Level 1 and 2 students) and proficient students (Level 3 and 4 students)

in the prior year. A student is placed in the ‘Catch-Up’ category if his or her prior year score is

below proficient ‘Keep-Up’ students are those that were proficient or higher in the prior year.

Then, for the current year and three future years an adequate growth percentile (AGP) is
calculated. Each AGP sets the projected growth percentile required for a student to cross the cut
score threshold from below proficient to Level 3 in a given grade for the projected year, Each

- student has an individual AGP that applies specifically to him or her,

tion of a student’s needed
t AGP value from
dent needs to cross

f vear or the next
highest AGP

From the four AGPs, a single value is selected as an overall re
growth. For a student in the CU category, the selected target i
among the current or projected year AGPs. This represents
- the threshold into the Proficient category or Level 3 at ar
three years. For students in the KU category, the s
target value.. This means a successful Keep Up stu
year, next three years.

Figure 4 shows how the selected AGP is derived for a { nt scoring a Level 1 or 2 in 2009,
5t Levell or2 orin Level 3 or 4,
i Level 2 to Level 3
ipt the AGP for this student
.U student quantifies how
der to attain proficiency in the .

- decreases from 2010 to 2013. The minim
is the SGP of 61 from year 3. In essence, th&ALZ
much that student should have progressed in %

future.

Figure 4: Tllustration

2012 2013
Level AGP Y1-68 AGP Y2=64 AGP Y3=61
—

———
Selected Adequate Studant Growth Parcentlle=61:
The lowest value among these AGPs (Y3=61) Is
selactad as the target growth percentile for a student
eligible to catch up; while the highest value would be
selected If the student was KU eliglble.

i for observed
fece In the currant

Gro esign Illustration

There are a number of promising alternatives for incorporating SGPs into Wyoming’s
accountability system. The approaches illustrated in this section evaluate the SGPs relative to
proficiency targets based on the Adequate Growth Percentile (AGP) defined in the preceding
section. As explained, an AGP is calculated for every student. For a student who scored below
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proficient in the prior year, the AGP target represents the growth percentile needed for that
student to become proficient in one of four years considered. For a student who scored
proficient in the prior year, the AGP represents the growth percentile needed to maintain

- proficiency across the four years considered.

In the same way that the median is taken across the individual SGP values to evaluate “average”
growth taking place at a school, the median can be taken across the unique AGP target calculated
for every student depending on whether that student is a below proficient or already proﬁcient in
the prior year. Figure 5 illustrates how growth can be evaluated at th '1 level by using
these two pieces of information (median SGP and median AGP) an aluating whether the
median SGP achieved falls under one of four rubric point categori

Figure 5: Illustration of Rubric Scores for Schools Meeting of

|rubric score) 200 { 3

150 |

o |

-]

first compared to the median AGP. Ifthe
akmeets or exceeds the median target (AGP),
1 ¢ points to the median SGP achieved by
the school. If: median target AGP, then the scoring rubric

higl i *median SGP achieved by the school. For

pedian SGP of 65 and a median target AGP of 45, this
5 0f 200 on growth as indicated by the scoring rubric to
<  g¢hools that meet or exceed their median AGPs are lower
T £ vat do not meet their median AGPs since these schools are
populated wit nts wh either largely on track to meeting proficiency or growing at a
sufficient rate to th#r proficient status. The rubric cut-scores for schools that do not
meet their median set at a higher bar, since these schools need to grow at higher rates
in order to move all thgF students towards proficiency.

Alternatively, a more simpliﬁed method for producing school growth scores could be
implemented by removmg the AGP component from the school evaluation of growth and using a
single rubric to assign a school growth score®. Simply, the schools median SGP is evaluated
against one rubric to determine the growth score. 1f this approach is desired, it is important to
identify rubric values and growth ranges that meaningfully correspond with attainment of desired

? However, we would recommend continuing to report AGP at the student level.
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 achievement outcornes. For example, analyses should be conducted to determine what percent
of non-proficient students who score in the highest growth category achieve proficiency in 3 or

fewer years®, Figure 6 depicts an example of this single rubric approach.

Figure 6: Illustration of Single Rubric to Determine School Growth Outcomes

growth measures could be used to determi
demonstrating adequate progress.

.es twice: once for the whole
school and again ft get equity group. As described

fially rewards those schools that are

this. One approach is to used the same rubric(s) but
‘ed weight (e.g. 200 points for whole school and 100
itionally, non-proficient students could be counted once
d), which places a strong emphasis on equity or growth could be
[ient versus non-proficient students. Finally, a decision regarding

: included and how much each should be weighted must be

calculated z&
which content
considered.

Design Decisions

One of the most critical decisions in the design of any accountability system is determining how
the various indicators will be summarized and reported. Essentially all research and evaluation
(accountability systems are one type of evaluation) endeavors involve some form of “data

* The Center has conducted analyses in another state revealing that meaningful growth targets can be established
with a single rubric, which closely correspond with results from the CUKU approach,
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reduction” whereby results are summarized to some degree or another. In other words, we rarely
collect and report raw data to stakeholders, rather it is summarized and reported in some manner.
The challenge is determining which data to summarize and when to stop summarizing, For
example, few stakeholders will question computing either a mean scale score or some other
summary statistic (e.g., percent proficient) for the reading assessment in a particular classroom,
But even this level of aggregation masks other important considerations such as the degree of
variabllity in the students’ scores. Going further, we suggest that few stakeholders would
question summarizing the achievement results for a given content area for a given year ata
school; however some might have concerns about the meaningfulness gEgombining such results
across content areas to produce an overall achievement measure. Ag, apst of the other
design decisions, there is not a single correct approach. Rather, théBggregation decisions need
to reflect the values and the intended uses of the results. This 58 the report outlines some
of the aggregation and reporting issues for Wyoming’s sc ,

proposes a framework that links closely the overall perfon
consequences and supports, '

First, we must make clear that this discussion is 2
very detailed reporting structure associated with the v
In terms of the school accountability system, the intent

and Advisory Committee members about
ility indicators. While not necessarily

There has been consi
the ultimate level

evenly split, there are two B D B firsiiinivolves producing an omnibus rating for
each school v multiple ratings for each school, although
there is n such multiple ratings. While intended purposes
and tar ation decisions, we discuss the potential advantages

verall rating is its simplicity. If the meanings of the ratings are
ery efficient way to communicate, at least at a surface level,
Hquality of schools in Wyoming. Of course, the challenge is finding
global performance d& rs that accurately convey meaning about the multiple indicators.
The ability to have sons€ control over the “message™ is another important advantage of using a
single overall rating. This advantage depends largely on one’s belief about whether someone
(e.g., the medis, realtors, or other stakeholders) will find a way to create their own aggregate
rating, whether or not it is done by the state. If one believes that there is a reasonable probability
of somebody or some group creating and publishing their own overall school rating, then one
might want an overall rating as part of the system so that the rating accurately reflects the design
choices of Wyoming’s policy leaders and advisors. On the other hand, if one either believes
there is a low probability of such an occurrence or that it can be dealt with once it occurs, they
will not necessarily view the single overall rating as an advantage, at least for the ability to help

well understoo
information abo
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control the message. Finally, while the validity of an overall rating might be questioned
(discussed below), previous research and experience indicates that the overall rating wlll—all
things being equal—be more reliable (e.g., consistent across years) than ratings of individual
indicators.

The disadvantages of combining the various indicators into a single overall rating are numerous
and are essentially the inverse of the advantages, The risk of combing all indicators into a single
rating, while apparently simple, may in fact be too blunt to convey sufficiently nuanced
information about school quality. Further, while a single rating might de a fair job at
distinguishing the highest and lowest performing schools, it might no#e Very effective at
providing a fair and accurate picture of schools in the middle. 2 mple discussed at a Select
Committee meeting is that if growth and achievement were Hout equally, two schools
could get very similar ratings even if one had very high growtls and lowsg)

other school had the opposite pattern. There was concerndhs ha:
important differences among schools. A similar con : i variability in
performance across the content areas. The potent 55;
disadvantages as well. Many recognize that the S
users and uses and trying to do so by producing a sing
falling into the “two wrongs do not make a right” trap,

le to control a getential
got £ach school coufd be seen as

If there are disadvantages to producing :
producing multiple scores/ratings for each 3 i , fenge of reporting
multiple scores or ratings is the need to deci® and

tension between how mug eEaic. ' ple, some have suggested

Shntent 2 ing, and science), but combining growth
iggested combining across content areas, but
fer for achievement. To play out this
forscporting growth and achievement separately
. levels as well. The point here is that once we
lividual student scores, we have agreed to aggregate, The
110 aggregate to find the right balance between summary

reporting two overall se
example further, one can ess

move

ture is quite clear that task-specific feedback is much more
ments in performance than general feedback. Therefore, the more
€ more likely it is that the accountability system reports and other
information will lead & Improvements in student learning. To be fair, simply reporting two or
three scores (growth afid achievement or content area scores) is probably not specific enough fo
qualify as “task-specific” feedback. This brings us back to the need to have a very detailed
reporting system so school personnel will have information available on which to act. However,
public reports do not need to present such fine-grained information. On the other hand, reporting
summary information in multiple categories, such as growth and achievement by content area
could provide a much more nuanced view of school quality than a single omnibus rating.
Further, this could be a useful public information activity by educating the public that quality in
education is not as simple as “thumbs up” or “thumbs down.” Another potential benefit of

fine-grained the rep:
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reporting information either by content area or by content area and growth/achievement is that it
can help school leaders address complacent teachers who might be able to *hide” behind an
omnibus compensatory rating. For example, a school with highly effective mathematics teachers
may get an adequate overall rating even though the language arts teachers are only performing at
“a mediocre level. A more discrete reporting system would help shine a light on both the strong
and weak areas. Of course, one could take care of such cases in an omnibus rating system by not
using a'simple compensatory system, but requiring some minimum level of acceptable
performance in all relevant areas to receive an acceptable overall rating,.

'Recommendation: Trying to thread the needle

As can be seen, there are tradeoffs with either approach The ad es of the single rating
point out the disadvantages of multiple ratings and vice versa : “'cerned that reporting
only two (growth and achievement) or three (reading, ma
school does not go far enough to address the concerns 2
to a single rating. Therefore, we see the choice as
scorc/raﬁng or producing ratings in af /east the fol,
v Mathematics achievement
Mathematics growth
Reading achievement
Reading growth

Science achievement
Readiness

'We make this suggestion b-f:cause knowing acl g.and especially growth can vary
considerably across content g i _ gporting two ratings (e.g., growth
and achievement) offers ] :

-recommend that a singd
above and that suc!

all indicators
le overall

LUK

ng with the more discrete ratings suggested
peeds of the system. The single rating is

fid other summary outlets, but if reports are
d information would get reported as well.

¢, overall rating certainly relates to the reliability issue

coimpensatory rating will be more reliable that any one of the
dicator level. This greater reliability has important implications
g the various levels of performance, especially if the goal is to
Is. If there is insufficient reliability, it can often play out as
problems with classi on consistency. That is, low reliability around the cutscores will lead
to schools changing 1 ories for no reason other than the uncertainty associated with the
system. Therefore, it will be important to have a reasonably high degree of confidence in the
overall classification for a school. If there is a reliable overall rating for each school, then it is
less critical that each of the finer-grained reporting categories to have similarly high levels of
reliability. This is not advocating low reliability, but simply suggesting the higher reliability of
the composite can “protect” the lower reliability of the finer categories.

five or six ra HE;
for establishin
have at least three

The Select Committee indicated an interest in establishing four levels of overall performance, but
there was no discussion about the number of levels that should be set on the finer
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categorizations. There is a compelling argument to establish the same number of levels on the
component parts as the overall levels, but there is'also a compelling argument for using a
different number of levels. If the same levels are used for all reported categories, it might make
communication easier, but it can also lead to confusion. There is always the risk with using the
same levels for each major indicator and the overall level that stakeholders will think they can
simply average across the major indlcators to arrive at the overall score. While this could be
true, it likely wlll not be the case because of differential weighting and other factors. Therefore,
we recommend that four performance categories are used for the overall rating, while three are
used for each of the major indicator reporting categories. We elaborategn this below, focusing
first on the overall level. . e

We recommend that the State engage in a deliberative standard# ocess to establish
overall levels that are tied to important criteria of pcrforman & This imgglwes generating
descriptions of expected overall performance (performa vel ' each of the four
levels and then evaluating accountability system data ne mitial i n/pilot year) to

essentially match overall school scores to these ¢
recommended scores that mark the boundaries b

recommended cutscores should then be brought to theﬁ approval
We offer recommended levels and initial descriptions fi pur overall performance levels:
» Exemplary/Exceeding Expe egory, whlch is reserved for
schools considered models of per

applicable content areas, have aver: _ ent (proficiency rates),
and have high performance on gradufijion : sptliness indicators (if

: Schools in this category have

gawih or acceptable levels of achievement in

_ the “‘approaching” category may demonstrate
f graduatlon or other readiness indicators.

gting Expectations: This category is reserved for

gnce on many or most indicators. Schools in the

_ ory typlcally have low levels of achievement in all content

We recognize that th tegory names and descriptors will evolve, but argue that that if the
state wants to incenti improvements in the overall state educational system, the highest
performance category should be reserved for schools that are truly demonstrating high levels of
performance. Similarly, the priority improvement schools, perhaps a slightly larger group than
those in the exemplary category, should be reserved for those schools where the State will direct
intensive capacity-building resources, which is described in more detail below. All of these
performance categories will be intricately linked expected actions on the part of the school,
district, and state. These actions may be termed *‘consequences,” but given the continuous
improvement orientation of the Advisory and Select committees, consequences are all designed
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. from an improvement orientation. In spite of the potential usefulness of this overall
categorization, the Advisory committee contends that it is too blunt of an instrument to direct

_ improvement actions appropriately. Therefore, before discussing potential consequences, we
turn to the establishment of performance levels on the indicator categories.

The following six major indicators previously are used as a starting point for thinking about
reporting at a finer grained level than the single overall level:
v Mathematics achievement
v Mathematics growth
v Reading achievement
v Reading growth
¥ Science achievement
v Readiness .
The major categories could easily be expanded as the n [ and ators in the school

- levels to both avoid some potential interpretati
reliability associated with individual indicators might
the establishment of four distinguishable performance ca . Therefore, we recommend
using, at least as a starting point, three ese indicators and that the
cutscores should be established normati - te average, average
performance, and below the state average. : fif e growth measures, but
we argue that it can be useful for the status , we would not be

eneugh to Jﬁ&ﬁiﬁﬁ?}ly support

For example, one may w i : ' nsxdered “average” on the
readiness indicator, thggShou inimy qulrement of at least a 75% graduation rate.

A profile approach s perationalized using a matrix to combine indicators for making
judgments,
A compensatory approach recognizes that some degree of variability in performance across
indicators may be expected. Such an approach has a higher degree of reliability because the
overall decision is based on multiple indicators evaluated more holistically. Moreover, reliability
improves because random error in multiple measures tends to cancel. Conjunctive decisions are
less reliable because errors accumulate across multiple judgments meaning a school might fail to
meet standards due to the least reliable measure. However, this approach may be desirable when
it is important to assure that a school does not fall below established standards on any one
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criterion. A disjunctive method is desirable when any one component is viewed as adequate
assurance the school has met expectations. Finally, profiles are useful especially when there are
certain patterns that can be described that reflect valued performance that are not easily captured,
usually because the combinations of criteria are judged to be not equivalent.

These approaches should not be regarded as mutually exclusive. It is possible, for example, to
combine aspects of compensatory and conjunctive ‘rules’ to arrive at a final result. An example
of this is a rule that requires both 95% participation AND a minimum score on an index that
combines status and growth in order to pass. Requiring schools to m th participation and a
minimum performance level is conjunctive; however, an index that | both status and
‘growth is compensatory.

Matrix Design Illustration

classification. By so doing, we do not propose thaj
information produced by the system. Rather, we i
the accountabflity system.

As illustrated previously in this docume:
example: graduation rate) can be can be

readiness (for the present

regardless of the metric we can ‘collapse’ the pute thres ries. Here, we will use
the following: Below the gy Ing | rd eeding the Standard.

Taking into account eaéh contenf? is produges six Perfbnnance categories as depicted in
Table 5 below, whigh dbes 3 = £ach school,

Achievement Performance
Level Level
It is possible furth this information into an overall score by content area, such as a

st accounts for the combination of achievement and readiness.
Alternately, the informzation can be combined by indicator category, such an achievement score
that accounts for the influence of math, reading, and science. There are multiple ways to
accomplish this, but perhaps the most straightforward would be to produce an overall proficiency
rate for achievement and a mean score for growth and apply standards to these values to produce
a single performance level for each indicator. It is certainly possible to weight one content area
more than another to prioritize a policy value. In any case, the result would be a single
performance level for each indicator class: achievement, growth, and readiness.

* Growth is not calculated for science because it is lested only once each in elementary, middle, and high school.
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Using these three level ratings for each of three indicators, a decision table can be produced, as
shown in Table 6, that indicates how the combinations of ratings work to provide an overall

school classification as: Exemplary/ Exceeding Expectations, Satisfactory/ Meeting Expectations,
Approaching/ Partially Meeting Expectations, and Priority Improvement/ Not Meeting

Expectations. An illustration ofa decision table follows.

The shaded cells shows the various level on each indicator class and the bold text in the non-

shaded cells shows the overall school classification. The actual classifj
illustrative and many other combinations are possible to reflect the

makers.

Table 6: Tllustration .of Decision Table for Performance Indi

iggtion levels are simply
="sf Wyoming policy

“Achievement it |  Achievement
o Below Exceeding
Readiness  ———————- ¥
Level Below | Growth Meeting Approaching
S Sl Growth Satisfactory
- Exceeding
Achievement
R - Exceeding
Growth Below Approaching Satisfactory
Readiness g T
Level Meeting | Growth Meeting | Satisfactory Satisfactory
Standards :
Satisfactory Exemplary
Achievement Achievement Achievement
Below Meeting Exceeding
iness Growth Below Approaching Satisfactory Satisfactory
Level . .
Exceeding Growth Meeting | Satisfactory Satisfactory Exemplary
Standards Growth
Exceeding Satisfactory Exemplary Exemplary

A strong advantage of using a decision matrix to evaluate performance is the ability to apply

specific policy-based criteria to all cells, especially the ‘off-diagonal’ cells. When cells ‘agree’
(e.g. growth, achievement, and readiness are all below standard) the decision of a final
classification is usually uncontroversial. However, there may be a policy rationale for evaluating
one combination of levels as different from another if they are based on dissimilar indicators. In
this manner, policy makers may desire to privilege growth, achievement, or readiness.
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Compensatory Design Tllustration

Using the indicators we have introduced in this framework, we will also illustrate an example of
- combining achievement, growth, and readiness using a compensatory approach.

As shown prei/iously in this document, achievement can be expressed as a scale based on

proficiency rate. In the most straightforward approach, the percent proficient across all grades
and content areas is multiplied by 300 to obtain a scale that ranges
=225).

Growth, as shown previously, can also be expressed on a imum value of 300.
This comes from two components: whole school and non i In each case, the
median SGP is evaluated against a rubric that awards ug i “HEavhole school and

We also introduced two components for readinesé: a on
readiness assessments (i.e. ACT and EXPLORE). We 5% scale with a
maximum value of 150 at the high school 1 s is derived from the graduation
index and 50 points from assessment p 1¢ percent meeting ACT
benchmark performance multiplied by 50 of these values produces
an overall readiness index for high schoo of points available for
all schools the same, high school achieverne reduced to 150. By so doing,
‘status’ measures (i.e, exfnrman gr i | T would carry the same weight in

the calculation in com

Including readiness: b5
examined se ' | ptatewide and provides an ‘on-track’ college
readiness me Saivably, performance on EXPLORE could be

i Bl si produce a readiness value of up to 50 points for
reduced a corresponding amount (from 300 to 250) to
. ever, because the EXPLORE ftest is given in grade 9, a
oped t&associate these values with the schools in which the

illustrate two examples of a hypothetical point structure for

elementary and high sghools, incorporating the elements and values described,

® Several variations on this approach are possible, including distinguishing between proficient and non-proficient students (to
avoid double counting) and changing the weights (e.g. 150 for each compaonent)
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Figure 7: Illustration of Hypothetical Elementary School Point Structure
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|
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Based on gragssation ] Based on ACT

The design example portrays a model in which each element exerts influence on the outcome in
proportion to the number of points assigned to that component — in this case, achievement and
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growth are equally valued. Evaluation of school performance is in reference to a target score or
threshold on the overall score (e.g. 500 out of 600 to achieve the highest classification.) Schools
‘that score lower on achievement can offset this performance by demonstrating higher growth.
Conversely, less growth is required of schools that are already strong in achievement. This
illustrates the compensatory nature of the model. Importantly, the weight of each component
and the selection of thresholds are key policy decisions that influence school outcomes.

It cannot be overemphasized that the values used in this section and previous sections of this
document are intended to be purely illustrative to make the ideas presenged more clear by

example. The actual rubric and scale values should be carefully
values and modeled to examine impact.

Reporting

As discussed previously, combining content areas or ipff ! ingls ification has the
advantage of being clear to stakeholders and can g instpe irre
to produce a summary outcome. However, these

develop a reporting system that equips ©
information to support a variety of uses.

We envision information available by indica
However, as depicted Figure 9 b
that could be produced, it jssis
a ‘data dump,’
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Figure 9: Sample of Selected Reporting Levels

Overall School
Performance |

Achlevement = Growth

Reading

Grade b

teamers

English Languagel; B

Economically
Olsadv

A well-designed and u
technological innovati

beyond
g1ld be accessible to stakeholders to ensure that
those closest to the g led to inform instructional decisions.
Moreover, the reports s ate interpretative information, Such
information should d ; i sion of the outcomes and clearly indicate

Stat nil eil@ikin innotdfve reporting practices are taking advantage of both
dynamic tec _imferactive data tables) and data visualization (e.g. graphs and
plots). One st o, who employs a system termed SchoolView’. In this system,
not only can stal a variety of *conventional’ information, such as summaries of
state assessment sets can produce and manipulate customized reports. 1t starts with
the ability to custom nterface by role (e.g. parent, educator, or administrator). Then,

users can access a wealth of information, such as plots of growth (median SGP) by status
(percent proficient) and school size. Figure 10 provides an example of this display.

7 See http://www.schoolview.org/index.asp for more information inciuding access to dynamic reports
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] . Higher Achievement
: Higher Growth

. Higher Achievement
: Lower Growth

e !
a Lower Growth .J ..' :
P L Lower Achievernent | . :

Higher Growth
- Lower Achievement .

o Y Cee o En AR S0 6 20 20 9o 160

These plots can be manipulated by the user to show di
By allowing users to customize reports 4
information in a clear and simple manne
locate findings in the data that can inform

tent areas, subgroups, or years.
tion of a vast amount of

Additionally, a comprehensive reporting s
help users navigate throug i

1ghices in reaction to accountability system results. Rather,
: that the accountability results contribute the continuous

are not blind to th ie person’s support could easily be seen as another person’s
consequences, espech hat means restrictions on some aspects of local control.
Nevertheless, both corgmittees make these recommendations with the intention of improving

Wyoming schools, particularly those performing below state expectations, The consequernces
and supports tied to school performance on the accountability system are multi-tiered, but the
various levels are interrelated. The overall accountability level triggers a general action, but this
must be further specified according the performance on the various indicators. The general
actions tied to each of the overall levels are described below. The specifications of these
improvement plans will need to be fleshed out with more details as the system moves towards
implement. Further, these details should be tied to the systematic efforts to improve the capacity
of the schools, districts, and the state itself, described elsewhere in this report. The specific
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consequences and expected levels/types of support are outlined below. In Section IV of the
report, we provide a more detailed description of the system of support and capacity building
necessary to ensure the success of the full system. :

Exemplary/Exceeding Expectations: Schools in this category should be publicly recognized
and commended for their accomplishments. In order to maintain high levels of achievement and
 illuminate promising practices, schools in this category must file a "maintenance plan" with
- WDE that describes how the schools intends to maintain its high levels of performance and to
indicate an improvement goal in any area it deems to be a priority. Instgad of, or in addition to
. this improvement goal, the exemplary school may use its maintenang ¥40 document its
effective practices and describe how it intends to share these suc practices with other
schools in Wyoming. This plan should be a brief document an ptended to interfere with
the school’s overall success.

Sahsf_ggtorvfM ing Expectations: Schools in thi ory '
improvement plan” with WDE that is based on a = i i es. The

level one improvement plan must be aimed at & it poalk on the
specific indicators where the school’s performance er Jpeatosr than other @iegories or
lIower than the state average performance. The level one ¥ ement plan may include a
limited number of other goals beyond theess pIan shall include a
rationale for selecting the improvement il I will implement in
order to address the goal(s), a timeline and v f ing the goal(s), and a
description for how the school will evaluat i ting
appoint a liaison to momtor the school’s pro, 8l in #oals and to work with the
school, if requested, to helg rssist the school in locating
additional capacity t Beh i ment efforts. The school and district will use

5 “close examination of the indicator scores. The
irned at improvement goals tied to performance on the
'm’;ance was either weaker than other categories or

] ocus only on goals related to shortcomings on the spec1ﬁc
indicators unlesg there i i belling reason to include other goals. The plan shall include a
rationale for sel he imffovement goal(s), the processes that the school will implement in
order to address the gaiil{s¥"a timeline and relevant benchmarks for addressing the goal(s), and a
description for how thé school will evaluate its success at meeting the goal(s). WDE will
appoint a liaison to s the school in identifying and addressing the goals and to work with
the school, if requested, to help support the school’s efforts. The liaison must assist the school in
locating additional capacity to support the school’s improvement efforts. The district and WDE
share the costs to pay for any additional resources. Schools that do not meet their improvement
goals for two consecutive years under the level two plan may have their overall level changed to
“priority improvement” and participate in the consequences and supports associated with that
level of performance.
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Priority Improvement/Not Meeting Expectations: Schools in this category must file a

“turnaround plan"' that describes how the school, along with a distinguished educator appointed
by WDE and the local board of education, will radically improve its performance and must
address all areas rated unacceptable. Recognizing that such significant improvement takes time
(e.g., 3-5 years), the plan must specify process and performance milestones for each year that the
plan is in effect. These milestones must be agreed upon by the local board of education, the
distinguished educator, and the WDE liaison. The plan must identify the highest priority areas

~ that will be the focus of the school’s initial efforts, but should also discuss how the school will
move beyond these highest priority indicators to other salient imp t targets. The plan

- shall include a rationale for selecting the improvement goal(s), the s5eg that the school will
implement in order to address the goal(s), a timeline and relevan hmarks for addressing the
goal(s), and a description for how the school will evatuate jts §

improvement efforts, but must first document howe
the needs described by the turnaround plan. WDE wil
authorized through this statute, to support the school’s tu

that do not
round plan for two consecutive

meet their performance improvement belghmarks under th
years must hire a “school turnaround sp
Further, continued low performance may 16
members. :

Jfo either work
ination of thi icipal and other staff

sel’ evelop a system for measuring teacher and
 in part by student achievement. While many of the issues
=with educator accountability, there are numerous specific
; which is the focus of this section. Importantly, this
the Yery complex challenges associated with designing an
oes not contain the specificity needed to fully design and
n system that includes measures of student academic

this document to provide an overview of the many issues and
d other stakeholders will need to consider.

educator evall

performance. We
decisions policymake:

Multiple Measures

While the inclusion of student achievement data (e.g. measures of student growth) constitutes a
prominent element of Wyoming’s initiative to reform educator evaluation systems, it should also
be acknowledged that a comprehensive and defensible system incorporates multiple measures
that go beyond student performance on state tests.
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These may include some or all of the following:

Direct observations of educators by principals or peers

Student surveys

Parent surveys

Analysis of artifacts (e.g. student work, instructional activities, lesson plans etc.)

Such information is critical for several reasons. First, student academic perfonnance cannot
fully address all dimensions of being an effective educator. Additional information is needed to
get a more complete picture of the educator’s performance. Second, le sources of
information can enhance the reliability of the outcomes. When a tiorsef evidence is used
to make classification decisions, it mitigates the error that may siated with any one less
reliable indicator. Finally, qualitative mformanon that prov1 depth information about
educator practices can make the results more useful and
cllum in Wyommg s theory of actlon is the use of edu

outcomes.

Fundamentally, any use of student acade TIENe | Judgments of teacher
effectiveness should control for prior perfo: : nents used must
produce a measure that reﬂects the progres i 1destt during the period of time

the teacher provided instr

accomplish this goal: 1) . : r scores and 2) application of an

83 be such that one or more suitable prior

Scores are av :, CUTIEEE B to use a score from the end of the previous
_ ' d of each of grades 3-8 in mathematics and

vipus year’s PAWS score as a baseline for determining

s assumes that the tests are highly correlated and

, including content representation, breadth and depth of

However, this apprc gimore complicated for content areas not tested annually (e.g. science
and high school) or fogWhich no suitable standardized assessment exists (e.g. physical education,
art). To be sure, the ‘Non-tested’ issue is one of the most intractable challenges facing states
seekmg to include student performance in educator evaluation systems. A complete treatment of
this issue is beyond the scope of this document, but a summary of some alternatives more fully
developed in Marion & Buckley (2011) follows®:

® See: Marion, S.F. &"Buckley K. (2011). Approaches and considerations for incorporating student performance
results from “Non-Tested” grades and subjects Into educator effecliveness determinations. Available at:
Www.nciea.org
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1. Custom developed state tests: Wyoming may elect to develop new tests to address key
. gaps in tested grades or content areas. An advantage of this approach is that it likely offers
- maximum opportunity to create high quality assessments aligned to standards. However, the
obvious disadvantage is the tremendous outlay of resources — both time and money - to
-develop and manage quality assessments over time.

2. Commercially available tests: Although some vendors offer seemmgly promising
standardized assessment solutions that can be flexibly administered gnd are less expensive
that custom developed tests, this option is not without substanti st prominently,
there are often serious issues with alignment and technical foff- the-shelf” tests.

3. School/ teacher created tests: Allowing schools or cla ‘assessments could

r test data for the class/course
%orawith missing data. This

4. School-wide attribution: In the abssac
of interest, it is possible to assign a =

' ’for individual students or the class. The
teacher then 5 _ toward these outcomes. This approach is

Pt : : f oth educator and student development through the
eamugful learning outcomes. However, comparability
% to guard against.

Attribution refer. 5 essepbial claim in the theory of action that educator practices influence

the academic perfort Bt students. To address this, Wyoming must be able to link student
outcomes to educato d assemble evidence that demonstrates a credible connection between
these elements.

er/Leader of Record

Addressing attribution starts with determining which teacher/leader should be held accountable
for a student’s performance. This is often referred to as defining the teacher of record. A
suitable definition - and an accompanying data system that permits operationalization of this
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definition - should establish the conditions and circumstances governing the connection of
educators with classes and account for the variety of learning environments in Wyoming schools.

For example, the Data Quality Campaign (DQC) (20102) advises states seeking to use
assessment data to inform educator evaluation to:
e Account for contributions of multiple educators in a single course
¢ Enable teachers to review rosters for accuracy
e Account for schedule changes and variable class environments such as virtual classes or
labs .
e Link attendance records with teachers to track actual days o

Using a modified version of the high-level *framework’ for defin|
“the DQC (2010b) a sample operational definition for Wyomifig migh

etc.)

e The amount of instructional time to establig
more of instructional time)

e Courses/ environments covered (e.g. courses fo
score)

e Prior measures required (e.g. at.
area).

¢ Other conditions (e.g. continuous &

Missing/ Incomplete Data

acknowledged t
performance of stu
complete records. Co
economically disadva

ta are ookt Missing At Random (MAR), meaning that it is likely that the
is wifll missing or incomplete data differs systematically from those with
der, for example, that mobility rates are typically higher for

ged students compared to other students.

<3

When all or part of a record is missing, there are a number of potential methods to address this.
One solution is to simply omit the records. This approach may be simple to understand and
straightforward to implement, however, it is likely most vulnerable to potential introduction of
bias for the reasons noted above. Alternately, Wyoming may implement one of several
approaches to data imputation - or using a statistical method to populate the missing valtue(s).
Imputation methods range from simple (e.g. replacing the missing value with the mean value of
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all existing data) to more complex (e.g. using an 'algorithm to predict the likely value of the .
missing value based on patterns in the existing data).

There is no single or best approach to dealing with missing data. In general, we recommend
Wyoming consider the following steps to address this threat moving forward.

* Identify business rules informed by impact analyses that clearly define what data are
usable and which are not. Consider issues such as: '
o What is the minimum group size to calculate a class/sck
o Regardless of group size, what is the minimum inclusit
estimate? Inclusion rate refers to the proportion of
that *count’ in the analysis. For example, if onb
included, this may meet the n-size rule, bur
represent the overall class effect.
o How long must the student be enroll
* Investigate the extent that data are missing 5
understand patterns of missing data for v:
- Such analyses will help determine the extent to
systematic manner.

| Multiple Educators

As mentioned earlier, another issue to con
receive instruction from multiple educators.
occurrence. First, the st i
as with a team teaching z

& to calculate an
eniis in a class or school

: computation?

gmstances where students

r4l cases that lead to this

ion from multiple teachers,

Second, changes can occur
the primary instructor or the student

transitions to anothér cla
such as when a stu ; ; sigi £lass, Whatever the case, multiple sources of

des 70% of instruction and Mr. Jones provides 30% of
ed to the educators consistent with the proportion of

y be useful to research the feasibility of this approach, we are
ibution to instruction can be captured with precision, particularly
Als@! it will be necessary to create potentially comnplex connections in
the state data system Sa@#count for this. It is important to consider that the proportional
contribution to ins on may not be governed by time alone. For example, an hour spent
introducing new concepts to a class may not represent the same *instructional contribution’ as an
hour spent overseeing time allotted for student directed study. Finally, the research on
attributing a student’s academic performance to teachers and leaders is emerging - even for the
least ambiguous circumstances when the teacher of record is well defined. Much less is known
about the credibility of results based on proportional attribution of scores.
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We advise Wyommg to proceed with caution in exploring a ‘dosage’ model, ensuring the
information is suitably trustworthy and the results are scrutinized carefully, particularly with
respect to evidence of reliability and validity presented later in this document.

Causal Atiribution

As stated previously, the use of student performance data to inform evaluations of educator
effectiveness assumes at least a partial causal link between teacher performance and student
outcomes. Establishing such links are problematic in light of research which suggests that
though teacher influence on student learning is significant and persists g8goss years, isolating that
contribution using large scale assessment using observational data i icitht,

to accomplish. Numerous published writings by scholars on the s ver the past decade

In light of this, the use of student growth as a com;

demands additional evidence to validate a claim of ivene i ion. The
collection of such evidence will help to bolster the cregibili fthe
outcomes. Validation of effectiveness claims is a non. Gk i involves engaging
in systematic data collection and research to both strength

hypothesized antecedent (i.e. quallty in (i.e. increased test scores)

A good starting place for
That is, in the best case w

ine a proof of concept.’
eclucators (necessarily

e examine the extent to which the original model may
hether a student’s teacher in the future could have an
! pe ance (2011). Naturally, a strong *reverse association’
erodes con 1at the 1is well suited to support claims. Briggs and Domingue also
introduce varii ifications to explore consistency of ratings and examine

basis to claim the res classification is accurate. These analyses provide examples of the

types of investigations #hat can serve as components of an overarching research agenda to
explore the credibility of causal claims.

Reporting Qutcomes of Educator Evaluation Determinations

Another critical decision for the educator accountability system will be to define the type and
manner of reported results. This starts with clearly establishing the performance levels that must
be produced and the purposes for which they will be used. In general, there is a tension between
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reporting high-level results that are more reliable and the desire to report more nuanced but less .
precise outcomes for multiple indicators. For example, there will be a much higher level of

confidence in classifications of class effects as low, typlcal, or high compared to a class effects

described on a ten point scale from | (ineffective) to 10 (highly effective). In the latter case,

stakeholders may regard this information as useful to understand more fine grained degrees of

difference, but such a scale may carry only the appearance of precision that is not supported by

evidence, particularly for adjacent ratings.

The same issue is generally true for reporting units. That is, results for jgdividual content areas
or classes will be much less defensible (and results based on strand zores will be almost
certainly indefensible) than aggregate results for multiple classes, iBe goal, of course, is to find
the balance between the necessary speciﬁcity of outcomes and fable level of precision.

Finally, it is important to consider how to combin ] resha
Once the key elements that will influence evaluatfofigiee ident isior de about

These decisions are closely connected to an ds that are indentified. In

general, the higher the stakes, the higher 1 1 be regardmg the

classification accuracy of the system, For e riate to require multiple ~
years of low ratings to support a high-stakes nation or reassignrnent. .

r. This refers to variations in the population at the unit
district, school or class. Sampling error is known to

as in school scores that can be unrelated to actual school

eni DePascale, 2002) and it has the potential to introduce a great deal
more uncertainty i tcomes. This is particularly relevant given that students are rarely, if
ever, randomly assi to teachers. Sampling error is directly related to the number of
observations - as the shmple size increases, the variability reduces. Therefore, the problem is
somewhat assuaged when computing a growth score for a school across several teachers and
grades.

performance (séﬁ

Yet another potential source of error is related to model specifications. Researchers have found
that estimated effects are sensitive to model assumptions and specifications (see e.g. McCaffrey

® Information regarding sources of error and threats to utility addressed in Domaleski and Hill, 2010.
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et al, 2003).  In other words, adjustments to model characteristics, such as adding, deleting, or
differently defining variables, will very likely produce dissimilar results.

Implementation Plan

The design and implementation of a reliable and valid system to evaluate educators involves
addressing many complex challenges. In this section, we summarize the most important steps in
the process to provide the basis of an implementation plan for the state.

g cvaluation system.

analyses and ongoing
gropriate changes to the

Figire 11 shows the six major steps involved in implementing the ed
This process is not linear. We recommend a process in which imy
evaluation are used to gauge the adequacy of the model and inf
~ indicators used in the model or refinements to the design.

Figure 11: Key Components in Design and Iniplemé ' ORE : jon System |

The first step in §
earlier in this dog

o clearly define the purpose and uses of the system. As detailed
ntended goals should be reflected in an explicit and credible theory
of action that makes clg Fthe assumptions about what the state hopes to accomplish with the
educator evaluation system and how the process will promote the desired outcomes, including
the mechanisms that are hypothesized to promote these goals. This shapes subsequent decisions
such as what information to include, how to report outcomes, and how to set performance
expectations. This also helps clarify iffwhy certain requirements are important, which helps
prioritize the elements that are most central to the success of the initiative.

Next, it is important to clearly define the desired outcomes. This includes identifying what
information will be produced and how it will be communicated to all stakeholders. For example,
will the system produce performance classifications? How many levels of classifications will be
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produced and what will they mean? For instance, if the top classification is intended to qualify
an educator for merit pay or the bottom classification leads to termination, this must be clarified
from the start in order to better understand what information is needed and how performance
standards should be established. Additionally, what content areas will be covered? Will the
classifications combine content areas for each teacher or be specific to each content area? In
what area should educators, leaders, parents, etc. receive feedback from the system (e.z.
academlc growth of students, professional practices of educators etc.)? Only by laying bare all
the intended outcomes of the system and the target ‘audience’ for each can developers ensure
design decisions are made that support these outcomes, :

Next, the state should identify the mdicators that are central to supgiirting the goals and
outcomes of the system. This is likely to include the academi
as noted previously, is much more difficult to address in com
technically defensible, standardized, summative assessm; ot ad &d. 1t may also

needed to support the claims and uses, whether fl rrnati ed ik aFot overly
burdensome manner to schools and systems, and if th 5
credible to support the intended claims.

specifications and decisions about the modelise section inhis document for more
detailed treatment of this topic.
be given to certain indi

same as academic petf

er to combine indicators both within and
across categories is g '

Yet another prominent design decision
e minimum expectation for adequate
o attain designations intended to reward

echanisms that are likely to bolster the reliability and
_ g-results that reflect an average over multiple years may
gle yg&r to enhance reliability of results. Or, it may be

In order to make th sions about the suitability of the model, including identification of
trustworthy indicators g appropriate design decisions, it is critical to engage in ongoing data
analysis, These anal should include a review of the distribution of outcomes for all proposed
reporting units and aggregated to various summary levels. Special attention should be given to
examining results based on differences in student populations {e.g. are results different for
educators in schools serving a high percentage of impoverished students?) and based on
differences in indicators (e.g. are results substantially different for selected grade or content
areas?). All indicators should be carefully piloted and results should be investigated for
reasonableness and compared to any credible existing information to assess the validity of

outcomes. For example, if a pilot of peer surveys or a trial of proposed observations of
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instructional effectiveness reveals little variation in outcomes (i.e. all or nearly all teachers are
rated effective) then the credibility of the indicator Is called into question. This may necessitate
removing or changing indicators, reweighting model components, and/or adjusting performance
expectations.

Finally, a comprehensive implementation plan should include a process for ongoing monitoring,
evaluation, and support. This includes but goes beyond producing impact analyses as described
in the previous stage. In addition to examining year to year changes in outcomes, the evaluation
plan should investigate the claims and assumptions in the theory of actig. For example, are

educators and leaders using the information to improve practice? Aj i
incentives? Are remediation and support strategies effective in i
systemnatic process to collect evidence and evaluate model clairg
refinements to the model to improve effectiveness.

mg outcomes? A
Ip state leaders identify

Student Accountabili

Introduction
Senate File 70 directs the State Board ofdeducati willkalternative to the current body
of evidence system with a goal of replacifig i & SYySE hool year 2012-2013.

The legislature directed the SBE to consid

system designed to determ i 1 - u graduation, we assume that

First, we note that it is by
student accoafﬁtﬁgils“ :

o make specific recommendations about a
dressed only peripherally by the Select and

$teps necessary for creating an EOC-based student
con51derat10ns for the Select Committee and other
“current graduation system, subsequent legislation
] decisions about the various components of such a
xplicitly articulate the degree to which the new legislation is
ontext of existing Wyoming graduation statutes (W.S. 21-2-304
Rules). This process should undoubtedly include key
stakeholders, as parf'g 1gn committee, such as local school board members, district and
school leaders, teachers guidance counselors, businesspeople, higher education representatives,
and students. These stakeholders should be guided through a process where they can wrestle with
the following key components of developing a student graduation accountability system:

e Definition of 8 Wyoming graduate

Knowledge, skills, and dispositions
Accountability Decisions
Assessment system
Support and Interventions
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What is 8 Wyoming Graduate?

The most critical aspect of developing a student graduation accountability system is to define a
Wyoming high school graduate. The design committee should spend appropriate time
developing this description and likely should solicit significant input prior to moving forward.

ldeally, the goal is to develop a shared understanding of what it means to be a Wyoming hlgh
school graduate.

The next step in the process is to describe the knowledge, skills, and dispositions (perhaps) that
further specify the definition of a Wyoming graduate, These are often 48 gh school content
standards in the various subject areas. But if things like dispositiongit.g., persistence) are
included, the design committee should specify these non-content4 such that students,
parents, and teachers are clear for what students are being helg#icco i
committee should also wrestle very important consideratiogs 11 the students need
to perform on the standards in order to graduate and whefefer

- perform up to these expectations on all standards it re) of content

areas, or some combination of these two possibi 5%, lities that

must be determined by this committee. ) '

potentially replace the current BOE syste: 51 | i pfiant details. Before
designing an EOC assessment system, the & 1 '

ions to be'made, including:
organize the EOC exams?

The SBE and the design committee will first need to define a framework for organizing the EOC
exams'’. It is doubtful that the legislature intended to authorize creating EOC exams in every
possible high school course. W.S. 21-2-304 and Chapter 31 required that students meet

19 For mare information on stale practices and allernalives relative 1o using EOC lesls in accountability see:
Domaleski, C.S. (2011). State End of Course Tests: A Folicy Brief. Paper commissioned by the Council of Chief
State School Officers Technical Issues in Large Scale Assessment State Collaborative on Assessmenl and Siudenl
Standards.
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standards in all nine content areas included in the *basket of goods.” Even though this narrows
the range of possibilities from all possible courses to an exam or set of exams in each of nine
content areas, this will still be a significant expense and will require considerable resources
within WDE and LEAs to successfully implement such a system. Therefore, we are interpreting
SF 70 to mean that the EOC should focus on key courses within the four core subject areas of
mathematics, science, social students, and English language arts.

With guidance from the Select Committee, the design committee will need to identify the
courses for which EOC exams will be created. However, existing rulegggequire that students
demonstrate proficiency in five of the nine content areas. Therefore T

" will need to be amended or these EOC exams will have to fit wi
framework. For example, all or some of the EOC exams could 8
district’s Body of Evidence system. Having such a frameworlew

will be important to identify the eligible content and sk
‘mean simply identifying existing current standards that
developing content frameworks specifi e&ﬁﬂ‘i course. In €
validity of the exams and to the trans ]

ested in each of the courses or
£ aase, it will be critical to the

what they will measure, L« i . ingthe pammpatlon rules for the
various exams. For & equired to take all courses for which there is

: ith these exams (i.e., they will count towards
isions to be made related to consequences. For

55 the exams in order to pass the course, will the exams

e course grade, or will the decisions about how the

decisions within a lar mework (e.g., BOE) will lead to more coherent policy.

If there are consequentes associated with individual exams (e.g., passing the course or if students
are expected to pass a specific set of exams to graduate), the design committee and policy
makers must deal with the issue of retesting. Essentially all states that use exam-based
approaches to graduation decisions permit at least one, and often many, retest attempts. 1f the
exams are to count in course grades, this raises many tricky logistical and fairness issues. But
even if the exams are not included in course grades, the issue of retesting can be much more
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challeirl1ging when dealing with EOC exams compared to a more common end-of-high school
exam .

The issues of alternate sources of evidence and potential appeal processes are somewhat related
to the retesting issue. The design committee and policy leaders will have to determine if other
sources of evidence (e.g., portfolios or projects) can substitute for any or all EOC exams. Ifso, a
design committee and policy leaders would have to decide if such alternatives should be
available to all students or just certain groups of students (e.g., special education, ELL, migrant),
Additionally, it will be prudent to plan for an appeal process for stud ho do not meet
graduation requirements. Related to the alternate evidence issue, the #n.and policy
committees will need to decide how to handle students who movediiio Wyoming after any or all
of these exams are typically offered. A likely approach will be#5"t8& #he student’s transcript to
provide “alternate™ evidence that the student met or did not nﬁt the tion evidence
represented by specific EOC exams. Again, it makes sengsio ad & major policy issues

- within a larger graduation requirement framework. '

‘Relationship to the full assessment system

school. The Advisory commlttce should st
use the EOC tests in the

fd that the current Advisory Committee, along
nembers, be invited to serve as the basis for a design
grd of Education,

"'"Note: We are definilely not recommending & single set of end-of-high school exams, bul just pointing oul 1he
contrast.

WY Comprehensive Accountability Framework. DRAFT: December 12, 2011 58




~ committee, describes some of the supports and interv:

SECTIONIV: SUPPORT, CAPACTTY BUILDING, AND CONSEQUENCES
Support, Interventions, and Capacity Building

The Advisory Committee recognizes that an accountablllty system is only valuable if it leads to,

- or at least facilitates improvement in both student and school results. The accountability system

itself cannot improve student and school achievement, but it should be designed to both
incentivize the “right” behaviors and provide results that are speclfic and informative enough
such that school leaders and other stakeholders can learn about the nal aspects under

their control that might need improvement. One of the things we kiy | from educational
psychology is that task-specific feedback is more likely to lead to if@broved performance than
general feedback. We have no reason to believe that organiza act differently than
individuals in terms of the response to specific or general feed ion of the

accountability framework, based on extensive discussion

>

> Support/mentoring for teachers ne
o Induction for new teachers
» Support/mentoring for school lead

» Capacity building fo "acceptable levels of
achievement or il

» Capacity bu T 3 &Ip support continuous improvement
> fi5 O building capacity and preparation

ool funding formula. The committee,

ive in outlining at least one aspect of the challenges we face.
es” in the sense of what we commonly think of as high stakes
; aders), the labels placed on schools via the reporting of
accountability syst £5 and the public dissemination of such results are seen as stakes by
many in the system. charge is becoming clearer. We must insist on a system that allows
schools to develop the'capacity they need to affect the instructional core. Just as we have argued
for formative assessment to help students know where they stand relative to key standards, we
also need tools to assess the capacity of schools to enact key reforms and interventions. Elmore
(2004) reminds us of the challenge we face in our work:
Hence, stakes work, if they work at all, by mobilizing and expanding capacities in
high-capacity schools and creating potential demand for capacities outside the
organization in low-capacity schools. In the latter case, if there are no capacities
to bring to the organization, there is little reason to expect the organization to do

While there is &
{(e.g., takeovers, Tk
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anything other than to make incremental adjustments to already unsuccessful

practices (p. 289).
In this 2004 chapter, Elmore goes on to outline five principles of accountability system design.
While all of the principles are worth considering, the fifth principle is especially pertinent to the
work of the Advisory Committee.

The fifth principle is the reciprocity of accountability and capacity—for each

Increment in performance I require of you, I have an equal and reciprocal

responsibility to provide you with the capacity to produce that kind of

performance (p. 294).
1t is important to think of this as a multi-level challenge. For exam
teacher and the “you” could be their student(s). Similarly, the *
“you” could be the teachers, and so on. The point is clear. Eagl
imposing any sort of accountability on the level below is res| X
for that level to succeed.

tHe<]” could be the
d be the principal and the
the system that is
oviding the capacity

Mo to the state lew#l. This is not
levels of the accountability

5 for each of the levels and to

cy personnel to

sues in the context of

levels of capacity needs, starting from the stuclent.s

the place to present a definitive plan for capacny buildi
system. Rather, our goal here is to outling,
argue that the State convene appropriate 2
develop detailed plans (including cost ¢
a comprehensive accountability system.

Capacity building for schos

Given that accountabj ste: used first g the school level, improving the capacity of
schools will requir&’ O 3 : ie accountability system itself must be

s ag¥mportantly, must ylelcl information that
to help identify areas in need of

indicators. However, countability system should help schools develop a clear focus on
those indicators deemefiito be most important. This would send a clear message to schools about
what is most valued and what levels of performance are deemed acceptable. 1If designed well,

the reporting system should allow the schools and perhaps capacity building personnel to use this
additional information to help improve performance on the accountability indicators. 1n other
words, the information included in the reporting system should be linked through a theory of
action to the accountability indicators. For example, we discussed holdmg schools accountable
for graduation rates, but including credit accumulation at the end of 9™ grade in the reporting
system because of its clear link to the accountability indicator.

WY Comprehensive Accountability Framework. DRAFT: December 12, 2011 60




We must ask in terms of capacity building about additional support and capacity building needs
require by schools beyond those targeted for teachers and school leaders? 1t can be argued that
schools are simply collections of individuals, so that if we focus on students, teachers, and
principals, is there any need to worry about building “school capac1ty?” We argue that just like
if both spouses in a marriage pursue counseling as individuals, there is generally still a need to
pursue marriage counseling to address “system” issues. Similarly, we argue that the system
issues of a school should be addressed as well.

The capacity building needs for schools could be considerable and hi varied. Therefore, an
effective set of supports organized at the district, regional, and/or s should be able to
differentially respond to the varied needs of schools. This sug ore nuanced approach
than smply having all schools follow the same school improv . A regional approach
pacity to ad_}ust to the

WY. However, many states have such agencies (e.g.,
study of theie mterrnedlate agencies in other states i

Schools have specific cultures and high functioning sch e cultures where data are used to
identify goals, design interventions and ""‘tegies create selegl tools for momtormg the

progress toward goals, evaluate the succe: i ]
again. This problem identification, hypo
performing schools and the work that we hof
advantage of this hypothesi i
on one size fits all SOllltl

ion .ﬁi 5, While the information available from a summative
in terms of student diagnosis, the inclusion of student

growing slowly (Tcig8 grs), or both, However, schools will need considerably more fine-
grained information yle to better understand students’ strengths and weaknesses ifthey
want to implement sysiematic approaches for improving student learning. First, schools should
not be waiting until the summative assessment results are returned at the end of the school year
or in the summer to find out that students are performing below expectations. Additionally, it is
highly unlikely that a two or three times per year “benchmark adaptive assessment” will provide
specific and frequent enough information for diagnosing and monitoring student achievement.
Schools will need to implement systematic approaches for helping students improve their
performance, including (but not limited to): -

» Appropriate support and interventions for special education and English language

leamers,
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o Formative and classroom assessment tools useful for ongomg progress monitoring and .
interventions,
 Employinga Response-to-lnterventlons (RTI) or similarly systematlc approach for
diagnosis, intervention, and monitoring,
e Differentiated instruction within classrooms and additlonal support services outside of
classrooms for targeted instructional areas, and
e  Creating “extra time” opportunities such as after school and summer school enrichment
opportunities.
Any of these approaches should work to encourage the development dent agency and
metacognitive strategies so that students develop internal capacity help themselves. Of
course, a discussion of supports for students leads quickly to th ti:aon that, as Elmore
noted, high-performing schools already have the capacity to y or all of these
- examples of student supports, whereas low-eapac1ty schools Tt really be viewed as

Many of the approaches highlighted aboye for students assiid ith % a hlgh quality teacher will be
in place to provide such services. As Ek ning shifts in the
instructional core, student learning is unlik the major
responsibility for improving the quality of to enact the high quality
mstructlon needed to bnng about high levels 9 stu is especially critical if

careers. Further, if Wyoii | Standards (CCSS), the need to
raise curricular and i tion i i immediately apparent. The accountability

tile having such a resource in each building would be
, itAwill likely not be enough to raise performance to levels
s. 1t has been well documented that many or even most teachers

support to help Wyoming* e:ﬁchers fully understand the curricular and instructional ramifications
of the CCSS. Whi ch of this support must happen locally, it would make considerable sense
to capitalize on collective resources and expertise to help meet this enormous need.

In addition to the professional development work that must occur for existing teachers, there
needs to be a considerable improvement in the quality of new educators coming out of teacher
education programs. Once these new teachers enter the workforce, schools and districts need to
support the continued development of these novice teachers with high quality mentoring and
induction systems for new teachers and leaders.
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Sup_pog[ggentog‘gg' for school leaders

Most school reform leaders argue that a school leader is the linchpin of educational
improvement. While it is possible for schools to be somewhat effective with a less-than-
effective leader, it is almost impossible for a school to be effective with an ineffective leader.
Similarly, en effective leader does not guarantee an effective school, but it certainly improves its
chances. To hammer this point further, KIPP Schools, the highly successful charter
organization, will not open a new school unless it has a well-trained princlpal to lead that school.
Unfortunately, public schools do not have the luxury of waiting to open schools until a high
quality principal is in place. This heightens the need to ensure that cuggilit principals receive the
training and support they need to become highly effective instru tigggl leaders and to improve
the pre-service training provided to principal candidates befor 2an lead schools.

g and in most other
states. Unfortunately, there are few; high quality op e improve the
capacity of current and future schools leaders. The i :
does not help the situation. Wyoming’s John P. E gn L« i Jmstitute is
one notable professional learning opportunity I ;
enough. A much more systematic approach will be req -
current and future school leaders. In partlcular, district su

beSt tO identify, train’ and mentor new 1e e

yrecrult, train, mi , and support
giendents need training on how

There are several models on which to dra 2 Ptliace Foundation,

suntability system, the capacity building to meet these
form of support never seen before. Therefore, it does

not Makesense 1o operates i i ode whereby the State or other provider tries to rush
around th jiting ot t firek.” Rather, the state-level approach should be much more
proactive by | ing t hest-leverage and highest-need topics on which to target the
capacity building githe state gvel. If we think about the state as a system, systems get smarter at

ied. Somehow, the knowledge gained from working at both the
micro (school/classn nd macro (region/state) levels needs to be aggregated and shared so
that all in the state may benefit. One way to think about a reformed capacity building approach
is to take seriously Elmore’s 4" and 6™ principles of the Instructional Core:

Principle #4: Task predicis performance.

Principle #6: We learn to do the work by doing the work. Not by telling other

people 1o do the work, not by having done the work at some time in the past, and

not by hiring.
In the case of building statewide educational improvement capacity, we should think of “task”
more broadly than intended by Elmore’s original formulation as an instructional or assessment
tasks that leads students into profound interactions with meaningful content and skills. However,
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we do not need to stray from this formulation too far. The tasks could be those sorts of activities : .
and products that bring teachers and leaders into “profound interactions” with meaningful school

improvement activities such as using data to inform decisions or creating strategies for

improving the quality and rigor of mathematics instruction. Elmore’s sixth principle, we learn

by doing, applies to adults as well as to students (perhaps even more so!). Therefore, the state

-needs to structure professional learning opportunities that are far removed from the typical “sit

and get” professional development sessions.

One approach, that could be done regionally or at the state level, woulddavolve creating
networks of schools and districts interested in working on a particu '
Body of Evidence {BOE) Activities Consortium serves as one sigli xample ofa network of

districts that came together to produce an important set of re importantly, to
increase the learning of the participants by doing the work! Eathose not remember or
have come to the state more recently, the BOE consortiug at its peak
included essentially all districts as fully participatin y{and leadership

during the early years) from WDE, and high quali
critical to the success, and we should be mindfu
formation of any new networks or we should have a cle
modifications to this approach. This is not to say that th
well to improve system capacity, but wesh
terms of any apparent shortcuts, On the arochial, we would be
wise to recognize some great success in ¢a fn other states and
countries. Massachusetts is one state that t we might find some good
examples, but the experiences from Queenslafg, A . 10, Canada, and Finland all bear .
examining,.

¥ smgle approach that will work
hat is suggested, especially in

The main point of tb :

strategy in order to 31gnl tly r h fevement across the state. This strategy

must be comp ' ! ially in terms of expert leadership and
tain thesefitiatives. The Advisory Committee

psrt a capacity-building advisory task force to help

ificantly increasing the capacity among educational
ents in the state of Wyoming.

As discussed throug 5 document, consequences cannot bring about the change envisioned
by the policy makers wiffiout serious attention to support and capacity. The nature of
consequences associated with the accountability system will discussed more completely in
another section of this report. The discussion here focuses specifically on the relationship

between consequences and supports.

If we are building a system that is truly focused on school improvement then it has to be more
than consequence driven, in the typical sense of the word. Under performing schools should be
provided targeted professional development to build the skill set of the teachers and
administrators first, then if that is not enough then targeted intervention programs for students
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and technical assistance should be provided. When a student struggles we do not punish them,
but engage them in a series of increasingly intense interventions designed to improve their
performance. Why should it be any different for teachers and schools? But, just like with
students any assistance provided to schools must be based upon data, and monitored for progress
towards the target goals. o

The Advisory Committee recommends that consequences should be framed in the sense of
necessary supports. These consequences also should be linked with district accreditation. The
Committee further recommends that the accountability system producs rmance designation
in multiple levels that are linked to increasing levels of required supp 3& committee is not
recommending a specific number of levels—likely at least three 2z tobably no more than
five—but the levels should be tied closely to specific categoriegs wort. However, while the

* general class of interventions, supports, and improvement oalg shou v be specified along

with the level, the committee recommends that specific fiSaccreditation and
improvement goals should be negotiated between the 56 ? This
approach may help develop and support more i apacity.withi jcts and

lead to greater overall capacity statewide in the
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SECTION V: VALIDITY AND OTHER TECHNICAL ISSUES

This section of the report encompasses several key concerns related to the development and
implementation of a standards-based accountability system. The major focus of this system is on
the design of an accountability validity framework. Such a framework would guide the
implementation of an evaluation of the accountability to meke sure that it is functioning as
intended and not leading to unintended negative consequences. Further, since the proposed
accountability systems are based largely on standards-based assessment, this section begins with
a discussion of the desirable characteristics and important validity concggns of both standards
and assessments. Even though we present this section last, it is by ng

- Standards: The Foundation of the "
This is called “standaids-bascd“ reform for a reason. Thedls ition of 1 ystem is the content
standards that define what students are expected to kng#v and & v ent (also

the use of content standards that will allow Wyoming peliey m#kersto determinedt, in fact,

Wyoming students are reaching these goals. The first g 1aving Wyoming become a

national leader among states demands h#adng e valid basi ing such comparisons. NAEP

is typically used as a method of such judg af rtepmings with this
approach, but the major problem is that NAEF i ‘at the district or school

- level, Further, even if NAEP was available & the uld have to evaluate
whether one district scored better than an 5 scoring district’s curriculum

yegause they were truly providing a

better education. Usi iminate the first potential hypothesis to

having students leave Wyoming high schools college or
ienting a comprehensive accountability system.

sliege and career readiness is essential if policy makers are
nfair to expect schools to meet this goal if there were no
standards to g5 & guid where educators need to aim. Further, the Select Committee

students in postseco itutions. Having content standards that help close the expectations
gap between the end gh school and the beginning of postsecondary studies is critical so that
students have a clear $énse of expectations and educators have a similar understanding.
Therefore, the Advisory Committee unanimously recommended that the State of Wyoming adopt
the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). While there might be some legitimate concerns
about the lack of control over the standards, the Advisory Committee felt that any concerns were
far outweighed by both the high quality of the CCSS and for the reasons mentioned above.
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Assessment Characteristics

The assessment system is the next leg of the standards-based accountability system and is critical
in that it provides a great deal of the data for use in the accountability system. While a valid
assessment system is necessary for having a valid accountability system, it is not sufficient
because of the many other sources of data and decision rules that compromise accountability
systems. Nevertheless, Wyoming policy and educational leaders should strive to have the
highest quality assessment system possible to support accountability decisions. Therefore, we
present specific considerations and criteria to bolster the likelihood tha e assessments will
support valid accountability decisions. We highlight only a few congjj ons here, because
there are other important documents'? that should guide the deve & rent of state accountability
assessments.

There are many technical characteristics of ass
accountability system all centered on supportin
scores, but we focus primarily on alignment, including?

a valid
from test

Alignment

Alignment, or the degree to which the t
technical issue for an accountability assess 15 under a ess and transparency

ators, school systems) should have

a clear understanding of the are being held accountable.
Alignment can get quite S ie degree to which test questions
measure specific gradeflevel kn g represented by the content standards that
teachers are expectet h and gud ed to learn. Moreover, the degree to which
the full set of pled by the assessment should be
addressed in j wo-way” approach to alignment is important

' nt smﬁ.‘fybecause the test questions match specific
t aspects of the standards are left untested.

lards are designed to represent college and career ready

t also represent these expected outcomes. Any content and
ly targeted to college/career readiness, and certainly the

<. demand demonstrations of complex thinking from students if

Wyoming must be ablgfo measure students’ depth of understanding much more so than they do
now. Doing this will require that a significant proportion of the test questions rely on formats

2 The Standards are considered the “bible” and are more formally known at the Standards for
Educational and Psychological Testing (American Educationa] Research Association, American
Psychological Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education. (1999). Standards for
educational and psychological testing. Washington, DC: American Educational Research Association).
Additionally, the United States Department of Education’s Guidance for the peer review of state
standards and assessment system is another important set of criteria, but based in large part on the
Standards.
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such as constructed response items and performance tasks where students are expected to .
generate their own responses and often provide a substantial explanation for their solution or
response.

Reliabili

Reliability, or the degree to which the test score can be expected to be consistent over time or
over a different sample of items that represent the same domain, is a critical dimension of test
quality, especially for accountability assessments. Reliability is simply the quantification of the
error associated with any measurement. The Standards and the USED.giser review guidance
provide extensive detail about reliability and we will not go into
here. We briefly describe, instead, the importance of having a tg
the full score distribution. If the main purpose of the assessmg

is fairly reliable across
ocument whether or not

students reached a specific cutscore (e.g., proficient), then j portant for the test
to be reliable in the region of this cutscore. On the oth t is intended to
provide useful information about all students and, m to support
growth measurement for students, the test should & score
scale. This notion of reliability at specific scores’is b =
(conditioned on the particular test score) Standard Erro urei MJ. Tests used to

support growth determinations do not have to possess & low CSEM 8cross the entire score
distribution, but the CSEM at the high anisdg
should not be dramatically greater than

While it is impo [ athe ins fai CSEM across the score scale it is also
important that the tesi it |
on fix- form tests like most

rmance distribution because as long as the test includes
rieving students are able to benefit slightly from chance
est possible score. The range of item difficulty influences the
res, but decisions on how to scale tests can play a significant role
of transforming the raw scores (the number of questions students
answered correctly) e that has more meaning across uses beyond that specific test form.
Score scales are usefulfor commumcatmg about acceptable levels of performance (e.g.,
proficiency) across test forms and occasions. Therefore, Wyoming should ensure that its tests
are scaled appropriately to avoid floor and ceiling effects.

as well, Scaling i

A meaningful and defensible score scale is certainly important to the success of the assessment

and accountability system, but ensuring the specific test scores and/or achievement standards

(proficiency) are comparable across test forms, especially across years is one of the most

important aspects of the technical quality of accountability assessments. The process of linking,

which represents a family of techniques that includes score equating, is how testing experts cen .
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state that a score of 200, for example, from 2010 has the same meaning as a score of 200 from
2011 even though the students from the two years did not take the same tests. The details of
linking are too complex to discuss in this report, other than to say that linking and equating are
complex enough that many testing contractors make errors in equating procedures that lead to
unexpected declines or improvements in performance over years. The problems with linking are
usually detected in the case of these unexpected score changes. What is more troublesome are
the many cases where the score changes were not large enough to raise alarms. In this case,
errors could accumulate over time and serlously threaten the validity of the accountability
system. Therefore, as part of any testing contract, Wyoming must ensugg that equating results
produced by the main test contractor are verified by another equatin either through a
review of the procedures and results (a minimal level of quality asgisarice) to a full replication of
the equating procedure (the maximum level of quality assurang

The testing industry has developed a sound knowl
the technical quality issues raised above are addre
such as a high-quality technical advisory committee, 1% t these issues4re, in fact,
being addressed. There are other issues critical to the suct of both the assessment and
learning systems that are not often address ~d in technical evaii#ions. The most important issue
includes the role of a summative accoun LFI5SESSIT a comprehensive
assessment system. As we discuss in mo exts Fenerally can serve one or
two purposes well. If one tries to force an 5 FREry any purposes, it means that

. angd set of proceduresip ensure that
pricgely. Of course,

it will not serve any of them well. So how th provide both accountability
and instructional infor nsive assessment system is
required

A comprehensiv es assessments designed to serve multiple

punt _ jge/instructlonal, predictive, evaluative) with
designs tailgfee .ly Faeach purposePerie, Marion, & Gong, 2009). Again, this

i into etail about comprehensive assessment system, but we
ility assessment in such a system. First, for a system
must be coherent. What do we mean by coherence
] 16 ¥ sments in a system? A minimum the assessments must be
targeted 1 fhe same or af Jeast purposely overlapping learning goals. Therefore, the
summative, intel Fused ji the system), and formative assessments must focus on the same
. gindards, Of course, they can and should do so in different ways and
with differing levels ofgfanularity, but it must be clear that all assessments in the system are
aiming at the same target. The summative, accountability assessment should go a step further
and signal or represent the type and depth of learning we expect to see represented in curriculum,
instruction, and in other assessments in the system. This signaling ensure coherence and helps
make clear the expectation for learning, especially depth of learning, required in other parts of
the system. To use a counter example, if the learning goals require students to solve complex
problems and demonstrate a depth of understanding, but the accountability assessment only
requires the demonstration of rote learning, it will not take long for the instruction to follow the
accountability pressure and lead to teaching of low level outcomes only. Therefore, Wyoming’s
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summative assessment system must include the types of problems and depth of understanding
that we expect to see in high performing Wyoming classrooms.

Accountabllity Uses of Benchmark Adaptive Assessment

Wyoming’s Senate File 70 authorized the use of benchmark computer adaptive testing to
measure student longitudinal growth as part of the state accountability system. Apparently the
intent of this provision was to broeden the accountability indicators beyond the state assessments
and to use a measure of growth that essentially all school districts in Wygming were already
using, While this makes some intuitive sense, there are many concegiswith this approach,
speclfically:

» Using an assessment for a purpose for which it was not 485155

» Concerns with the technically quality of the parnctdar‘%nchm

» The loss of any instructional value of the bench SEBSSIM

accountability use.

These three concerns are all related and we briefly ggfch ¢
recommendations. Further, while the law (SF 70
most involved in the legislation as well as observers ac legite that Northwest Evaluation
Association’s (NWEA) Measures of Acadermc Progress | was the intended product
implied by the legislation. However, o ted toward interim/benchmark
assessments in general,

Purposes and Uses

Perhaps the most important gxiom i 21, anl j is that the technical quality of
tests can be evaluated o i
intended to be used.
how students are likily , <AL state test, then it must be validated for that
purpose. Assuming the v: i posmv ‘that does not mean that the assessment is

' gluation. Validity evidence would need to

are useful for evaluating programs, informing
‘The validity evidence supporting any one of these
able, but smce there has been little mdependent evaluation of

predictive, and/or ev ve purposes. On the other hand, accountability generally is not one of
the stated purposes of B€nchmark/interim assessments, especially high stakes accountability.
Therefore, little evidence would be available to support the accountability uses of any of these
assessments. To be fair, some of these assessments possess some qualities that could potentially
allow it to be used for accountability, but as described below, there are many shortcomings that
could challenge the validity of such uses.
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Techni alj
What is a minimum level of reliability required for an assessment? This is a question that
technical experts often are asked about assessments, but unfortunately, the answer is rarely clear
cut. Essentially all experts will note that the level of reliability depends on the uses. If the
assessment results are used to determine whether or not a student graduates from high school or
whether a teacher is rated as effective or ineffective, for just two examples, then the test must be
highly reliable. But if the results are just part of an ongoing set of information about how to
inform/modify instruction, then the results of any particular assessment are not as critical and
one could get by with lower levels of reliability. This is just an exam hecause the reliability
of many interim assessments tends to be quite adequate.

Alignment, as discussed above, Is critical for ensuring the vali
We know of no independent alignment studies that have egs ; to which any
potential interim/benchmark assessments are aligned P ! wdards. For
obvious reasons, independent alignment studies are fgif #edis= conducted
by the test contractor. In fact, WDE and all oth i i
alignment evidence of the state assessment (PAWS) 1 tion as part
of the federal peer review process. '

The Center for Assessment has examinet i sidte santent standards (from other
states) and provided technical advice on
claims that the test was fully aligned to the :
overblown. Further, all of the questions on

tade 1at to appropriately represent the
te conterkt standards (including WY),

their own responses (constructed and

e current crop of commercial

' fiilly multiple choice based assessment. This
yoming implements the Common Core State Standards
dre students to demonstrate considerably deeper
ssments and this depth of knowledge should be

to generate their own responses.

fow quality of the actual test items (questions). Adaptive tests are

. rogram selects the items for the students to enswer based on priot
responses. The test stgps according to a specific set of rules, but generally when the program has
honed in on an accurate estimate of a student’s achievement. Because it is critical to be
confident in the pre-established item difficulty and the degree to which the items fit the
theoretical model underlying the computer algorithm in this type of testing environment, the
specific statistical properties of the item are often privileged over other aspects of item quality.
In the past, commercial interim assessments have been criticized for low item quality (e.g.,

** we recognize that the SF 70 requirement to climinate all constructed response questions from PAWS creates
alignment problems from the state assessment as well.
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Shepard, 2006; Marion 2006), and while there is a chance that the item quality has improved, the
constraints around item development for the huge pool of items required for an adaptive test, will
likely mean that these assessments will suffer from lower quality items than custom designed
large-scale assessments. Some might argue that these concems about ltem quality are
overblown, but if a test is to be used for accountability, especially educator accountability, policy
leaders do not want to have to defend justifiable complaints about low quality test items.

Campbell’s Law and Corruptibility
Much of what has been written above questioned the quality of the co cial benchmark
assessments for many reasons, but mostly for their use as a potentiakiifcouritability assessment.

Even if we take at face value that these assessments provide in szl benefits—and there is
no doubt that many school and district leaders report this to

accountability context. This is not to say that assess TiStru potential if they
are used for accountability, but the fall-to-spring grows

benchmark test vendors could easily be corrupted §
gains. Currently, educators have no vested interést ifigiiir studgsi performance "the fall test,
but if educators and schools were accountable for the o 1 to spring,

they could realize larger gains (all thin,
. example. There are many other possibilit
usefuiness if the benchmark assessments : - y
this caveat applies to any accountability des i sprifg measures of leammg gams.

7 test. This is just one
Ipss of instructional

The following two #idje

t as an accountability test.

or formative products if they choose, but
. Districts should be able to choose based on

It should B& slear by nos ssménts designed for purposes other than accountability
should not 111ty decisions unless the assessment can be validated for such
uses. Interim a¥g t vendors are generally not very specific about the intended
purposes of their n order to appeal to as broad a market as possible, but even still,
very few, if any, inte] iefichmark tests are marketed as accountability tests and validated for
these uses. Further, by Hsing such tests for accountability, the users run the considerable risk of
giving up on the purported instructional benefits of these assessments. Therefore, there is little
rationale for having the State support (i.e., pay for) the using of a common benchmark or interim
assessment product.

The second recommendation follows directly from the first. The policy makers should certainly
allow district leaders to use their block grant funds to purchase an interim/benchmark assessment
program, support formative assessment initiatives, or create their own common assessment
program. There is a fair body of research supporting the use of formative assessment practices
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for improving student learning, but there no such corpus of research supporting the use of
interim/benchmark assessments for these purposes. Considering this lack of research, it makes
little sense to advocate a specific interlm assessment product or a particular model of use (e.g.,
administered three times per year). Rather, districts should be free to select the model that they
think will work best for their context and needs, evaluate the efficacy of such a model in their
districts, and adjust the testing program if necessary.

Evaluation of the Accountability System

In addition to evaluating the technical characteristics of the assessmegfis, t4s critically important

) ce of a comprehensive
mvestlgatmn pnor to unplementatlon and ongomg monitoring gfid Support following

FoIlowing, we present key claims that should be invesis i 1h ! ss along
with exemplar studies to inform each. Although n 3 '
intended to capture the core areas that should be
model.

Evidence Supports Claims in the TOA :

This claim addresses the supports and geths in] Ister the integrity of
the information in the model and to impro ased on information
derived from the accountability model will pren Lout '

This broad claim connecig®o¥ i edacation system including:

information and have the knowledge, skills, and
dent learning.

Reliability refers 1o
the reliability of the r
in this context due to 4

paistency or stability of a measure. In this case, we are interested in
of schools or teacher/leader outcomes. Reliability is challenging
error in both achievement measures and growth measures.

Additionally, reliability is impacted by sampling error. Sampling error refers to fluctuations in
school or class outcomes scores that can be unrelated to actual school performance. In fact, Hill
and DePascale (2002) emphasize that sampling error, “contributes far more to the volatility of
school scores than measurement error,” Sampling error can work to both the advantage and
disadvantage of schools on reported accountability determinations, but the goal is still to
minimize the effects of sampling error on school results.
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There are multiple statistical approaches fo evaluating the reliability of school or class
determinations. However, at a minimum it is advisable to track the consistency of outcomes for
various levels (e.g. schools, subgroups) within and across years. Although not without
exception, it is expected that results will be well correlated for similar school types within year
and for the same schools across years. Dramatic shifis in either classification of schools or
characteristics of the distribution will signal a troubling lack of stability that will erode the
credibility of the outcome.

Results are Valid

If reliability addresses the extent to which the model provides a g
“Is the answer correct?” Stated another way, to what extent are £
for the intended purposes? At a minimum, an investigation 0
address the following: o
L.~ Is the model appropriately sensitive to differenc
“factors? o
2. Are the results associated with variables
not under the control of the school, such as th
neighborhood?
Are the classifications credible?
4. Are negative consequences mitig

istent answer, validity asks,
esizlts credible and useful
Bty of the model should

w

The first question addresses the extent to whig

schools and/or classes. A mad
ratings are high) will liks]

enfiates outcomes among

with respect to results (i.e. all
ectati the credibility of the results will
the distribution of results to determine if the

1on of scores with respect to variables that should

or example, if there is a strong negative relationship

s (i.e. lower poverty= higher scores) this suggests that

relatively affluent students are enrolled. Similarly, if

ship between a student’s prior year achievement and a rating of
es that the most effective teachers are those in classrooms

as high performing. Such findings are implausible and erode

credibility of the mo

The third question calls for examination of classifications with respect to external sources of
evidence that should be correspondent with quality. For example, one would expect a higher
percentage of teachers who have been certified by the National Board of Professional Teaching
Standards to be classified as effective compared to those who are not. Similarly, high schools
with higher graduation rates or higher college-going rates should, in general, receive more
favorable outcomes that schools struggling in this area. It should be clear that ifthe school
accountability model is intended to identify and reward those schools that are preparing students
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for college and career, the validity evaluation will be incomplete without including data that
reaches beyond K-12 and provides an indication of the post-secondary outcomes for graduates.

- Finally, a validity evaluation should address the extent to which unintended negative

consequences are mitigated. If potentially troubling consequences such as narrowing the
curriculum, reduced professional cooperation, educator transition/attrition, or cheating on
standardized tests occurs, the validity of the system is threatened. Some of these threats could be
examined via survey data or focus groups, while others may be explored with extant data.
Importantly, ongoing initiatives to gauge the extent to which positive ouigomes outweigh
potential negative side effects will bolster the consequential validi initiative and provide
a mechanism to promote continuous improvement.
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' Introduction
S The pose'ib[e use of a bench'merk adaptive assessment for schools in Wyoming was initially
- raised in Enrolled Act 90 {SEAQ090/Senate File 70), the state educational accountability law enacted by
the leglslature i_ri the 2'01_1' general session. The pertinent section of the Act is reproduced below.

| séct'ions. L

(a} The state board of educatron through the state superintendent and the department of
education, shall pilot a statewide benchmark adaptive assessment during school year 2011-2012 in
acecordance with requrrements prescribed under W.S, 21-2-304(aj(vii} and W.S. 21-3-110(xxix)}.
Assessment results from the pilot administratian under this subsection shafl be used to establish student
achievement level alignment with the statewide summative assessment and student performance target
levels for implementation in the 2012-2013 school year. Reports on progress under this section shall be
provided by the state board to the select committee on education accountability created under section 4
of this act during benchmark adaptive assessment development and implementation. A final report shall
be provided to the select committee on or before December 1, 2011. The select committee shall provide
necessary enabh’ng legisiation for assessment implementation in school year 2012-2013.

The legislation directed the Wyoming Department of Education to pilot a "benchmark adaptive
assessment” during the 2011-2012 school year, and further specified that a final report on the pilot shall
be provided to the joint select committee on or before December 1, 2011, Further specified is the
expectation that enabling legislation will be passed that mandates implementation of a benchmark
adaptive assessment in school year 2012-2013. Whether this requirement will remain in legislation that
emerges from the 2012 leglslative session is not clear at this time.

The specific purposes of a pilot henchmark adaptive assessment are specified in the excerpt
from Section 5 of EA 90 above, They are:

1. Assessment results from the pilot administration under this subsection shall be used to establish
student achievement level alignment with the statewide summative assessment, and
2. [establish] student performance target levels for implementation in school year 2012-2013.

This report is a preliminary document on the status of the pilot efforts, with a final report to
follow later. The delay in the completion of the final report will be described in more detail later in this
document, but rests on the fact that Measures of Academic Performance {MAP) data for the fall
administration sent to the Northwest Evaluation Association {NWEA) by the districts, and subsequently
sent to WDE, arrived in an incomplete fashion, thus delaying the fall data analysis.

The Pilot Administration Deslgn

Following the passage of the legislation WDE began the pilot planning process. Decisions about
the design elements of the pilot had to be made quickly if data were to be collected in the 2011-2012




'school year. Similarly, data managément activities were planned to handlé_'the data that were
anticipated from the pilot administrations.

WDE's Initial response to the requirement for the pilot adminlstration of a benchmark adaptive
assessment was to evaluate the availability of a pilot assessment Instrument to use to collect student
performance data.

Due to its availability and wide use in Wyoming schools, the MAP assessment, published by the
NWEA, was selected for use as the data collection instrument.

WDE worked with the school districts to plan the data collection for the 2011-2012 school year.
Numerous activitles characterlzed the preparations for data collection.

As of thls writing, student performance data have arrived at WDE from the NWEA, and are being
cleaned and evaluated for accuracy and completeness.

Preparation for the Fall 2011 Pilot Administratlon

On July 26,2011 the Wyoming Department of Education published a Superintendents Memo
outlining the implementation and administration of the MAP pilot program. The memo required all
districts to attend one of two, two hour WEN video sesslon that covered the topics for:

Fall and spring testing windows
Measures to be given
Accommodations and inclusion
Reporting and other protocols
Question and Answers

Dr. Laurel Ballard, Charlene Turner and Sean Moore from the Department chaired the WEN
video sessions and provided logistical planning and technical assistance, and addressed concerns from
district personnel. Additionally, the Department created a FAQ document as well as a MAP rubric to help
address and align the Early Literacy Initiative, EA90, and the Bridges Summer School Programs. The MAP
testing window opened at the beginning of 2011-12 school year and closed October 14, 2011.

In addition to the training provided by WDE, two sets of training were provided by Northwest
Evaluation Association {NEWA).

1. MAP for Primary Grades (Kindergarten-Grade 2) Survey w/Goals covered:

e Early Assessments for Reading and Math '

e Introduction to primary grades teachers and proctors outlining the features of computerized
testing. The training provided an overview of how to administer the MAP for Primary Grades
tests to early learners. In addition, participants learned how to access and apply the test
results.

e Thetraining was one {1) hour and accessed via the link provided.
http://www.nwea.org/support/course/map-primary-grades-administration

» The recorded online training was self-paced via facilitator-led recorded sessions.




2 MAP Standard (Grades 3- UP) Survey w/GoaIs covered

e AYi({half) hour recorded online tralning was self-paced via facmtator-led recorded sessions
-via the Ilnk provided. hitp://fwww.nwea.org/support/course/map-proctor-tralnin

e After viewing the training, participants were prepared to serve as proctors for their school({s)

and had the abillty to share with colleagues in their district the basics of the MAP system, an

understanding of how the test works, what a Rasch unlIT {RIT) score is, and how to know
which test to give.

e Documentation was prowded for download within the presentation. Participants accessed
. the training and print materlals prior to viewing.

Data CoIIectmn for the Fall 2011 Pilot Admlmstratlon

The preparatory actlvitles discussed above were Intended to smooth the way for an efficient
and accurate MAP data collection, first In the fall 2011 and then In the spring 2012. The scheduled
administration of the MAP took place, and district data were transmitted to NWEA, who in turn

submitted the data to WDE. As soon as the data were examined by WDE staff, it became clear that there

were serlous problems with the data.

Issues encountered with the NWEA MAP data file(s). There were numerous issues WDE faced with
the fall MAP data received from NWEA. These included:

» Duplication issues
o Multiple schools for same student
o Multiple 1Ds for same student
o Identical records
» School Name [ssues
o inconsistent school names
o non-existent school names
o Results Record [ssues

o Results were provided but were associated with unidentifiable students

= WISER ID Issues

o Many records did not contain the student’s WISER ID number. When there is no WISER
ID given, it creates the inability to accurately identify students due to mismatched
birthdates, name spelling, and other associated characteristics




" These issues made it very dlfficult to confirm the vélidity of the data. WDE staff spent a -

, substantlal amount of time cleaning the data, creating a clean, usable data file, and conducting final
quality control measures so that the data were prepared for the analysis phaéé.'CurrentIy, WDE appears
to have recelved all of the WISER IDs from the districts, and is In the process of final file cleaning and
creation. Preliminary data analysls should start by the first of the year.

In summary, the data collection for the fall 2011 administration had some problems. The
. problems appear to have been largely remedied and wlll be directly addressed as plans for the spring
2012 data collection are put in place. o o

' Expected Outcomes of the Data Collection

The first e_xpected outcome; based on the Iéglslation, is ... to establish student achievement
level alignment with the statewide summative assessment.” The goal here is to be able to relate test
scores on the MAP assessment with performance levels on the PAWS assessment. Establishing sucha
relatlonship would potentially allow districts to know whether a student Is progressing through the
performance levels and give an early indication of which performance level a student will fall in when
PAWS is administered.

The NWEA conducted a study in 2010 that documented the statistical relationship between
PAWS and MAP. The results are contained in a report published in February 2011. As the report
indicates, NWEA was able to establish a statistical relationshlp between the instruments using both a fall
and spring administration of their instrument. This statistical relationship establishes a match between
scores on MAP and the PAWS scores that most students with a glven MAP score will likely make on
PAWS but does not establish a relationship between what MAP measures and what PAWS measures.

For example, in the NWEA report referenced earlier, a scale score of 214 on the spring
adminlstration of the 5% grade MAP mathematics test is equivalent to being classified as “proficient” on
the PAWS 5™ grade test. The expectation is that MAP and PAWS data gathered In the 2011-2012 school
year could also evaluate the statistical relationship between the two instruments and relate MAP scores
to PAWS achievement levels.

This statistical relationship is but one desirable characteristic of an adaptive test that could be
used in Wyoming. In addition to the statistical relationship, using adaptive test results to target
instruction based on strengths and weaknesses obtained from test scores should also be a characteristic
of any adaptive test used in the state. *

For example, predicting from an adaptive test that a student may be "proficient” on PAWS
based on a statistical relationship does not provide sufficient information about what a student may
know and be able to do. With such knowledge, targeted instruction can be planned. A scale score of
214, for example, does not imply that a student knows or can do the content that defines “proficient”

* Note that, strictly speaking, a benchmark test is not eguivalent to a formative test {assessment) that can provide
diagnostic information to the teacher on-demand. However, diagnostic information from any source should be
consistent with the content of interest.
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. Interpretatlons of test scores

on PAWS The content reIatIonshIp Is Important to understand 50 that test users can make valid S i .

" The second expected outcome of the pIIOt study is 1nd|cated In the bold section of the text
“below. ‘

" Assessmenit results from the pilot adminlstration under this subsection shall be used to establish
. student achievement level alignmént with the statewide summative assessment and student
_ pelformance target Ievels for implementatlon In the 2012-2013 school year

SI|ghtIy restated the second outcome can be seen as:

Assessment results from the pilot administration under this subsection shall be used to establish
... student performance target levels for implementation in the 2012-2013 school year.

The exact meaning of this part of the legislation probably needs elaboration so that the current
_ pilot anaIysIs canaddress the intent of the legislation.

Should the Pilot be Redeslgned?

" The current pilot design appears to be able to statistically relate scores on an adaptive test with
scores on PAWS, thus addressing one purpose for administering the adaptive test. The capacity of the
current pilot deslgn to produce test results that can help teachers understand student strengths and
weaknesses vis-a-vis WyomIng content is an open question. .

As the pilot study now stands, it appears that the statistical relationship between PAWS and
MAP can be re-estimated and some measures of average growth on the MAP scale from fall to spring
can be obtained and related to PAWS performance.

A statistical relatlonship is a necessary but not sufficient characteristic for test instruments when
one purpose of the test administration is to obtain results that can inform instruction. A case can be
made that informing instruction may be at least as important a desired characteristic of a benchmark
assessment as is benchmark statistical data. Therefore, a new focus and a new set of pilot activities are
called for if there is interest in the possible implementation of an adaptive interim assessment that can
truly help teachers help students achieve, But before examining what a refocused pilot design might
look like, some of the major reasons for a refocus need to be examined.

An Important Additional Purpose for Benchmark Adaptive Testing. One purpose of benchmark

adaptive assessments is surely to monitor achievement over time, whether it is over a semester, a
school year, or between years. Another purpose of such an assessment is to use it as a surrogate for a
statewide summative assessment such as PAWS, Combining these two purposes allows districts to
evaluate the amount of growth they are seeing in their students and allows them to get some early
indications of how students will perform on the statewide summative test. Accurate and timely student
performance Information permits targeted instructional interventions that can result in increased

student performance. .



As reviewed earlier In this paper, while the adaptlve test used in the current pi'lot test may be
adequate for monitoring growth on some numeric St_:ale é'n_d for statistically relating its scores to PAWS
- scores, it does not appear to provide sufficlent information that allows effective, targeted instruction
consistent with Wyoming content standards. This is a mandatory purpbse for a benchmark assessment
thatls mtended to support effective instructional intervention.

_ ' Instruction in Wyoming must primarily focus on the Wyomlng content sta ndards PAWS of
course, is completely based on the Wyoming content standards. While there are important instructional
outcomes that go beyond the state outcomes, and teachers are free to include them in thelr
instructional programs, the primary Instructional focus must be on state standards. Effective instruction
on the state standards will be reflected in increased student achievement as measured by PAWS,
Therefore, any assessment of student achlevement used in Wyoming must rest on state content
standards and must provide test results and score.interpretations that are not just statistically based,
but that are content referenced to Wyoming content standards.

One example might illustrate this point. A WDE staff member was recently visiting a local school
district, and an Instructional leader related a story about assistance she provided a teacher on planning
instruction to a 3" grade student based on benchmark adaptive results from the fall administration. The
test results indicated that based on the obtalned scale score the student in question needed additional
help in phonics-related outcomes. The instructional leader and the teacher then collaborated on an
instructional plan for the student that emphasized phonlcs-type activities. While these types of skills
may play a role in the instructional program of some students, they do not play a prominent role in
WyomIng content standards. Certainly, test results based on Wyoming standards will give teachers
informational priorities consistent with important Wyoming outcomes.

A Technical Digression. Understanding why an adaptive test that is not sufficiently based on
relevant content standards has some difficulty providing on-target diagnosis will illustrate why it is so
important to have an adaptive test that, in addition to being statistically related to PAWS, is also
completely congruent in terms of its content definitions. The issue here is the central issue in
educational measurement: the content validity of the assessment.

How is the content congruence between an adaptive test bank and the statewide content
standards established? If an item bank is developed specifically based on a state’s content standards,
and the match of the items to standards is validated, then when the adaptive test is put in place the
resulting content-referenced information will reflect student performance relative to the state
standards.

If items are written or obtained for the bank that represent a set of wide-ranging content
standards, then the resulting scores will reference those standards, and not necessarily the standards
that are of specific interest to a state and the focus of teachers’ instructional efforts. Test publishers
frequently assert their tests are content valid with any given state or district’s content standards,
whether paper and pencil or computer dellvered. The evidence for this claim usually comes from
content matches conducted by the publishers between their standards and items and a client’s



standards. While these studies can be Very valuable, the important thing is to have the match to e
. standards done by a third party that has no vested interest In the outcome of the matching study. L .
' Absent such a study there is just no way to know whether suggestlons of congruence between test -
instruments and state standards are valid. With a large enough item bank the appearance of congruence
can be achieved, but unless there are a sufficient number of content-valld bank items located at the
- right areas of the achievement scaIe, the apparent fit may be a statistical result with little or no
i substantive or content vahdlty An adaptlve test for Wyoming must have the items in the bank
B mdependently evaluated for congruence to the state content standards

The way a computer adaptwe test seIects test Items to adminlster can be driven by desired
content characteristics and statistical characteristics of Items and examinees. Adaptive tests present
students with selections of items primarily based on student responses. A statistical algorithm selects
‘alternately easier and more difficult items and presents them to the student untll the computer decides
It can stop presentl'ng' items because it "knows” how to calculate a student’s scale score. Asthe
seq'uence of item presentation proceedrs, the statistical difficulty of the items gets narrower and
narrower, Just as the difficulty of the items presented to the student gets narrower, so does the range of
content the student sees in the items.

Not only is content narrowed for each student, but students who are "low” scorers may be
presented with a meanlingfully different set of items than a “high” scorer. In fact, to some degree, each
student will be presented with a unlque set of items.

The polint here is that the set of items a student receives in the pilot study may have a highly
variable relationship with Wyoming content standards because the bank from which the items are
selected may have an unknown relationship with the Wyoming content standards, and therefore an
unknown content relationship with PAWS,

Additionally, there could be an “interaction” between the difficulty and content coverage of the
items in the bank and student level of achievement. For example, it is possible that all of the items in a
large bank that are content-valid with Wyoming standards are predominantly at the “easier” end of the
difficulty spectrum, or they could be at the "harder” end of the spectrum. If the items in the bank are
clustered In terms of their difficulty at places in the bank where they will not be selected for Wyoming
students, then our students will instead receive items that define content that we do not emphasize.
This could be why the student in the earlier example received “phonics-type” items when they are not
content valid for a Wyoming student.

The possibility exists that the student referenced earlier did not even respond to any phonics-
type items at all, yet still received a report that said help was needed in phonics. This can happen as
follows: based on the scale score obtained by the student, the computer will look at sets of itemns that
have been grouped together based on an a priori content similarity {not necessarily tied to any
particular jurisdiction’s content standards) and it will estimate the proportion of those items the student
would have answered correctly had the student actually been administered the items. While technically
speaking this estimate of performance could be accurate, the estimate is being made on the wrong test .




content for Wyoming’s purposes. In Wyoming we do not want to know how a student would have done
on a set of items they might not have actually taken and that do not necessarily measure Wyoming
content, we want to know how a student actuaily did on items that directly measure Wyoming content
standards.

Content congruence between test instruments can be manifested in multiple ways. One way
that of the strength of the association between the pilot test instrument and PAWS can be illustrated is
to calculate correlation coefficlents between scores on the two instruments. The higher the correlation
coefficient between the pilot Instrument and PAWS the more likelihood is that the instruments may be
measuring the same construct. The lower the correlations the less likely it is that the instruments are
measuring essentially the same thing. '

Correlations have been calculated between the pilot instrument and PAWS scores based on
2010 data. These correlations are presented NWEA's "Linking Study” published in February 2011. The
correlations between the MAP and PAWS for grades 3-8 mathematics are reported respectively as: .659,
.684, .650, 712, .688, and.564. Note that these correlations are between two instruments intended to
measure essentially the “same thing,” mathematics. Higher obtained correlations between the
instruments might give more confidence about the strength of the relationship between them.
Fundamentally, less than half of the variation In the PAWS scores is accounted for by the statistical
association between the instruments.? Even if the correlatlons between the instruments had been
higher, a simple statistical relationship is not enough to completely document the association between
the test scores. Rather, the content similarity between the tests is the fundamental building block
necessary to enhance the meaning of the statistical relationship.

There are other technical characteristics of a benchmark adaptive assessment that should drive
design considerations. Many professional disciplines have their established professional standards that
members are expected to follow. Assessment has its professional standards, as well, jointly published by
the American Educational Research Association, the American Psychological Association, and the
National Council on Measurement in Education (a shorthand reference is used here referring to them as
the AERA/APA/NCME Standards, or "The Standards”). All testing programs are expected to scrupulously
follow The Standards. For example, Wyoming has strict requirements for following The Standards for
PAWS, writing, and PAWS-AIt. The federal peer reviewers also follow the Standards very closely in the
peer review process.

There are twenty-four standards on validity in The Standards. Test developers must strive to meet as
many of the validity standards as possible, knowing that not all of The Standards can be equally met.
For example, the first three validity standards deal with:

? The standard procedure for determining how much two tests share in common Is to sguare their correlation
coefficient. For example, if two sets of test scores have a correlation coefficient of 0,70, their shared variance, or
how much they have in common, is 0.49, or 49%.



1 A ratlonale should be presented for each recommended |nterpretat|on and use of test scores,

together W|th a comprehensIve summary of the evidence and theory bearing on the intended
. use ormterpretat|0n B : : :

2. The test developer should set forth clea rly how test scores are mtended to he mterpreted and
used. The population(s) for which a test is appropriate should be clearly delimited, and the
construct that the test is intended to assess should be clearly described.

3. If validity for some common or llkely interpretation has not been investigated, or if the

‘ mterpretation Is inconsistent with avallable evidence, that fact should be made clear and
potent|al users should be cautloned about making unsupported interpretations,

In the case of the ”phonlcs-type” interpretat|ons introduced earlier in this paper, if the nature of
those intended score interpretations are reviewed agalnst the validity standards above, a reasonable
question might be ralsed about whether those types of interpretations are fully conslstent with the
intent of the professlonal validity Standa rds

- As a short aslde, the third valldlty standard is important to keep in mind if any student
performance data is used as part of a teacher evaluation system — whether an adaptive test or not.
Some school districts are using benchmark adaptive scores as a component of teacher evaluation.
Evidence regarding the valid use of MAP scores for this purpose has not been examined nor published in
Wyoming. Since student performance is being used for this purpose right now, for educational and legal
reasons any future use of benchmark adaptive tests for teacher evaluation must be validated for that
purpose, regardless of the test format.

The capacity of the MAP to fully meet all applicable professional standards for the purposes it is
being used in Wyoming has been addressed in a recent document prepared by Scott Marion for this
committee (“Considerations Regarding Accountability Uses of Benchmark Computer Adaptive Tests,
November 23, 2011). In that paper Dr. Marion goes into great detail discussing many important
characteristics of MAP use in Wyoming that would benefit from closer scrutiny. WDE fully agrees with
and supports Dr. Marion’s conclusions in his analysis.

Based on the discussion points presented above, and the characteristics of an adaptive test that
could best support instruction, the design of a future valid benchmark adaptive assessment for use in
Wyoming will require some design and schedule changes.

Where Should We Go Next?

Given that the fast start to the pilot study may have led to some gaps in the planning of the
pilot, and given that the use of a pilot instrument that has more content-valid diagnostic characteristics
would have been desirable, the following recommendations are proffered assuming that a computer
adaptive, benchmark test is still under strong consideration.

1. Terminate all current work on the pilot study, including the spring 2012 data collection of MAP
data as well as the suggested possible mid-year data collection. There does not appear to be any




substant1al vaIue—added lnformatlon beyond what was collected in 2010 that could be Iearned
from the current pilot. : : :

. Instruct WOE to create a comprehenswe pIan for Ieglslatlve and Board review and approval that . =

wiIl_cIearly state the purposes for which a computer adaptwe benchmark test is desired and will -
“provide a pIan, schedule, and budget for achieving the goal of a pilot evaluation of an adaptive -
test prior to any decision about whether an operatIonaI adaptwe test will be |mpIemented

For example, one purpose ofan effectlve adaptwe test will lkely be that good diagnostlc

Information is provided. But even more than that, any test must demonstrate that the

 dlagnostic information it provides is consistently reported from one form (administration) to

another. This is the type of test characterlstic that must be demonstrated for any adaptive test

we may develop or adopt. Another adaptive test characteristic that should be consldered is

~ whether any system for Wyoming should be capable of administering constructed-response
items. ' ' '

One major part of the revised plan for a pllot study should be the issuance of an RFI so that WDE
and the legislature can avail themselves of the thinking of the most experienced companies and
persons.
After leglslative and Board approval of the pilot plan, begin work immediately to complete a
comprehensive pilot study.
Take the time necessary to do a high quality investigation of the best adaptive assessment
approach for Wyoming’s educators, parents, and students. A realistic schedule might look
something like:

a. Complete revised pilot plan by February 1, 2012
Receive approvals to proceed with the plan March 1, 2012
Receive RFI responses May 1, 2012
Complete final pilot plan and receive approvals July 1, 2012
Conduct pilot study September 2012-October 2012
Final Pilot report December 2012
Make final decision on whether to install an adaptive test January 2013
Conduct procurement February— May 2013
i.  Fullimplementation September 2013

Sm e o0

Delaying an original schedule is not easy. When expectations are high that a new component of -

an important program like PAWS may be able to happen in the short-term there is momentum foritto
happen on schedule. But quality cannot be sacrificed for convenience or because of a need to meet
short-term schedule requirements. The stakes are too high, not just for PAWS but for the likely
accountability system that the legislature will install for Wyoming's schools.

Should a critical need to accelerate the suggested schedule presented above emerge, it is

possible to truncate the pilot phase by closely examining how other states have implemented adaptive
tests that meet statistical and content criteria. At least four states have been successful implementing
an operational, content valid, computer adaptive assessment system; they are: Oregon, Delaware,
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' . 'Hawan and anesota. These states are sharlng |tems that are content valld and share a similar web- =
.~ based adaptwe platform SRR - o .

o The deslre to use an extant instrument is understandable MAP is popular with the dlstrlcts and

~itisin WIdespread use because it is easy, fast, modestly priced, and believed to be a "good” instrument.
But quallty requlrements that districts may have for test use within their district are much less than :

~ those reqmrements states have for the use of test instruments in higher stakes environments, Wyoming
* must utilize test mstruments that provide summatlve, benchmark, and dlagnostic information so that

' ) on-target instructlon can be’ prov[ded Wyomlng’s students. Re-speclfying the pilot test plan will better

ensure thatan effective and valld adaptive assessment will ultimately be produced for improving
instructlon and learning in Wyomlng
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.Ilitfoduction o o S .
o : Wri'ting assessment and instruction hold prbmlner'\t‘p[aces in Wyoming schools and classrooms, s
Like many other s”ta't‘é"s, Wyoming sees the wisdom of including important writing content standards In
Its definition of what is important for students to know and be able to do. By any measure, Wyoming's

content sf_andards reflect important outcomes for teachers to teach and students to learn.

The imboftant'e of wrifing exténds past the classroom and into the statewide assessment
program. The PAWS writing assessments for grades 3-8 a_nd 11 are based squarely on the Wyoming
Writing Content Standards. The goal of the writing assessment is to assess student learning relative to
- the Wyoming Writi'ng Content Standards. The teaching of wrlting is focused on the standards, thus
establlshing a strong link between assessment and instruction. This assessment/Instructional paradigm
works well where there are valuable and comprehensive outcomes to be measured, and high quality

‘assessment instruments to evaluate what students know and can do relative to the content standards.

Historically, the results of the writing assessment made their way into district, school, and
classroom Instructional programs. Teachers are using writing test results to plan instruction and elevate

student proficiency consistent with Wyoming's Writing Content Standards.

The writing results also play a role in AYP reporting under the federal NCLB program. Through
the 2011 test administration, writing contributed 40% to the combined reading and writing (Language

Arts) score reported for each school, district, and the state as a whole.

Both Wyoming's content definitions and assessment structure are undergoing review. The
outcome of this process will have an impact on teaching, learning, and assessment design and

implementation.

Given that possible content and assessment changes will come under consideration by the State
Board of Education, the legislature, and WDE, the Select Committee on Statewide Education
Accountability, by motion on November 15, 2011, requested that WDE present its thoughts about
possible futures for the writing assessment component of PAWS and present those thoughts to the Joint

Select Committee on Education.
This document is WDE's response to the Select Committee motion.

The following topics are presented: .



a shart history of writing assessment in Wyoming

a brief overview of what some other states are doing in the area of writing assessment
a basic comparison of extant Wyoming standards for writing and the CCSS
recommendatlons for a writing assessment design for 2013 and beyond.

A Short History of Writing Assessment in Wyoming

Statewide direct writing assessment began in Wyoming with the Wyoming Comprehensive
Assessment System (WyCAS) as early as 1999. On this assessment, students in grades 4, 8, and 11 wrote
for 45 minutes to respond to one prompt, producing a "good rough draft” The student responses were
scored using a 6-trait rubric, providing feedback to teachers in each of the trait areas. In 2005, when
Wyoming switched to a new testing contractor and test design, WyCAS became the Proficiency
Assessment for Wyoming Students (PAWS). A field test was completed, and in 2006 the PAWS writing

assessment became operational in grades 3-8 and 11.

The PAWS writing assessment was untimed, and students were required to write to two
different modes of writing (two prompts), expository and expressive. For each mode, the students
produced a rough draft, then subsequently (usually on the next day) returned to the rough draft to
produce a final draft version. The administration of the two prompts was often spaced out during the
PAWS testing window to give students ample time between each prompt so that they could freshly
approach the writing task. Estimates of the time needed for students to complete the current PAWS
writing assessment range from 45 minutes to 2 % hours for each of the four days it takes to respond to

the two prompts.

Through 2009 the students’ responses were scored using a six-trait scoring guide; for the 2010
and 2011 administrations, the six traits were collapsed into a four-trait scoring guide. While the number
of score points in the scoring guide was reduced, all of the content elements found in the six-trait guide

were retained in the four-trait guide.
A Brief Overview of Writing Assessment [n Other States

In considering possible future designs for the Wyoming Writing Assessment, it seems prudent to
review what is being used and working well in other states across the nation. A brief study of the
National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) state-by-state writing assessment data from 2008
was conducted, and subsequently a close look at the states that had a higher average writing scale score

at grade eight than the nation as a whole were identified. States in this category include Wyoming,



. Connecticut,'_Néw Hampshire, Massachusetts, Vermont, Washington, New Jersey, Rhode Island, o .

Colorado, and Florida. WDE staff also lpokedrat'writlng'programs in Oregon (which did not particlpate in

the NAEP writing assessment) and Texas, a state at the low end of the performance scale.

Of the states above-,- each has a testing program with a significant writing component. Three of
the states, Cp[orado?Connecticu't, and New.leréey, assessed writing in grades 3-8 and 11. Colorado
_ administers constructed‘responses (short ériSwer) and extended responses at grades 3-8 and 11. The

other states genefal[y assessed student writing at three benchmark grades—4orS,7or8,and 10 or 11.

The number of prompts and time of test admInlistration varies from state to state. All of the
states use one prompt at most grade levels; NJ requires two prompts at grade 3, and three prompts at
gréde 4 {a more extensive measure of proficiency is administered at grade 4) and two prompts at grade
11. Students in RI, VT, and NH take the New England Common Assessment Program, which requires
students in grades 5-8 to write to one prompt, and students in' grade 11 to write to two prompts. Of the
states reviewed for this report, only Wyoming has implemented direct writing assessments at seven

grade levels (3-8 and 11) with two prompts in each grade level assessed.

A common trend noted In many of the states that were reviewed is that the writing assessments .
are supported through district level assessment systems. Many states have either mandated curricular
aims which require defined writing tasks, or have district level assessment programs supported at the
state level through training in prompt and rubric development, scorlng, and released items and anchor

papers.
A Basic Comparison of Current Wyoming Standards for Writing and the CCSS

Interest has been shown about the relationship between current Wyoming content standards
for writing and the CCSS. The following information is presented to illustrate the overall relationship

between the two.

The CCSS require students to write in three different modes of writing: opinion/argumentation,
informative/explanatory, and narrative. The opinion/argumentation and informative/explanatory
modes directly relate to the PAWS writing expository mode, and the narrative mode in the CCSS directly

relates to the expressive mode in PAWS,



The table below summarizes the writing expectations in PAWS and thé CCSS:

Mode and Task-PAWS CCSS - Writing Expectations
Grade | Mode(a): | Mode (b): Mode (a) Mode (b) | Mode ()
Level Expressive | Expository - . Opinion/ Informative/ Narrative
. Argumentation | Explanatory
Task _ Task “Task Task Task
Grade 11 | Reflective | Persuaslve Essay | Argumentatlon | Examination of a topic | Real or Imagined
Narrative through varied tasks Experiences
Grade 8 Fictional Expository Essay | Argumentation | Examination of a topic | Real or Imagined
Narrative through varied tasks Experiences
Grade 7 Personal Problem/Solution | Argumentation | Examination of a topic | Real or Imagined
Narrative Essay through varied tasks Experiences
Grade 6 Fictional Directions or Argumentation | Examination of a topic | Real or Imagined
Narrative Procedures through varied tasks Experiences
Grade 5 Personal Report Opinion Examination of a topic | Real or Imagined
Narrative through varied tasks Experiences
Grade 4 Personal Formal Letter Opinion Examination of a topic | Real or Imagined
Narrative through varied tasks Experiences
Grade 3 Personai Letter Written to | Opinion Examination of a topic | Real or Imagined
Narrative a Topic through varied tasks Experiences

e The CCSS explicitly define increasing expectations for student learning as students progress
through grade levels. Increasing expectations in each of the trait areas means prompts and

scoring guides, as they are developed, will make increasing demands upon the writer as grade
level increases,

The CCSS articulates the three modes of writing across all grade levels, shifting from opinion
writing in grades 3 - 5 to argumentative writing in grades 6 — 12; currently in Wyoming, opinion
or persuasive writing is assessed only at grade 11. In the informative/explanatory mode found in
the CCSS the examination of a topic through varied tasks provides the flexibility to address all of
the tasks currently assessed in grades 3-8 on the PAWS. Narrative writing in CCSS, including
writing about either real or imagined experiences in grades 3 - 12, encompasses each of the
narrative type of tasks currently assessed on PAWS.

The CCSS and the WyCPS also address literary analysis and research writing; Wyoming has
determined that these two types of writing, while important, are more conducive to a classroom
assessment, and therefore are not currently assessed on PAWS. [t appears that the CCSS
framework provides the structure for literary analysis and research writing to appear on CCSS-
based tests.

The CCSS calls for students to “write routinely over extended time frames and shorter time
frames, for a range of discipline-specific tasks,” thus reinforcing the need for long-term writing
projects as well as on-demand and intensely focused writing experiences. Clearly, the long-term
writing projects are best completed at the classroom level, while the on-demand tasks are
suitable for large scale assessments,



»  Both documents emphasize the writing process. Revision and editing is explicitly addressedin =~ "
both; the CCSS spetify using outside sources such as peer and adult editors to strengthen ' .
- student wrltmg, CCSS a[so cal[s for the use of technology in the writing process across the
Erades.
¢ Both the WyCPS and the CCSS [nc[ude the six traits typlcal[y viewed as critical elements in
: wrlting instruction (| e .. idea development, organization, sentence structure, voice, purpose, and
conventions). For scoring In Wyoming, the six traits have been collapsed into four. However, all -
 six traits are still evaluated In student writing.
e CCSS documents address mechamcs and conventions in the language standards portion of its
. standards document; the WyCPS address mechanics and conventlons in the writlng standards
portion of its standards document. Both documents specify conventlons are to be learned at
specific grade levels. '

Many similarities and much overlap exists between the current Wyoming Content and
Performance Standards and the Common Core State Standards. Both address the modes of expository

and expresslve writing, Including literary anarlysis and research; both value the wrlting process as

essentlal to the development of good writers; and both emphasize common foundational traits.

Some differences that will emerge if Wyoming adopts the CCSS include a greater level of

specificity regarding what is to be taught at each grade level. This “grain size” determination of specific

wrlting skills provides a framework for teachers, students, and parents to understand the grade level
expectations. Teachers will have clear guidelines for the content and skills which must be covered in
each grade level to prepare students for future writing instruction. Building grade upon grade, the CCSS
have been designed with the clear goal of college and career-readiness by the time a student completes
the grade 11-12 standards. The current WyCPS allow for much latitude in the choice of the content and

depth of writlng instruction a student will receive by the end of a high school career.



Recommendations for the. thtu ré

_ ~ More thén anything else, what to measure In writing, and how to measure it, are drlven by the
content definitions that are in place at the time a testing instrument is designed and developed. For the
purposes of thls document, the assumption s made that Wyoming may likely adopt the CCSS, and
recommendations herein rest on that assumption. The assumption is also made that any large scale
writing assessment in Wyoming will be based on the Wyoming state standards, and will be both

Instructionally supportlve and informative about student growth and achievement in writing.

Should these assumptions appear to be premature, at the concluslon of this paper a short

discusslon of possible futures without the CCSS In place Is presented.

Given the assumption that the CCSS may [lkely be adopted, and given the assumption that
future assessments in WyomIng may of necessity become increasingly consonant with those content
standards, what should be done to reestablish a writing assessment program in Wyoming, and when

should certain benchmark events take place?

The fundamental design characteristics of Wyoming's future writing assessment must be

postulated. These characteristics include:

=

creating an enduring and consistent assessment design
building on what we already have, and
3. ensuring instructional efficacy.

N

Creating an Enduring and Consistent Assessment Design. As the decision processes move

forward regarding the future of writing assessment in Wyoming, there must be acommon vision that
the design to be adopted will be one that will endure for a reasonable amount of time. Stability in the
content to be measured and the instruments used to measure that content is mandatory if ultimate

instructional efficacy is to be achieved.

Knowing what is to be measured, and how it is to be measured, is essential to instructional
planning. Teachers must know what to teach, and how to teach it consistent with assessment designs, if
they are going to be able to have the results of their good instruction reflected in increased test scores.
Maintaining valued instructional targets and stabilizing the assessment designs are mandatory for

ensuring that effective instruction is reflected in improved test performance.



The decrsron on what is to be measured (the ertlng content standards) must be made soonff . -

- the Spnng 2012 ﬂe[d test Is to reflect the most up- to—date content requrrements

.‘ - New prompt_ deveIOpment for the spring 2012 ﬁeld test‘ cannot begin ln earnest until the
content s'ta'nda.rds" are esteb[ished Should the-ep'p'roval of the revised standards occur after the drop-
dead date for prompt deve[opment the 2012 ﬂe[d test will, of necessity, mclude prompts that reflect
' .the current, and not the newer, content standards In effect much of the potentlal of the 2012 field test
to tryout prompts and scorlng gu[des reﬂectlve of newer content standards will be lost If the standards

are not approved and fully in p[ace"b\'!'the time of contract approval.!

Buildlng on What We Already Have. Wyoming can be proud of the content standards that are
assessed, the instructlonal program that reflects those standards, and the assessment design that has
been used over the past assessment years; the standards are worthy instructional outcomes, WDE
supports the districts in their instructional efforts, and the assessment design has provided valld and

reliable results upon which to plan instruction.

The writing test design has included the administration of two writing prompts at each grade,

each taking two sessions spread over two days. The sessions are untimed. The first day of testing .

included student production of first draft writing, and the second day included the completton a final

draft writing product.

Given that multiple possibilities must be artfully balanced as plans are conceived for the near- to
mid-term design of the Wyoming writing assessment, the following recommendations are made
consistent with what is known now and with the possible scenario that, a) Wyoming may adopt the
CCSS, and b) Wyoming will either have its own CCSS-based assessment or it may evaluate the possible

use of a consortia-published instrument.

1. As part of a consensus process described later in these "recommendations,” a dialog should
begin regarding the grades to be assessed in a future program. Specifically, the issue of whether
to retain our current grade assignments for future assessments needs to be finalized as soon as
is practlcal. Through the 2011 administration, Wyoming assessed writing at seven grades. Are
seven grades too few or too many?

! The exact drop-dead date for beginning prompt development cannot be precisely estimated because the Board
must yet authorize an award and authorize the initiation of contract negotiations with the next vendor. The exact

amount of time the negotiations will take, and the amount of time it will take to obtain contract approval, is not .
certain at this time.



The cholce of the number of grade levels at which to test rests on competing assumptions about
maximizing instructional time for writing versus testing time, program cost, and the burden on
teachers and students.

Pending a possible consensus process, a good place to begin the discussion of the number of
grades to assess in Wyoming is grades 4, 6, 8, and 11 — assuming that programmatic incentives
can be implemented that maintain the importance of writing in Wyoming classrooms regardless
of assessed grade. The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses writing at
grades 4, 8, and 12. The proposed grades will allow for direct comparisons between Wyoming
student writing performance and performance of students in the nation and with the states that
participate In “State NAEP.” While grades 4, 6, 8, and 11 are good places to begin a discussion
on the number of grades to test, the ideal is to maintain our currently assessed grades, if
possible.

Prompts and scoring guides currently in the Wyoming bank will be evaluated for consonance
with the CCSS by the next contractor. The banked prompts should be modified, as necessary for
establishing consonance with new content standards. Current scoring guides will need to be
reevaluated should prompt design undergo any modifications, with a focused intent upon
maintalning the current 4-trait scoring guide. It is possible that some of the current guides may
need to be *elaborated” to ensure their consistency with any revised content.

As much as possible, the integrity and structure of current scoring guides should be reflected in
any "elaborated” versions. This is a plausible goal, given the substantial similarities between
current Wyoming writing standards and the CCSS.

The non-administration of the 2012 writing assessment may generate a gap in score trend
interpretations between the 2011 and the 2013 administrations. Should no solution for bridging
this gap eventuate, there will be a need to create a new trend line beginning with the 2013
administration of the revised writing assessment. If a new trend line is begun, a new sta ndard
setting will be required. Attempts should be made, however, to evaluate if the 2013 scale can
be linked back to the 2011 scale in order to maintain cut scores, longitudinal values and reflect
the good work that has been done across the state since the writing assessment began.

New prompt development should focus on possible content gaps between the current bank and
the CCSS. The new prompts should use the updated, elaborated scoring guide yet to be
developed.

Field tests should begin to include the three types of prompts that are contained in the CCSS. It
appears that since there is much similarity between the current Wyoming content standards
and the CCSS, the inclusion of CCSS modes of writing in field tests would not represent a
meaningful change in content direction.

WDE should sponsor broad-based meetings of educators and the public to receive suggestions
regarding prompt and scoring guide characteristics reflective of any revised Wyoming content
standards. Consensus building across the state will ensure that teachers, parents, and
communities are aligned toward a common assessment objective. |deally, this input would be
received as early in the prompt development process (winter 2012, perhaps) as possible.
Beginning in 2013, the recommendation is that each student respond to two of the possible
three types of prompts reflected in the CCSS. Two of those prompt types already existin the
current design of the Wyoming writing assessment. As prompts are "spiraled” over the next
several years, students will be exposed to all three modes of writing in varying combinations of
two prompts per year.



he maintained. .

9. The number of test sesslons should be reduced to decrease testmg time without compromising
student capacity to fully represent writing achievement. As a general rule, each writing prompt .
should be administered on one day in two sesslons - the first session designed to be about forty-
five minutes long should be used for first draft writing, and the second session of about one
hour should be used for final draft writing. Instructional support and preparation for this
approach would need to be 1mplemented 50 students would be well versed in a single day, two-
sesslon format for each prompt.?

10. A new standard setting, which requires operational test data, W|Il hkely need to take place in the
early summer, 2013, so performance standards can be brought into line with the new writing
content definitions and test scale, should a new scale be required. Such a standard setting
would delay the return of score reports until the results of the standard setting could be
Incorporated into the score reporting system. The current procurement does not include the
resources for a standard setting workshop.

11. Funds should be made avallable to conduct a pilot computer administration of the writing
assessment at all assessed grades In spring, 2014. The pilot must evaluate both the technological
infrastructure's capacity to provide error-free computer administration as well as the capaclty of
all students to create their best writing using a keyboard. Scoring using Artificial Intelligence
procedures should also be evaluated during the pilot. Investigating these technological solutions
is consistent with where the field appears to be going in the next few years.

8 A mmlmum of two prompts per student are necessary 1f stable Iongatudmal comparisons are to o .

Ensuring Instructional Efficacy. The current PAWS assessment system is composed of clear, high-

value instructional outcomes, assessments that reflect those outcomes, and instructional support .

approaches that endeavor to align instruction with both the high-value outcomes and the assessment
instrumentation. This alignment must be maintained as future writing assessments are desligned and

implemented.

Specifically, one major component of a new statewide accountability system will be the creation
of a comprehensive infrastructure intended to provide multiple types of support to districts and schools
that may not meet specified standards of performance. Clearly, instructional support systems will be
included as a part of the broader accountability infrastructure system. Therefore, as design decisions
move forward regarding the writing (and all other) assessments, exactly how the
instructional/assessment programs will fit into the broader accountability system must be made explicit.
This is a critical decision, since the only way growth and achievement can be improved and reflected in
the accountability system, is if the assessment system is tightly interrelated and designed so that

effective instruction is reflected in greater growth and achievement.

2 pAWS s, and should remain, an untimed assessment. An untimed test does not imply that an infinite amount of

time could or should be allowed. Timing guidelines are used throughout statewide assessment prograrms that .
ensure students have more than adequate time to complete their work.



o _'Noh Adrdpt'io'n'of the CCSS. The above recomr’nendatidné provide guidance assuming the CCSS -

are adopted; If they'.ar""é 'n6t, the szllowing recommendations still remaln for the development of a

future Statewide Assessment of Student Writing:

1

-Maintain the currently assesSéd grades, If possible. If that is not possible, consider changing _
the grades as!‘.essed to 4, 6, 8, and 11, at a minimum.

Attempt to maintain trend between the 2011 and 2013 assessments. If this is not possiblea ‘

new trend line should EEgin wlth the 2013 administration. A new trend line will require a

- new standard setting. -

Renew prompt development efforts based on current content standards and scoring guides.

. Administer two prompts per student each year, as was done for the 2011 and earlier

~ assessments.

Reduce testing time for each prompt as described in bullet 3 above.

Conduct a pilot computer administration as described above in bullet 11.

Accelerate planning for explicit instructional support efforts that are specifically designed to
support the instructional infrastructure likely to be designed into future statewide

accountability systems.

Summary

Currently, some uncertainty exists regarding the writing standards to be assessed. There is also

some uncertainty regarding Wyoming's future involvement with the consortia developing CCSS-based

assessment instruments of their own. Wyoming must consider an assessment System for the 2013,

2014, and 2015 school years that bridges the somewhat uncertain present with the somewhat uncertain

future. The optimal way to accomplish this aim is to refine the assessments we now have so that they

maintain the strengths of our current system and yet begin to include part of what might emerge in

future revisions of content standards.

The recommended refinements presented in this document, should they be accepted, will

require additional resources to implement, since the current procurement for the writing assessment is

predicated on the administration of just one prompt per year, beginning with the spring 2013

administration, with no accompanying systematic instructional support efforts. Said recommendations

could be incorporated into the Scope of Work during contract negotiations with the new vendor.
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Office of the Governor

December 14, 2011

State Board of Education
2300 Capitol Avenue
Hathaway Building, 2 Floor
Cheyenne, WY 82002

State Board of Education:

On November 23, 2011, my office received a corrected copy of a proposed amendment to the
Department of Education Chapter 31 rules, a section titled, “Graduation Requirements.”
understand that part of the proposed amendment is incorporation of the Common Core State
Standards in the areas of Language Arts and Mathematics. As you know, Section 5(b) of Chapter
1 of the Secretary of State rules, entitled “Rules on Rules,” states that “[p]roposed rules and the
Statement of Reasons must be sent to the Governor’s Office for initial approval a minimum of
ten (10) working days prior to the start of the public comment period,” The agency may only
. publish the rules for public comment “{u]pon approval from the Governor’s Office.”

On December 7, 2011, before 10 working days had elapsed and while 1 still had the option to
disapprove the proposed rules, the Wyoming Department of Education issued a press release
stating, among other things, that “[t]he Department will be accepting public comment from
December 12, 2011, through January 25, 2012.” After learning of this press release, I decided to
take no action, and permit these rules to proceed to the public comment phase. However, neither
the State Board of Education nor any other person should take my decision as approval or
disapproval of the substance of these rules.

In addition, 1 have some concerns about the format of the rules, particularly about public
transparency. Appearing as they do in Chapter 31, “Graduation Requirements,” the content and
performance standards are not easily accessible by a member of the public who may be searching
for them. I believe that the content and performance standards should appear in their own chapter
to make them readily available to the public. In addition, I believe that the State Board of
Education and Department of Education should ensure that the substance of the content and
performance standards, currently incorporated into the rules by reference, should be easily
available to all members of the public.

Finally, my office has received some feedback from concerned legislators. Briefly stated, these
concerns are that the Common Core State Standards are driven by the federal government, and
. that the federal govemment can change the standards, thereby altering the standards for
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Wyoming students. I respectfully request that the State Board of Education reserve time on the
agenda of its next meeting so that a representative of my office and any concerned legislators
may address the Board and express their views.

1 appreciate the work you are undertaking in ensuring the future of Wyoming’s educational
system, and I look forward to an open dialogue about these matters.

Sincerely,

Aty S

Metthew H, Mead
Governor
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- '.Decemberzz 2011

5 State Board ofEdueatmn -

' _2300 Capltol Avenue -
Hathaway Building, 2™ Fioor
Chcyennc, Wyommg 82002 _

_State Board of Edmatlon.

In light of the recent letter ﬁ'om Govemar Mead abom the pendmg revision to the Content and
- Performance Standm'ds, 1 would like to inform the State Board of Education ofcartam additional
~ facts that may help put the letter in context. My comments address the four major sreas of |
_concern that the Governor has raised: 1) the press release issued on December 7, 2011, 2)
whcthcr adoption of the Common Core standards are the best policy choice for Wyoming, 3)
proper access to the substance of the proposed standards, and 4) the concern over the content and
p:rfunmnoc standards bemgmtbeuownchapter

First is. the matter of the pmss re.leasa. According to the rulemaking process, the Governor had 10
days to review the rules, and the last day was December 9, 2011. My office issued a press release
on December 7, 2011 stating that the public comment penod would begin on December 12,
2011, This press release was premature and we have taken steps to prevent  repeat of this erTor.
Nevertheless, the Governor still had the option, through December 9, 2011, to dﬂny permission
to proceed with the rule-making process.

Second is the related question of whether the Governor agrees that the Common Core should be
adopted in Wyoming. His letter states that by permitting the rulemaking process to proceed, he
was expressing no opinion about the substance of the rules. This, of course, is the case for any
rule submitted to the Governor for his review before the public comment period. At this stage
the Governor is merely consenting to allow the rule-making process to continue.

Third, the Governor expresses concern that the public have full access to the substance of the
proposed Common Core standards. I would like to reassure the Board that the standards are
available, In addition to being available for review at the Department of Education, the standards
are posted on the Department's website, and the front page of the website includes a prominent
link that allows the public to both review the standards and submit a comment online. The Notice
of Intent filed with the Secretary of State's office on December 12, 2011, includes a direct Iink to
the relevant part of the Department's website. In addition, the Department has made significant
affirmative efforts to inform the people of Wyoming that these rules are being proposed, and
how to submit comments. It is my opinion that the proposed standards are, and wil! continue to
be, easily accessible to interested members of the public.
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Finally, the Governor raises the issue of whether the content and performance standards should
be set apart in their own chapter, not in Chapter 31, entitled "Graduation Requirements," This is
a/question that the Board has considered in the past, most recently during the special meeting on
December 8,201 1. This question is one for the full Board's consideration, but 1 would like to
. “offer more background as it relates to the period leading up to that meeting. As the Board is

. aware, all prior concerns on this topic were raised by the Legislative Service Office, and the
Governor had expressed no opiniori. On the morning of that meeting, December 8, 2011, my
cqup_sel John Masters spoke with Carol Statkus, the Governor's General Counsel. During that
conversation, he told her that if the separate chapter issue was significant, certainly the
* rulemaking process could be restarted, which would cause a short delay in the beginning of the

- ‘process, but the Board would still be able to consider the rules and the comments during its April
meeting. There was no indication from Ms. Statkus that this issue was a significant concern. 1t is
unclear whether or not the Governor is aware of that conversation. '

1 hope that this additional background helps the Board as it considers its response to Governor
Mead's letter and any response it may wish to give, The question of reserving time in the
February agenda to hear from the Governor or a representative of his office and any legislators
who are concerned about the substance of the standards should be considered by the full Board.

Sincerely,
Cindy Hill
Wyoming State Superintendent

cc: The Honorable Matthew Mead, Governor




