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Agenda  
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• Role of OSSE 
 

• Developing a common statewide accountability system 
– Common system  
– Principles and core beliefs 

 
• Components of an accountability system 

– What will be measured? 
– What are the mechanics (how a score is calculated)? 
– What does this mean for schools?  

 



Role of OSSE 
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ESSA is a federal law that gives rules for 
states around education funding, programs, 
and supports for schools and students 
 

This is the newest version of a law in effect 
since 1965 
 

Role of the state (OSSE) is to distribute 
funding, set requirements, provide training 
and support, and oversee schools 
 

Some ESSA requirements are in effect now, 
most begin taking effect in 2017-18 school 
year, with some parts phasing in over time 

 

Every Student  
Succeeds Act (ESSA) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The ESEA’s intent is to ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education.
ESSA is the most recent version of the federal government’s biggest K-12 law, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which came into effect in 1965.
Create a plan that sets high expectations for all students, provides resources necessary for meeting those expectations, measures and reports progress toward them, and ensures action when any school — or any group of students — falls off track.
Explain difference between State and LEA roles.
ESSA provides additional transparency through increased public reporting including more information about how particular groups of students are doing (English learners, homeless, foster care, students of military families)
Timeline:
[now] January-March: Posting of plan for public comment; community meetings 
April: Submission of plan to USDE [SBOE vote prior]
Spring/summer 2017 Planning and engagement on school report card
2018-19 school year: First school report cards
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How Education is Organized  

Federal 
Government 

 
US Dept. of ED 

State Board of 
Education  

SBE 

Federal 
Government 

 
US Dept. of ED 

State Education 
Agency  
OSSE 

Local Education 
Agencies (LEA)  

 
DCPS, Charter 

LEAs 

Schools  
 

Individual DCPS 
schools or 

public charter 
schools 

State Board of 
Education 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Explain difference between DCPS and PCS
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Uses academic performance and 
other factors to show how well 
schools are doing 
 
System is then used to identify 
successful schools and schools in 
need of support 
 
DC is creating a plan to make sure 
every school can be a successful 
school 

What is an  
Accountability System? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes

US Law (congress under ESSA) requires states to create a plan…
We are creating a plan to make sure every school is a successful school
System based on academic performance and other factors that we’ll talk about in a moment.
Raises questions of how we define performance and how we support struggling schools 
What do we expect from our schools?
What qualities should a successful school possess?
How should we measure school success?
How do we ensure all schools are successful:
How should we support struggling schools?
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• Jan. 30 – March 3: Public Comment Period 
 

• By April 3 - Submission to ED 
 

• By Start of 2017-18 School Year 
– Additional business rules development prior to running system for 

informational purposes only 
– Alternative schools working group 
– Report Card design  

 
• By Start of 2018-19 School Year 

– Additional refinement prior to formally running system and publicly 
releasing results 
 

• Commitment to Continuous Improvement Cycle 

 

Timeline 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Describe different phases of finalization and detail aligned to each of these stages
Jan 30
-For the draft going out publicly by the end of the month, similar to what you’ve seen to date – high level domains, anticipated measures and weights, structure around subgroups, and classification approach
-HS working group will include initial discussion on hs metrics as well as alt/adult framework potential. Do not expect to make final decisions on these by Jan. 30; will have additional time to do so.

April
-As we work toward April submission, plan to do additional work to finalize methodology for measures – some of this detail may land in the state plan, but actually intentionally want to consider how we document this detail outside of the plan so we have additional flexibility
[feedback from ED by August]

Fall 2017
-In Fall 2017, as we do an informational run of the system, we will be positioned to do additional engagement around business rules, and share preliminary information on ratings, and finally,

Fall 2018
-In anticipation of fall 2018, we can still make additional changes as needed based on any nuances learned from the year of demo-ing the system

Continuous Improvement
In terms of continuous improvement – current proposal is to convene group in 2018-19 school year to consider changes to implement in 2019-20 or 2020-21.

OSSE continues its commitment to submit to ED on first deadline which is now April 3.

We want to keep the momentum moving forward.

We are mindful of the limbo schools are currently in around accountability and school improvement            (priority and focus designations from 2013-14 data still being carried forward).





Developing a common 
statewide accountability 
system 
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Become the fastest improving state 
and city in the nation in student 
achievement outcomes 
 
Ensure greater equity in outcomes for 
our students, by accelerating progress 
for those who are furthest behind 

Goals for  
Education in DC 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This plan is our opportunity to … [name goals]
Explain what student achievement outcomes are/how measured
As a District, we cannot become the fastest improving State without partnering  with those closest to our students– parents, families, and community based organizations must be a part of the development and implementation of the State Education Plan. 
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Shows common information for all 
schools in DC 
 
Provides clarity and consistency to 
families to make informed choices 
 
Identify schools that need support 
across both sectors 
 
Drive improvement and recognition 
 
 

Opportunity for  
Clear Information 
for Families 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Unique point in time in DC
We know that while our current system provides many options and choices for parents and families through our public charter schools and DCPS’s choice programs (including application, magnet, and out-of-boundary options), many parents, families, and community members also express struggling with how to find consistent information about schools and make informed choices.
Currently we have multiple systems running in parallel – PCSB’s PMF, DCPS 40/40 framework, Waiver system that classified schools as priority, focus, rising reward. Let to mixed messages to schools – could be priority and tier 2 – and lack of ability for families to have a single way to see across all schools in PCS and DCPS.
To date, DC has had multiple types of accountability systems and public reporting channels running in parallel, including the statewide waiver from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA waiver) under which the Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) and the State Board of Education categorized all schools as Priority, Focus, Developing, Rising, and Reward; the Public Charter School Board (PCSB) Performance Management Framework that categorizes public charter schools as Tier I, Tier II, or Tier III; DCPS’s 40/40 strategy under its Capital Commitment strategic plan that identified the 40 lowest performing schools in DCPS; the DC Equity Reports that were a collaboration between DCPS, PCSB, OSSE and the Deputy Mayor for Education’s Office to make additional points of information on all schools clear for families; LearnDC, an OSSE website with state-issued information on all schools; and the website for My School DC, the common lottery system used by all DCPS schools of choice and nearly all public charter schools. 
We’ve seen tremendous progress but given the choice environment in DC, we really see it as OSSE’s role to help support an opportunity around a common model of accountability that includes info on schools in both sectors.
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STAR Annual Reporting 
 
Schools receive star rating from 
one star (lowest) to five stars 
(highest) based on multiple 
measures 
 
Provides a snapshot on all DC 
schools to families, the community, 
and schools based on common 
information 

Clear Information for 
Families and Schools 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Illustration at right is solely illustrative as an example of public reporting. 
Explain how school transparency and reporting is just one piece of information for parents.
School transparency and reporting system. 
Over course of next year will be developing a school report card--will include overall STAR label and all the underlying accountability data, but can also include additional data and information.
For example, currently on LearnDC, you can see equity reports with information on suspensions and expulsions and mid-year withdrawals. You can also see information about programmatic offerings at schools like (given examples--availability of before care and after care, sports and extracurricular activities, languages offered). Transparency has a lot of power and some things more appropriate for that context than for accountability.
Will be future conversations with you to discuss development and design of report card prior to its first publication by Dec. 2018.
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Key Beliefs  
What beliefs and ideas help guide us in creating a system? 

Focuses on 
all 

students 
 

Provides 
information 

on where 
students 
are and 

where they 
are going 

Uses 
measures 
that are 

available, 
understood, 

and 
common 

Values 
multiple 

measures 
when 

possible 

Is clear, 
consistent, 
and fair to 

schools  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
(Give one or two examples rather than reading through.)
For example, looking at assessment results not just who are on track for college and career ready, also approaching and growth. Also including multiple measures, including access to and performance on advanced coursework.
Provide some context on what STAR – school transparency and reporting – is before diving into the frameworks



Components of an 
accountability system 



Developing an Accountability System   
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Since last spring, we’ve been developing components that 
build toward a complete accountability system: 

 
• Principles  
• Domains and Metrics 
• Floors and Targets 
• Weights 
• Structure 
• Summative Classifications  



What will be measured: 
Domains and Metrics  



16 

Domain  Metrics  

Academic 
Achievement  

• PARCC 4+ 
• PARCC 3+ 
• SAT & ACT Performance  
• AP & IB Participation  
• AP & IB Performance  

Academic Growth  • Median Growth Percentile 
• Growth to Proficiency  

Graduation Rate • 4 Year ACGR 
• 5 Year ACGR  
• Alternative Graduation Metric  

School 
Environment  

• 90+ Attendance 
• Re-Enrollment  
• In Seat Attendance  
• CLASS (pre-K only) 

English Language 
Proficiency 

• ACCESS Growth 

Domains and Metrics 
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Given current data availability some measures discussed are not included in current system.  
May be explored in the future pending further data, analysis, and policy consideration: 

Domains  Example of Measures Discussed  

Academic Achievement and Growth • Possible alternative growth measures (e.g., value 
added, PSATSAT growth) 

• DC Science 
• Early childhood academic measures (iReady, 

NWEA) 
 

Graduation rate • 9th grade on track to graduate 

School Environment • Dual enrollment 
• Career technical certification 
• School surveys 

Builds the Best System for Now 



What will be measured: 
Floors and Targets  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We have talked a little about the high level about what is in the system.  This next section is also tied to our core beliefs and principles and its about supporting all students while also supporting those who are the furthest behind.  
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OSSE is proposing a floors and targets model where:  
• Schools must meet a minimum threshold (floor) to begin 

receiving points on a particular metric 
• If a school reaches the target they get full points for that 

metric 
• For anything in between, points are allocated on a 

continuous scale   

 

Floors and Targets 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There are multiple ways to structure a system to allocate points. These includes – blunt cut offs (downside: no points if you are in between those); no floors/targets (downside: less ambitious, less differentiation).

We modeled in several ways and found that the proposal we are going to talk through today best balances ambitiousness with reasonableness and connects points in a meaningful way to our goals as a city. 

Given our goals of being fastest improving city & state and faster progress for students furthest behind, we anchor points for some measures in goals that consider necessary short-term goals for specific groups of students to get to a long-term picture where all students are performing at high levels.

Additionally, orienting in this way gives schools a clear path to work toward for earning points because we are revisiting floors/targets on a 3/year basis (not annually).
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• For all metrics: 
– Floors and targets would be differentiated by subgroup 
– Floors would be set at the 10th percentile 
– Targets would be set at the 90th percentile 

 

• For PARCC and graduation rate:  
– Floors and targets would be differentiated by subgroup 
– Floors would be set at the 10th percentile and the targets 

would be a “stretch target”.  Similar to the 90th percentile but 
a little higher, in order to close the gaps. 

 

• All floors and targets remain in place for three years 
 

Floors and Targets 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There are multiple ways to structure a system to allocate points. These includes – blunt cut offs (downside: no points if you are in between those); no floors/targets (downside: less ambitious, less differentiation).

We modeled in several ways and found that the proposal we are going to talk through today best balances ambitiousness with reasonableness and connects points in a meaningful way to our goals as a city. 

Given our goals of being fastest improving city & state and faster progress for students furthest behind, we anchor points for some measures in goals that consider necessary short-term goals for specific groups of students to get to a long-term picture where all students are performing at high levels.

Additionally, orienting in this way gives schools a clear path to work toward for earning points because we are revisiting floors/targets on a 3/year basis (not annually).
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Challenge: how to balance between  
 

 

Proposed Approach to Earning Points 

Ambition 
 

Aspirations for all 
students 

 
Urgency 

Feasibility 
 

Current gaps between 
students 

 
Time needed to improve 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Cut

Extreme left could look like setting the same goals for all students. But we know that’s incredibly far from the current reality, and could make goals so unrealistic as to not be meaningful

Extreme right could mean setting goals that are entirely differentiated by subgroup. But the goals that feel most feasible could also mean continuing to perpetuate current gaps between particular groups of students, and/or continuing to have DC lag behind the rest of the country. 




What will be measured: 
Weights 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We have talked a little about the high level about what is in the system.  This next section is also tied to our core beliefs and principles and its about supporting all students while also supporting those who are the furthest behind.  
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• WEIGHTS: A way to prioritize different metrics 
• Weighing domains and/or metrics can reflect 

priorities and values 
• The larger the weight, the more of the overall score 

will be made up of the domain and/or metric  
 

Weights 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There are multiple ways to structure a system to allocate points. These includes – blunt cut offs (downside: no points if you are in between those); no floors/targets (downside: less ambitious, less differentiation).

We modeled in several ways and found that the proposal we are going to talk through today best balances ambitiousness with reasonableness and connects points in a meaningful way to our goals as a city. 

Given our goals of being fastest improving city & state and faster progress for students furthest behind, we anchor points for some measures in goals that consider necessary short-term goals for specific groups of students to get to a long-term picture where all students are performing at high levels.

Additionally, orienting in this way gives schools a clear path to work toward for earning points because we are revisiting floors/targets on a 3/year basis (not annually).
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STAR - Middle School 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
STAR – School Transparency and Reporting



25 

STAR - Elementary Schools and 
Kindergarten-Grade 8 with Pre-K  

*Weights will be set proportionally based on the percentage of students in pre-K versus other grades; methodology TBD. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
DC is really unique, we have a vibrant investment in early childhood across sectors.
We think this is important information to provide for families.  Many of our elementary schools serve Pre k. 
Given all the work done on the PMF to include this it felt important to include this in a city wide system. 
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STAR - High School 



How will the system be 
calculated: Subgroups  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We have talked a little about the high level about what is in the system.  This next section is also tied to our core beliefs and principles and its about supporting all students while also supporting those who are the furthest behind.  



28 

Calculating a Final Score 

• For a given school, calculate a framework index score for All Students and for each 
subgroup, based on the same metrics. 

All Students 

Students with 
Disabilities 

English Language 
Learners 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Asian Black 

Hisp White 
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Calculating a Final Score 

• A school’s final score is a weighted average of the All Students score and the applicable 
subgroup scores 

• Each applicable race/ethnicity is weighted equally 

All Students 

Students with 
Disabilities  

English Language 
Learners 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Asian Black 

Hisp White 

75% 

10% 5% 5% 5% 

25% 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
[Plan is not to include at-risk; groups shown are those that are required per 34 C.F.R. § 200.16(a)(2). Proposed weight of special education based on current status of this group in the city, coverage of this group among most schools, and the need for intentional focus on this group to meet our citywide goals.]
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Calculating Subgroup Performance 

• Subgroups that do not meet a minimum number of possible points do not count towards a 
school’s final score 

All Students 

Students with 
Disabilities 

English Language 
Learners 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Asian Black 

Hisp White 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
[Current plan is that final score is then out of reduced total points – points not redistributed.]



What does this mean for 
schools?: Ratings and 
School Supports 



What does this mean for 
schools?: Ratings 
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STAR Annual Reporting 
 
Schools receive star rating from 
one star (lowest) to five stars 
(highest) based on multiple 
measures 
 
Provides a snapshot on all DC 
schools to families, the community, 
and schools based on common 
information 

Clear Information for 
Families and Schools 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Explain how school transparency and reporting is just one piece of information for parents.
School transparency and reporting system. 
Over course of next year will be developing a school report card--will include overall STAR label and all the underlying accountability data, but can also include additional data and information.
For example, currently on LearnDC, you can see equity reports with information on suspensions and expulsions and mid-year withdrawals. You can also see information about programmatic offerings at schools like (given examples--availability of before care and after care, sports and extracurricular activities, languages offered). Transparency has a lot of power and some things more appropriate for that context than for accountability.
Will be future conversations with you to discuss development and design of report card prior to its first publication by Dec. 2018.
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• Number of levels: 5 
• Naming: One Star (lowest) to Five Stars (highest) 
• Thresholds/cut points between levels: 

– Up to 20%: One Star 
– 20 to 40%: Two Stars 
– 40 to 60%: Three Stars 
– 60 to 80%: Four Stars 
– 80 to 100%: Five Stars 

 
 
 

Annual Ratings 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Explain rationale for separating stars ratings from school support/improvement labels.

Why 5 levels?
Need for additional differentiation

Why stars?
Easily understood by public

Why distribution?
Logical break points 

[Potentially gather feedback on 1 vs. 3 years of data or say decision TBD]



What does this mean for 
schools?: School 
Supports 
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Schools identified for comprehensive 
and targeted support every three 
years 
 
Brings focus and funding to schools in 
need of additional support to 
improve 
 
Schools submit plans and apply for 
funding for programs to support their 
students' learning 

Focused Support  
for Schools 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Schools performing under lowest threshold will get…
In the past priority schools – now comprehensive vision once every three years – gives them enough time to plan and implement, come up with a plan, LEA support 
Comprehensive = schools with under 67% grad rate or schools in the bottom 5% overall (portion of 1 star - ~a dozen schools)
Targeted = schools with subgroups performing at the level of comprehensive support 
Have to get access to significant grant funding for support in schools  -- get to design own plan and apply for funding to put into place those plans 
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• Comprehensive support (similar to “Priority” under waiver) 
 

• Targeted support (similar to “Focus” under waiver) 
 

• Identification would take place every three years, rather 
than annually, allowing significant and sustained focus on a 
small percentage of schools.  

 

 
 
 

School Support and Improvement 
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LEA Managed Intervention: 
 
Year 0 and 1:  
• OSSE notifies LEAs and schools of their current status on accountability 

metrics, and official designation for Comprehensive Support.  
• OSSE designs and launch a school improvement grant competition that LEAs 

would apply for by creating a plan of carefully tailored strategies for school 
improvement.  

• The goal is to make substantial funding available over a three-year period to 
schools that demonstrated thoughtful planning.  

 

School Support and Improvement: Timeline  
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LEA Managed Intervention: 
 
Years 1-3 (or 1-4):  
• OSSE administers school improvement grants, providing substantial funds 

during this period of LEA-led improvement.  
• OSSE offers optional, high-quality training and programming to provide 

additional support for school improvement (e.g., communities of practice 
around key challenges).  

• OSSE reviews school progress annually against its plan as well as its student 
outcomes, and engage LEA and school leadership in meaningful review of 
these outcomes.  

• Schools showing sufficient progress may be provided with an additional, 
fourth year to meet the exit threshold 

 

School Support and Improvement: Timeline  
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State Managed Intervention: 
 
Year 4 or 5:  
• Schools that have not yet sufficiently improved to exit the Comprehensive 

Support category will go into a period of state-directed intervention.  
• During this period, the state would invite and review proposals for additional 

intervention. The process would allow for multiple proposals and types of 
avenues for intervention, so as to not require a one-size-fits-all approach, but 
would require significant additional action beyond the steps already taken to 
improve.  

• The process also would require community engagement and input into the 
selection of an intervention appropriate for the school’s specific context.  

School Support and Improvement: Timeline  
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Identification for School Support/Improvement: 

 
 

School Support and Improvement 

Pathway to Comprehensive 
Support 

Definition Timeline for Identification 

Comprehensive support type 1 
(CS1) 

  

Lowest-performing five 
percent of schools that score 
in the bottom 5% of total 
number of points on the 
accountability framework as 
compared to their peers 

Schools first identified in 2018-19 
school year and every three years 
thereafter 

Comprehensive Support type 2 
(CS2) 

  

High schools with lower 
than a 67% four-year 
adjusted cohort rate* 

Schools first identified in 2018-19 
school year and every three years 
thereafter 

Comprehensive Support type 3 
(CS3) 

  

Any school identified for 
Targeted Support that does 
not improve sufficiently to 
meet exit criteria after three 
years  

Schools first identified in 2022-23 
(after sufficient period for 
improvement under Targeted 
Support) and every three years 
thereafter 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In the past priority schools – now comprehensive vision once every three years – gives them enough time to plan and implement, come up with a plan, LEA support 
Comprehensive = schools with under 67% grad rate or schools in the bottom 5% overall (portion of 1 star - ~a dozen schools)
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Identification for School Support/Improvement: 

 
 

School Support and Improvement 

Pathway to Targeted Support Definition Timeline for Identification 

Targeted Support type 1 (TS1) 

  

Any school with “low-performing” 
subgroups, which in DC is defined as 
any school with a subgroup 
framework score that is below the 
threshold used to identify schools in 
the bottom 5 percent for 
Comprehensive Support  

Schools first identified in 2018-19 
school year and every three years 
thereafter 

Targeted Support type 2 (TS2) 

  

Any school with one or more 
“consistently low-performing” 
subgroups, which in DC is defined as 
any school that for two years has 
one or more subgroup framework 
scores that repeatedly falls below 
the threshold used to identify 
schools in the bottom 5 percent for 
Comprehensive Support 

Schools first identified in 2019-20 
and every three years thereafter  

 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Targeted = schools with subgroups performing at the level of comprehensive support 
Have to get access to significant grant funding for support in schools  -- get to design own plan and apply for funding to put into place those plans 





Thank You! 
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