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CONSULTATION
An SEA must meaningfully engage and solicit input from diverse stakeholders and communities in
the development ats request. To demonstrate that an SEA has done so, the SEA must provide an
assurance that it has consulted with the Stat
set forth in the request and provide the following:

1. A description of how thSEA meaningfully engaged and solicited input on its request from
teachers and their representatives.

2. A description of how the SEA meaningfully engaged and solicited input on its request from
other diverse communities, such as students, parents, corbasadtprganizations, civil
rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilities and English
Learners, business organizations, and Indian tribes.

Background
Since 2009 state leaders and educators in Arizona have actively eegagstkiholders,

solicited their input, and incorporated their feedback into collaboratively developed reform
State leaders decided to apply for Race to the Top with the clear intention that the proces:
to create a meaningful, comprehenand broadly supported reform plan for the state. Each
application phase involved extensive community outreach to raise awareness, build suppt
assist in refining key ideas and implementation strategies.

Followingannouncement of the Race to th@,Tehase 2 winnefermerGovernor requested the
P320 Council (a Council formed via Executive Order to advise the Governor on key educa
i ssues) to critically review Arizonads p
plan. Tte result of their work is knownAas i zona Ready, Arizonabd
(www.arizonaready.chm

Simultaneously, thermerGovernor asked Science Foundation Arizona (SFAZz) to create the
Arizona STENBusiness Plan and Neivorkfy and align resources around STEM education ¢
more rapidly prepare students to meet theetttury demands of collegad careereadiness.
The STEM agenda is linked directly to the newly adopted Arizona 2018 Acambemic
Standards and aligned assessments.

In April and May 2011, SFAz and other state leaders begeouat{Statewide tour to convene
key local education, community and business stakeholders to identify their local needs an
priorities. An eghated 800 participants attended these first rounds of meetings. SFAz coor
with the Arizona Science Teachers Association to ensure substantial teacher participation
events. The three identified priorities were the following:

1) Teacher Qualityiraining, and Professional Development;

2) Regional Efforts in Partnership with Local School Districts; and

3) Engaging Business and Employers in Education

Stakeholder engagement also revealed implementation concerns and challenges. Arizone
given theaumber and characteristics of its LEAS. Arizona has 586 LEAs with over 350 of tt
being charter schools. Arizona has 2,247 schowleverpver 700 of them have less than 200
students, and 46% Afr i zonads s c hMadcbpa Cauntye Theshatastaristies brimg
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both strengths and challenges. As a result of the feedback obtained throughout the past tl
it was determined that significant implementation issues could be addressed by establishi
Education Centers. The Centdngcted by locally elected county school superintendents, w
provide resources, support, and professional development while assisting LEAS to collabc
align resources.

I n September 2011, staff r epr e sducation, Gtgte Bok
of Education and SFAz embarked upon a second statewide tour with the goal of developii
County Education Reform Plans. These symposiums were hosted by the Regional Educa
Centers. Feedback gathered at these meetings playeortamt part in the selection of prioritie
for Arizonads Phase ThArizora RBadie SFAZ Arizon8TEM T o
Business Plan and NetavatiRegional Education Center concepts were presented and discl
Total participationolr both the spring and fall statewide tours was approximately 1,500.

Table C.1:Reqgional Education Symposia

Date Region
9/27/2011 La Paz County
9/30/2011  Maricopa County #1
10/3/2011  Maricopa County #2
10/7/2011  Maricopa County #3
10/14/2011 NavajoCounty
10/17/2011 Yavapai County
10/19/2011 Gila County
10/20/2011 Pima County
10/20/2011 Graham/Greenlee County
10/21/2011 Pinal County
10/24/2011 Cochise County
10/25/2011 Gila County
10/27/2011 Santa Cruz County
10/28/2011 Pinal County
11/1/2011  Coconino County
11/2/2011  Apache County

Throughout this process, Arizonads educa
of stakeholder awareness increased the priorities became clearer, stronger and more con
Supporting a smooth transition to colegel careerealy standards and assessments; comple
the statewide longitudinal data system; and facilitating LEA adoption of new evaluation sy
continue to be critical objectives.

Engaging stakehol der feedback on tilAbeing ona
meaningfully sought. Knowing the process for application deliberation and approval may t
ongoing for some time, stakeholders have been encouraged to continue to comment well
the application due date. ADE staff is also continuing toseegportunities to brief
stakeholders.
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One of the first steps ADE took was to launch an ESEAbility Requestebsite
www.azed.gov/eseawaivehe site has a link to the U.S. Department of EduceibA E
Flexibility website. There is also an email address for conaseEmigiver@azed.gAilt
comments are being reviewed by the necessary members of the ADE team and, if questic
posed, responses are s€nimments are being continuously solicited and will continue to aff
possible revisions to this application, to include its implementation.

Belowis ahistoricalist of the formal briefings conducted by ADE. A significant effatinues to
bemadeto reach out to and seek input from a diverse body of stakeholders including stude
parents, teachers, administrators, policymakers, business and industry, dmasetlinity
organizations, civil rights groups, special educatioishHaginers, and liath tribesin order to
develop sound policies with baoyrom the education community. Below is an updatedJ&ple
listing the various forums in which all aspects tditibet ReewalRequesivere discussed.

Table C.2:Arizona ESEA Flexibility Outreach Sessions
201252015

February 3 AfricanAmerican Hoop Group

February 3 Legislative Affairs Hoop Group

February 3 Greater Phoenix Education Management Council
February @ Native American Hoop Group

February B Practitioners of Englidlanguage Learners meeting
February & ESEA Flexibility Town Hadl Yuma

February ® ESEA Flexibility Town Hafl Tucson

February 10 Greater Phoenix Education Management Council Curriculum Council
February 10 Title | Committee of Practitioners wednin

February 10 Special Education Advocates briefing

February 10 Research and Evaluatiohechnical Advisory Council
February 18 State Board for Charter Schools

February 18 Special Education Regional Directors

February 18 Education Committeeh@ird House of Representatives
February1dGover nor 6s Of fice

February 18 ESEA Flexibility Town HadlFlagstaff

February 1B Arizona Association of School Business Officials (AASBO) Arizona Schoo
Administrators (ASA), Arizona School Boards Assnc{#&SBA) webinar
February 1B Teacher webinar

February 28 County School Superintendents

February 28 Title | Committee of Practitioners Update

February 28 Developmental Disabilities Planning Council
February 2@ State Board of Education

February 2@ Stand for Children

February 2@ Teacher Hoop Group

February 28 Parent Advocacy groups webinar

March 20 Council of Administrators of Special Education (CASE)
March 70 Alternative Education Consortium

March 83 Title | Committee of Pradtiners Update

March 16 Special Education Advisory Group

March 26 Legislative UpdateDistrict 11 coffee
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April 9 State Board for Charter Schools

April 180 Pima County Superintendents Collaborative

April 200 Greater Phoenix Education Managemenh€bGurriculum Council

April 230 District Superintendent Advisory Council

April 268 ESEA Advisory Council

May 40 Arizona Business and Education Coalition

May 210 State Board of Education

May 2196 Advisory Council on Native American Affairs

May 30 Charter School Advisory Council

June 2B ADE State Leading Change Conference

July 1@ ESEA Advisory Council

July 24 Special Education Advisory Council

July 310 Arizona Association of School BusineSii@ls (AASBO) Arizona School
Administrators (ASA), Arizona School Boards Association (ASBA) webinar

August 28 Arizona Education Association leadership briefing

August 29 District Superintendent Advisory Group

September 14Arizona Alternative Education Consortium

September 20 PinalCounty LEA Leadership

September 24 Title | Committee of Practitioners Update

September 2&Arizona County School Superintendents Association

September 2& Principal Advisory Group

October 83 Maricopa County Education Service Agency

October 1®@Southe n Ari zona Superintendentods Co

October 25 La Paz County LEA Leadership

October 3® Teacher Advisory Group

November 19 Title | MEGA Conference

November 1® Greater Phoenix Education Management Council

November 19 Yuma County LEA eadership

November 20 Maricopa County Education Service Agency

November 2@ Accountability Work Group

November 2@ Graham and Greenlee County LEA Leadership

December ® Quarterly Tribal Education Directors Meeting

January 8 Accountability Advisory Group

January 14a Title | Committee of Practitioners Update

January 186 Cochise County LEA Leadership

January 248 Charter School Advisory Group

January 28 State Board of Education

January 28 Native American Advisory Group

January 3@ Yavapai County LEA Leadership

February @ Charter School Association webinar

February 8 Greater Phoenix Education Management Council

February 18 Accountability Forum

February 18 Mohave County LEA Leadership

February 18 Greater Phoenixdtication Management Council Curriculum Council

February 28 Gila County LEA Leadership

February 25 State Board of Education

February 28 Title | Committee of Practitioners Update
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March 63 Coconino County LEA Leadership

March 149 AZ LEARNS SubcommiteeMeeting

March 19 Accountability Advisory Group

April 86 AZ LEARNS Subcommittee Meeting

April 120 Greater Phoenix Education Management Council Curriculum Council
April 120 Arizona Alternative Education Consortium

April 180 Navajo and Apache CountifA Leadership

April 230 Native American Advisory Group

April 260 District Superintendent Advisory Group

May 60 Hispanic Advisory Group

May 78 Charter School Advisory Group

May 70 Quarterly Tribal Education Directors Meeting

May 90 Principal Advisorgroup

May 103 Title | Committee of Practitioners Update

September 3, 208Pistrict Superintendents Advisory Group

September 13, 20d3ccountability Advisory Group

September 20, 201Greater Phoenix Education Management Council Curriculum Count
Sepember 23, 201@8Charter Schools Advisory Group

October 3, 2018 Western Regional Council

October 4, 2018 Arizona Alternative Education Consortium

October 4, 2018 Principal Advisory Group

October 23, 2018Ar i zona Mayor ds Education Rounc
November 14, 2018AZ Tribal Education Leaders

November 18, 201@BAfrican American Advisory Group

November 20, 2018Charter Schools Advisory Group

November 22, 201 8GPEMC Curriculum Council

December 3, 2018District Superintendents Advisory Group

December 16, 208Hispanic Advisory Group

January 7, 20®8Teacher Advisory Group

January 13, 2084 ccountability Advisory Group

January 23, 2084 ccountability Forum

January 29, 2084 harter Schools Advisory Group

February 11, 2024\ccountabilyg Forum

March 7, 2014 Title | Committee of Practitioners

March 12, 2014Accountability Forum

March 13, 2014 AZLEARNS Subcommittee

March 24, 20148 State Board of Education

March 26, 201dDistrictSuper i nt endent ds Advi sory Gr
March 28, 2014Greater Phoenix Education Management Council Curriculum Council
April 11, 2014 AZLEARNS Subcommittee

April 11, 2014 GPEMC Curriculum Council

April 29, 2014 Hispanic Advisory Group

11/07/14 ELL Advisory Group Meeting
11/14/14 Meet with AOIProviders
11/19/14 Special Education Advisory Group Meeting (SEAP)
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02/02/15 ASU Partnership for State Accountability

06/17/14 Special Education Advisory Panel (SEAP)
08/21/14 Cochise County Special Ed. Director Meeting
08/22/14 Pima County Special Eirector Meeting

09/11/14 Tucson Regional Community Focus Group
09/19/14 Special Education Advisory Group Meeting (SEAP)
09/19/14 Phoenix Regional Community Focus Group
10/21/14 Santa Cruz County Special Ed. Director Meeting
10/23/14 Pinal Countyspecial Ed. Director Meeting

10/2414 Tucson Regional Community Focus Group
11/03/14 Flagstaff Regional Community Focus Group
11/06/14 Tucson Regional Community Focus Group
11/07/14 ELL Advisory Group Meeting

11/14/14 AOI Accountability Workgroulleeting

11/18/14 Special Education Advisory Group Meeting (SEAP)
11/21/14 Phoenix Regional Community Focus Group
12/02/14 CCRI Subcommittee

12/15/14 Charter Schools Association

12/22/14 Accountability Advisory Group (AAG) Meeting
01/20/15 Speciakducation Advisory Group Meeting (SEAP)
02/05/15 Center for the Future of Arizona

02/06/15 GPMEC

02/06/15 Discuss Accountability Proposal (conference call)
02/11/15 Meeting with NACEP and Rio Salado College
02/17/15 Accountability Advisory Group (AAG®)eeting
02/27/15 Accountability Advisory Group (AAG) Meeting
03/03/15 Special Education Advisory Group Meeting (SEAP)
03/05/15 High Flyers (webinar)

03/05-06/15 COP Meeting/Title | Spring Coo
03/11/15 Press release to statewrdglia contactsttp://www.azed.gov/public -

relations/files/2015/03/031115eseawaiverrequestpublicinput.pdf
Email invitation to 3/17 webin&r over 40,000 educators and educatic

03/11/15
stakeholders

03/16/15 Accountability Advisory Group (AAG) Meeting

03/17/15 Webinarl1 52 | ive attendees f rEGEA 12
Flexibility Renewal PowerPointposted tovww.azed.gov/eseawaiver/
on March 17, 2015 (updated on March 19, 2015)

03/18-19/15 ESEA Flexibility Renewal Webinar Recordin@andESEA Flexibility
Renewal Webinar Questions and Answeposted to ESEA Waiver we
page

03/27/15 Pima County Special Ed. Direditegeting

04/01/15 Graham/Greenlee County Special Bidector Meeting

04/23/15 PinalCounty Special Ed. Director Meeting

10
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ExtendingPrevious Outreach

Examples of the extensive outreach and details of concerns gathered from thosee&ontacts
contained in this sectiohDE continues to consider these issues and new ones raised by ot
stakeholders, as the implementation of the Principles in the Request proceeds.

Participation and the level of engagement have varied by stakehold®ngreebpinar held for
teachers had 69 participants, while the AASBO, ASA, ASBA webinar welcAmeok? 2.
commonly asked question was with regard to the requirement of LEAs to use Title | funds
provideSupplementaEducationServices (SES) to studemschools in improvement status.

Additionally, the comments and questions received that made the biggest impact on the a
had to do with timing. One superintendent reminded us that his diatrezidgplanning for next
year now, and that a jorty of his staff would be leaving for the year by May. Arizona also
large number of yeasund schools and LEAs that use alternative calendars. Indeed, many .
schools begin their school years irAugust. Stakeholders cautioned ADE todmmizant of
these issues when planning for the implementation of any new reforms, particularly in ligh
fact t ha tF Ld&ter GradSystednadjugtgoneinto effecthepast school year (2011
2012).

Many stakeholders have been asked toghei nf or m ADE®&s deci si on
process and its implementatibhisincludsr e pr esent ati ves from t
Board of Education, State Board for Charter Schools, Arizona School Boards Association.
Education Asociation, Arizona School Administrators Association, Stand for Children, Tee
America, Greater Phoenix Education Management Council, Arizona Charter Schools Asst
and representatives from LERsitreach has been extentieénsure represerntat of Native
American communitigthe Title | Committeef Practitionersandthe AccountabilityAdvisory
Group.

Meaningful stakeholder engagement is a priority for ADE, and is a critical element of all A
initiatives. The Department offers numerous and ongoing opportunities for the public to pr
input on plans and strategies for realizing the vision articulatezdna Readyhese efforts,
which are now regular operating procedures, ensure transparency, raise awareness and I
effective working relationships with key stakeholder groups as Arizona continues on its pe
education reform.

Since thé&lovember 2014pproval of our Flexibility Request, ADE has continued consultatic
outreach effort8Briefings have included summaries of the final Request along with the two
conditions for extended approRarticipantsontinue to batrongly acouraged to send any
comments, questions or concerns to the designated emailestdressver@azed.gov

One of the most frequent concerns noted was the change from-yfeafigehort rate to the fou
year ree in the state accountability sys#mzona had been using the four year adjusted cohc
rate for federal accountability but was using a five year adjusted cohort rate for stat&gurp
LEAs, this was perceived as a significant policy shiftidition to the fourand fiveyear
graduation rate, based on ADEahGseveyra @eswerd
addeds 2 or 1 additional points (respectivelgih effort tancentivizesupportof Arizona
students with special dgeas well as English language learners and Native American stude

11
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rural areas of the state.

Concerns were also expressed over the identification of alternative and online schools as
and Focus Schools, especially with a potential irtordzseveight of the graduation rate.

With regard to the implementation of educator evaluation systems and proposed changes
definition of oO0academic progresso, t HESEAp
tested teachers.

Staleholders also had ample opportunity to provide comments to the full Statm8aeard
advisory committee of the Boavldere both proposais meettherequired conditions were
publicly posted and discussed-adifferent meetingf h e det ai écemmerfdatidn®dte
discussed in Principles 2 and 3.

The CCR] graduation rate weighting and metviexe also discussed and crafted, with opportL
for public comment, at two SBE subcommitteetingstwo Accountability Advisory Group
meetingsand an Accountability Forum hosteddogner Superintendent Huppenthislany
constituents from rural areas in Northern Arizona attended the forum and voiced concerns
the Superintendent.

The proposed and final amendments to the educator evaltatiework were actuaidlgnerated
duringmeetingshat includedtakeholders suchths Arizona School Boards Association, the
Arizona School Administrators Association, Stand for Children, the Arizona Education Ass
the Arizona Charter Scha@dsociation as well as four LEA Human Resources representativ
Their concerngerereflected in the final proposal.

It is also important to highligbdntinuakpecific and frequent outreach to the Title | Committe
Practitionerdn particularthis group asked ADE important and insightful questions regardin
proposed amendment for alternative schools that ultimately shaped our final proposals.

ADE will continue to build on the concerns and comments of its stakeholders as its next g
student accountability systerasgdesigned and its educator evaluation framewmgk
reviewed, as described below.

Ari zonads application, as we lcontinaetobe made r F
available atww.azed.gov/eseawail@r public review. There is also an email address for
commentseseawaiver@azed.gov

12
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EVALUATION

The Department encourages an SEA that reegipesval to implement the flexibility to

collaborate with the Department to evaluate at least one program, practice, or strategy the SEA or
its LEAs implement under principle 1, 2, or 3. Upon receipt of approval of the flexibility, an
interested SEA willeed to nominate for evaluation a program, practice, or strategy the SEA or its
LEAs will implement undegrinciples 1, 2, or 3. The Department will work with the SEA to

determine the feasibility and design of the evaluation and, if it is determineasiblbeahd

appropriate, will fund and conduct the evaluation in partnership with the SEA, ensuring that the
implementation of the chosen program, practice, or strategy is consistent with the evaluation design.

X] Check here if you are interested in collaborating with the Department in this evaluation, if your
request for the flexibility is approved.

13




OVERVIEW OF S E AREQUEST FOR THE ESEAFLEXIBILITY

Provide an overview (about 500 words) of

l.explains the SEA3s comprehensive appr
describes the SEAO6s strategy to dasur
principles; and

of t

2.descri bes h n
a he qua

its LEAsDO
achievement.

e i mplementatio
y to increase t

Arizona has always been an independéatistdbued by a frontier spirit that embraces individi
freedom while welcoming necessary reform and innovation. With 22 distinctly different Na
American nations and communities, the many social and economic challenges associatec
border stateral a vast geographic territory encompassing a myriad of income, ethnic and €
level demographic strata, Arizona has strived to find the balance between aggressive refo
coupled with local flexibility.

Ari zonads r equ e s tElemeatary ahd Secondéry Hducdtign Act (EBEA) is
defining step toward substantially incre
achievement; and ensuring all high school graduates arearmllegeceready.

The ESEA flexibilitg ought benefits Arizonads publ i

1) Moves Arizona towamheschool accountability system rather than two, thereby
communicating a clear, consistent message to parents, teachers, administrators ar
i mportant stakeholders on Arizonads s

2) Provides Ari zonabds agendes (€HAS) withthd flexibdity thdy n
to allocate limited resources to best meet the unique needs of their diverse student
populations.

3) Helps facilitate the reform of the Arizona Department of Education (ADE) from a
compliance bureaucracy intcedacation support center that streamlines duplicative
processes, increases transparency and provideslagsriservice to all of its education
stakeholders.

As we submit our request to cont i nWRequdasthe
the landscape has shifted. Although we are heading in the same direction, we are current
through a sea of change. As our schools begin to experience the first administration of the
statewi de assess men tandCaredgeady Standards,Ave reatize thia i6
huge opportunity for the Department and education leaders across the state to imp#eve ol
Letter Grade Accountability System. During this transitional period, the methodology prop
this request viliserve as the foundat for a stronger, more robust and valid system to provid:
accountability for Ari zonaos Pdpal@,anlpartculas, t
contains an extensive description of our overall plan; we are configgaposal will continue
our partnership under this Flexibility Request Renewal.

14
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PRINCIPLE 1: COLLEGE - AND CAREER-READY EXPECTATIONS
FOR ALL STUDENTS

1.A ADOPT COLLEGE - AND CAREER-READY STANDARDS

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

selected.

Option A

X] The State has adopted colegel career
ready standards in at leaatileg/language
arts and mathematics that are common t
significant number of States, consistent
part (1) of the definition of collegad
careeready standards.

i. Attach evidence that the State has
adopted the standards, consistent with
St adtaedards adoption process.

Option B

[ ] The State has adopted collegel career
ready standards in at least reading/lang
arts and mathematics that have been
approved and certified by a State netwo
institutions of higher edation (IHES),
consistent with part (2) of the definition ¢
collegeand careeready standards.

i. Attach evidence that the State has
adopted the standards, consistent wit
the Stateds stand
(Attachment 4)

ii. Attach a copy of the menamdum of
understanding or letter from a State
network of IHEs certifying that studen
who meet these standards will not ne
remedial coursework at the
postsecondary level.
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1B TRANSITION TO COLLEGE - AND CAREER-READY STANDARDS

ProvidetheSEAG6s pl an to transition t o-2al4 sthool my
year college and careefready standards statewide in at least reading/language arts and
mathematics for all students and schools and include an explanation of how this transitior
plan is likely to lead to all students, including English Learners, students with disabilities,
and lowachieving students, gaining access to and learning content aligned with such
standards. The Department encourages an SEA to include in its plan actied related to
each of the italicized questions in the corresponding section of the document titled ESEA
Flexibility Review Guidance, or to explain why one or more of those activities is not
necessary to its plan.

The workplace is far different today titavas even ten years ago. Unlike past generations, te
today must prepare students for a world of possibilities that may or may not currently exis
workforce of tomorrow must be flexible, innovative and be able to draw from a deep and v
set. The ability to effectively communicate, collaborate and quickly adapt to challenging si
will be critical. The dramatic changes in theeftury work environment are requiring a signifi
shift in the design and expectations of #i& Education system. All students must graduate t
school well prepared for postsecondary |
Standards are clear, focused, and coherent; establish consistently high expectations; and
to ensire that all students have ready access to rigorous, relevant content that meets post
requirements. By setting high expectations with a commitment to meeting individual stude
Arizona is positioning our future workforce to be well prepaceduccessful. Arizona is
committed to the full implementation of the collagd careeready standards by ensuring that
both educators and students receive the necessary information and support throughout th
transition process.

Option A: The Arizona State Board of Education adopted the Common Core State Stands
English Language Arts (ELA) and Mathematics in June 2010, whigdbreededs the Arizona
College and Career Ready Standards (ACCRS) in September 2013

1Bls the SEA®ds plan to tr a-rasdicareeready dtandards d

statewide in at least reading/language arts and mathematics no later than the 202314
school year realistic, of high quality, and likely to lead to all students, including English
Learners, students with disabilities, and lovachieving students, gaining access to and
learning content aligned with such standards?

The Arizona Department ofddcation (ADE) has developed an aggressive, yet realistic plar
transition to and implement Arizona College and Career Ready Standards in English Lanc¢
(ELA) and Mathematics in all schools by -2013. Additionally, ADE, in conjunction with
Arzonads five Regional Education Centers,
Race to the Top plan, to assist schools in implementing the new standards with fidelitglto
students (to include English language learners (ELL9)tstuide disabilities and leaghieving
students) have access to | earning conten
ELA and Mathematics.
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ADEGs transition and i mandereaeady standacsrelipsioma n
collaboration across various stakeholders. Experts fidvAKademic Standards and the Offic
of English Language Acquisition Services, Title I, Early Childhood, Exceptional Student Si
School Improvement, Highly Effective Teachers and Leadgnant\8tudent Services, and Indi
Education have delivered an integrated system of support that includes professional deve
ongoing technical assistance, guidance documents, and an array of instructional resource
building strong support foreghmplementation and transition to the collage careeready
standards, ADE has engaged institutes of
Education Agencies, Local Education Agency (LEA) content experts, educational leaders,
organiztions, philanthropic groups, and the business community. In cooperation with thest
collaborative groups, ADE developed an aggressivesgeade& implementation timeline for the
collegeand careeready standards, and a thykase professional devel@omplan that was rolle
out by ADE in conjunction with a statewide cadre of standards experts, working closely wi
Ari zonads five Regi on-géarintplémeatationiplm(Att@antiA e r
AZCCRSstatewideémplementatiomplan) was delaped and published on thelR Academic
Standards website. An overview and specific in depth information regarding the plan) is lo
the K-12 AcademiStandards website as well. (Atteatt1B Professional Development Phase

To support the stateshd implementation plan, two additional guiding documents were provi
support LEAs in their systemic planning to move towards full implementation. The Consid
for Implementation Document (Attanbnt1C consideratiorfsr-implementationf-AZCCRS)
provides activities and examples of activities to consider when moving through transitiona
implementation of new standards. Activities included Professional Development for Leade
Teachers, and collaborative opportunities, includinggvatiend content team meetings focus
on understanding the standards. The Considerations document was designed to assist in
planning for implementation and as awareness throughout the transition cycle.

The third support document is the Striategplementation PlaAitachmentlD -detaileeazccrs
str-plan3-1814) Revised in March 2014, this plan outlines the strategic areas of focus for
implementation as well as the goals, strategies and objectives to meet the end goal of full
implementationComponents of the Strategic Implementation Plan include; Communication
Awareness, Resource Development, Professional Development, Evaluation of Success a
of Transition Issues.

These transition documents began the transition process gtratggic planning and support ¢
continue to be revised as the state continues to refine standards implementation support \
schools and districts continue to learn and provide feedback to us regarding the transition

To provide evidence @maccountability regarding the implementation of the state standards
and mathematics, a Declaration of Curricular and Instructional Alighttaehinjent.E
Declaration of Curricular and Instructional Alignment webpage) must be signed by Princip
Superintendents and individual School Bo
Curricular and Instructional Al i gnm20h4t t
academic year. These st andaRehdy Stantards fordEeA af
Mathematics, as adopted by the State Board of Education in 2010.
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Organized and regularly occurring outreach efforts have been conducted by the Special F
Unit, the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards Leaéearshignt other agency divisic
working with the Arizona Hispanic /Latino, Native American, and African American commt
to raise student academic outcomes for those student groups demonstrating critical need
statewide assessment data, graduaesn deopout rates, and psstondary enroliment and
completion rates.

Arizona encompasses the two largest Native American reservations in thasaeitgs the
greatest number of high density schools in the nation. In order to maintain opencammun
systems, gather specific input, and provide important information on a regular basis, mem
A D E 6 segeland Career Ready Standards Leaderahipnieets quarterly with Education
Directors of Tribal Councils, education leaders and edudatatsse American students across
Arizona. AttachmentLF College and Career Readiness ASU Focus Group results)

AgendasAttachmentlG Tribal Leader Mtg. Invi{2)) will focus on discussions and critical act
steps to support the goal of significantjyroving student achievement for all Native America
students. Specifically, federal and state laws, State Board of Education policies, and ADE
will continue to be addressed to ensure an informed and collaborative alliance is generate
a statewide Native American Education and Outreach effort. In these coordinated cross
coll aborative efforts a parti c-baseaschobleandhs
density Native American schools, where the greatest achi@apagarsist.

A tiered system of support will be put into place that will include statewide collaborative te
members from LEAs, Tribal Education Departments, and the Arizona Department of Educ
Native American Education and Outreach efiwiite coordinated internally with Title I, Schc
Improvement, Standards, Assessment, and Research and Evaluation Units within the deg
address the unique educational needs of Native American students at the state level. Nati
American Educatiand Outreach will work with other entities to proviceaningful academic
achievement reports, such as statewide Native American academic achievement data, the
Indian Education Study data from Arizona, and other related research publidgpiamissaional
development to drive improved instructional outcomes and policy suppoitiagANegrican
collegeand careereadiness. ADE will showcase best practices and meaningful research s
the meeting of unique educational needs of Natnegidan students. Statewide conferences a
events with external partners, including Tribal Education Departments, universities and cc
the West Comprehensive Center will focus on strengthening culturally appropriate and rig
instruction thraghout the state.

With the full implementation of the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards and the
administration of the aligned assessment occurring this year, there will be opportunity to c
dialogue to both improve the quality of thstewy standards and ensure they are valid goals f
students as we prepare them for challenges of the next grade level, postsecqadargaveeks
To this end, the State, in conjunction with a variety of stakeholders, will begin a comprehe
stardards review procesghich will seek to uncover argfidiencies in existing collegel career
ready standards. This will be a rstdije process. As a first step, the State, through regional
meetinggndon-line environments, will gather broad inparinfeducators, higher education,
business, parents and students. As this information is gathered, the State will develop div
committees to review public comment, categorize comments, and determine actionable it
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Actionable comments will then be usecbnjunction with exemplary referent stedwitp
improve existing collegad careeready standards. Arizona is particularly fortunate to have «
strong partnership with the West @oetensive Center at WestEd, whia$ agreed to provide
assistance tbe State with national experts to advise us on our progress. Together, we will
determing o0 what d e GdlegeandQaideeady StahdarssELA and Mathematics:

1 adequately represent the knowledge and skills that all students should ke@bland
do at each grade level,

1 reflect the appropriate depth and breadth of the content domains,
1 contain the clarity and consistency needed to effectively guide instruction and asse
1

are inclusive of and sensitive to the full range of cunalage, and geographic divers
in this state, and

1 are free of language endorsing or prescribing a particular pedagogy or curriculum,

Ultimately, the revision teams will provide the State with quality standards documents to a
guiding what studenneed to know and be able to do by the end of a given school year in ¢
areas in order toe on track and achieve colagd careereadiness. Upon reflectiontiog
development of previodsizona academic standards, every time a group of Artwstiduents
have written, implemented, assessed and reviewed standards, the final product represent
improvementwhich ultimately supports Arizona educators and positively affects student ot

A high-quality plan will likely include activities related to the following questions or an
explanation of why one or more of the activities are not included.

Does the SEA /intend to anal yze the exter
standards and the collegeand careefready standards taletermine similarities and
differences between those two sets of standards? If so, will the results be used to inform i
transition to college and careefready standards?

ADE K-12 Academic Standards facilitated master teacher teams in the ahalydigrohents
bet ween Arizonads previous ELA (2004) an
College and Career Ready Standards (2010). The ensuing guidance documents were de\
posted on the Depart men tigs and difelersces betwedn dthe e
of standards. Arizona master educators worked in grade span teams, facilitated by ADE ¢
specialists, to conduct thediepth analysis from the summer of 2010 through the spring of 2!
(20 sessions, oveny@8ficbm June 7, Z0¢Ay 31, 2011Committee membership consisted of a
cross section of Arizona educators representing elementary, middle school, and high schc
spans, plus representation from higher education. For both the ELA and Mathangsicks s
CrossWalk/Alignment documenté&itachmentlH mathgrkcrosswalk_11 2013) were created
shared through technical assistance, newsletters, professional development, and through
communication directly witiEAs andschools. A second mathemadiggport resource was alsc
created by teacher teapditled the Summary of Changes documatiescfimentll -
hsmathchanges2010 11 2013). The purpose of the Summary of Change documents we
provi de educagtloarnsc ewdi tshu namashifta fronf theirelvieusstandards
to the collegeand careeready standards. The Summary of Changes documents allowed te.
plan for transitional/full i mpl ementatio
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Mathematicsvhile also includg specific standards that were being assessed at the state ler
2008 Mathematics Standards during theZlll2and 2013014 school years.

While in general there is a high degree of alignment between the previous Arizona ELA st
and the clbege and careeready standards in term of concepts, there are a number of signifi
shifts in expectations for both teachers and students. . To provide support to districts the
Informational Text Complexity Analysis Worksfoedhstruction(Attachmeat 1J t1.Gext
complexity) is located on the website within i@ KcademiStandards andxEeptionaBudents
Services (ES®Ebsites. The new reading standards require an increased focus on text con
and significant use of informational texthBawriting standards, there is an increased empha
argument and informative writing using primary and secondary sources with much less en
personal narrative. Language standards stress the development of academic-apdaifamain
vocabuley while speaking and listening standards are prominently integrated into the ELA
standards. StudentslR must be immersed in both purposeful informal and formal dialogue
including demonstrating capacity to provide a-mettia presentation.

Similaryt he degree of alignment between Ari z
collegeand careeready standards was high, although there are significant shifts in specific
level content and an overall increase in the rigor of the standadd#idn to content, eight
standards for mathematical practice that emphasize psoblerg, quantitative reasoning and
modeling bring a new focus on developing
were represented in Strand 5 Con2eytthe2008 Arizondathematics Standards and
emphasized problem solving and minimal mathematical praveslysss of the Mathematics
Crosswalk revealed movement of topics across grade levels with an increased cognitive ¢
shown throughout Arizen@sellege and Cardeeady Standardiese conceptushifts
includethe following:

(Grades K2) numeration and operati@rgintensified and introduced earlier;

(Grades &) fractions as numbexse emphasized with the number line used as a tool for
thinking;

1 (Grades ) ratio and proportion and statistics are addressed at deeper levels of sophi:
with a more rigorous algebraic understanding in eighth grade; and,

1 (High School) all students must master some topics traditionally from AlgdiengoRdsuch
as simple periodic functions, polynomials, radicals, and mathematical modeling.

il
il

These content shifts and the broader instructional shifts of focus, coherence and rigor, infi
implementation support ADE and other state providers aertonoffer. Included is an agenda
from a current Phase 1.5 (in between Phase 1 and Phase 2) course that ADE offers to tee
administrators to assist in implementation in MathenfgtashimentlK - Intro to Mathematics
Shifts Agenda).

The information from the different alignment documents created by ADE have been used
the transition to collegand careeready standards, and assist in targeting key areas of neec
professional development. Key content in ELA trainings in@{fdetive strategies for increasil
text complexity, using informational text, and integrating academic vocabulary instruction .
content literacy blended across multiple areas of studio-feaeeprofessional developmand
webinars providie prdessional learning support that has been aondtiaues to be offered
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(Attachmen 1L - Sample ELA PD Flyer Fall 2014eracy has become an integral part of all
content areas Grades2 Standards for Literacy in History/Social Studies, Scierteelamdal
subjects are an important vehicle for teaching and learning content and are the responsib
teachers. Professional learning support for literacy in gidlbabeen a collaborative effort
involving all core content argasludingArts and Physical EducatigttachmentM -
Disciplinary Literacy Facilitation Guide).

Key content in mathematics trainings includes effective instructional strategies for numbet
operations in elementary grades, building deep sound knowledgermds ftad ratios and rigoro
collegeready high school algebra, probability and statistics. A sample mathematics profes
development flyer for current faoeface professional developmantiwebinars documents the
professional learning suppostthas been amdntinues to be offeredrough K12 Academic
Standards at ADE (AttachmdMa- Spring 2015 Flyer MatiA) sample agenda (Attachm#&xo
Agenda Statistics 1/7/2015) from a Statistics training offered to high school Algebra teach
included as an example. This professional learning experience is hostiedibtadecbby the K
12 Academic Standards High School MathematicalSpesm ASU Professor&iatisticsanda
current High Schodlathematic3eacher. This course demonstrates the commitment to proy
not only content training by experts but the connection to implementation within the ¢lassr
focused on contentdhis new to a specific course in high sdlgpled tAr i zonad s
CareeReady Standards in Mathematics.

Does the SEA i ntend to anal yze t handdarkeear g L
ready standards to inform the development of ELBXandards corresponding to the college
and careefready standards and to ensure that English Learners will have the opportunity .
achieve to the collegeand careefready standard®If so, will the results be used to inform
revision of the ELP standardsaind support English Learners in accessing the collegand
careefready standards on the same schedule as all students?

Ari zona analyzed the | i ngndcassémdady standanda to idfermr
the development of the 2011 Engisanguage Profi ciency (ELP
standards were written to correspond with the colledeareeready academic standards to h
ensure that the expectations for English learners prepare students to fully participate in gr
content curriculunfvww.azed.gov/englidanguagéearners/elps. ADE employed the documel
entitled, oOLAngdamiec DEmalnidsh Language Fu
academic functions were an integral part of the revised ELP Standardsdd.gov/wp
content/uploads/PDF/LanguageDemandsLanguageComplexifies.pd

= ADE hasfurtheranalyzethe linguistic demands of the ELP standards to drive professional
development and instructional practices that clearly address the complex demandsaaficoll
careeready standards. ADE has established apghese plan for profeisnal development and
technical assistance to support Ar- 2045 Rhasé
1 and 2 professional development opportunities for both administrators and educators, (in
those teaching ELLS), specificallyeskldifferentiation and scaffolding to ensure all students
achieve to the collegend careereadiness level (Attawant1O - commoncoretimelinefor-ade
11-282.
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Il n addition, Arizona0s ELtbasednethadhandssashy e ar
through ongoing professional development that can be used across grades and content a

Throughout the year, ADE offers specialized training for those teachers who instruct ELLs
Structured English Immersion (SEI) classrooms. The trainedufators in the SEI classroom
started in January of 2008 and over 5,800 educators have been trained in intéodawe face
sessions. ADE provides all necessary training materials to these trained educators, allowi
capacity building throughotbetstate by partnering with school districts and charters througt
Memoranda of Understanding. This training continues on a regular basis throughout the y
new educators of ELLs. Beginning in July 201l, ongoing professional development contint
faceto-face sessions and webinars dedicated to the revised ELP Standards work as aligne
Ari zonads CoReddg Sfamda@sn(d.azElagoveryiisanguagéearners/online
registratioriraining/). Regularly scheduled professional development is provided throughot
year at regional locations, through webinars, and throughspstifit technical assistance.
Quarterly meatgs are held with Practitioners of ELL instruction. The purpose of these mee
to inform and solicit input from ELL stakeholders\{.azed.gov/englishnguagéearners/pel
meetingnformation/). Additionally, an annual thiegey state conference brings together over
ELL educators to learn from experts and to share best pragticesAed.gov/englidanguage
learners/201-tonferencey.

Perhaps the most significant demonstrati
the statewide requirement that ALL Arizona certified educators acquire an endorsement tt
they have received training in the methods of SEI. This requirement has been in place sini
Furthermore, state law was amended in 2006 to require the coursework for the SEI endor
be embedded into all State Besgpgdroved teacher training progsa

The instructional framework of the SEI Endorsement consists of the following areas of stu

ELL Proficiency Standards

Data Analysis and Application

Formal and informal assessment.

SEI Foundations

Learning experiences: SEI Strategies
Parent/Home/Schol Scaffolding

= =4 4 -4 4 -9

The language arts strategies and methods presented through the SEI endorsement-are e
based and applicable for all students. A
with nearly 50% of all ELLs in grade&.K8yensuring they are equipped with sufficient languz
skills to be successful in their grade level classrooms, former ELLSs in this age group are r
performing their nofELL peers once they exit the ELL program. High standards, explicit
instruction, stnog accountability measures, highly qualified and trained teachers, and most
importantly, high expectations for ELL students are leading to improved outcomes for Ariz
students.

Does the SEA intend to analyze the learning and accommodation factors necessary to
ensure that students with disabilities will have the opportunity to achieve to the colleged
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careerready standards? If so, will the results be used to support studemgh disabilities in
accessing the collegeand careetready standards on the same schedule as all students?

Arizona is analyzing the learning and accommodation factors necessary to ensure that stt
disabilities will have the opportunity to aghte the collegand careeready standards. ADE
established an Accommodation Taskforce to focus on how accommodations are being im
during instruction and testing. The purpose of the taskforce is to recommend clarifications
policy aroud testing accommodations; to develop a plan for training and dissemination of «
information to stakeholders regarding universal design, accessibility features, online tools
testing accommodations for English Language Learners, studentg sgsiaheducation
services, and students with 504 plans. Data will be collected about accommodation use d
implementation of the new statewide assessments and alternate assessments. The analy
data will further help inform future testvdlopment.

Arizona served as a governing member of the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness f
and Careers (PAREEowever, Arizona Revised Statute B1brequires the State Board of
Education (SBE) to adopt and implement a test to mgaguirachievement, according to state
procurement code (A.R.S. Title 41, Chapter 23). Therefore it was necessary for the SBE t
Request for Proposal (RFP) for a new assessment aligned with the fully im@leraraed
College and CareRReady Stalards for use in School Year 20Q45. ADE withdrew from the
PARCC consortium once the RFP was posted.

On March 6, 2014, the State Board adopted a statement ofAttdobmentlAA - adopted

essentiahssessmenaluesomarl4) that was used as thesisaor the requirements of the Requt
for Proposals (RFPJhese values included an assurance the assessment will be accessible
students with optimal access to students with special needs and English Language Learn
the adoption, thealues were vetted by parents, educators, and business and community le

Arizona was the funding state for Project Longitudinal Examination of Alternate Assessme
Progressions (LEAAP). LEAAP is an analysis of curricular progressions and studeanperfc
across grades on statesd alternate asses
(AA-AAAS) for students with significant cognitive disabilities. LEAAP allowed states to ex:
student progress over tide both performance and likiassessed. Western Carolina Univers
managed all project activities with oversight by ADE and the University of North Carolina
Charlotte. This project also included partners from Maryland, South Dakota, and Wyoming
i nf or med s pravenestdin AANAASIsyseemg, intluding accessibility and validity
results of the analysis provided detaile
Measure Standards Alternate (Al MSolléggand nd
Career Ready Standards and Ari zonads Al
provide guidance on how to suppor tardste the h
Ari zonads CoReddg Sfamdamsfar inshi@anal pueposes.

ADE staff with expertise in Special Education is also engaged in the National Center and
Collaborative (NCSC) which is an assessment conseotikiimg on the development of an

alternatdor students with significant cognitive disabilifigs.assessment will be administered
grades-8 and high schadlhree staff members are on the NCSC work groups (Assessmen
Curriculum and Instruction, Professional Development) and one sehesanagement team.
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Arizona identified 33 Community of Practice (COP) members who have begun to receive
on theCollege and Career Ready Standamdselationship among content and achievement
standards, curriculum, assessment, and accesgaioeita curriculum. The COPs have been
implementing model curricula and assisting ADE in providing continued trainings across ti
teachers serving students with significant intellectual disabilities.

As mentioned previously, the State of Ariloaas adopt ed t he Ari zor
Standards (AZCCRS) for ELA and Mathematics. Therefore it is also required to administe
alternate assessment aligned to these staAdenaisa joined The National Center and State
Collaborative (NSC) a project led by five centers and 24 states (13 core states and 11 Tie
to build an alternate assessment based on alternate achievement staragjdgAstudents
with the most significant cognitive disabilities. The goal of the NQ&« igrto ensure that
students with the most significant cognitive disabilities achieve increasingly higher acader
outcomes and leave high school ready foisposhdary options. Arizona State Board of
Education adopted the NCSC Alternate AssessfoehisA and Mathematics and it was
administered as the operational test for spring 2015.

Through the devel opment of Arizonads St a
Performance Plan, the Exceptional Student Services (ESS) sectionislasdeatplncess of
analyzing all relevant data (state assessment tests, local district assessments and data, L
Restrictive Environment (LRE) data, etc.) in the area of reading. In collaboration with Scht
Improvement, Title I, and the IDEA Data Cer{getechnical advisory center through the Offic
Special Education Programs) ESS has established professional development opportunitie
Education Agencies to engage in this process to develop an action plan that will improve :
outcome®n the standards. LEAs examine why students with disabilities are not achieving
academically at the same rate as their typical peers. The LEAs then develop an action ple
their identified needs. This plan centers on sy#terkig, which includegeneral education as
well as special education. Results of the improvement strategies support studentsitveishirdis
accessing the collegad careeready standardstag improvement plan is taHmade to resolve
system challengegmtified n the data analys&chool Improvement and ESS are collaborating
expansion of the system.

ADE is also providing ongoing professional development and technical assistance to spec
education directors and school teams to support their site traoghi®iollegeand careeready
standards and aligned assessments through implementation of research based strategies
that students with disabilities are being included in the revised standards. Universal Desig
Learning components are baisgd and built into training on strategies to provide access fol
students to access the standards with appropriate accommodations and modifications. Tr.
address how to align an IEP to academic-{paeestandards. This information is dpeitilized at
the site level to support students with disabilities in accessing theacallegeeeready standard
during classroom instruction to ensure they will be on the same schedule towashdatbger
readiness as all students.

Currenty, the ESS Professional Learning and Sustainability Unit in collaboratieh2vith K

Academic Standards offers readi ngColkegemrdc i
CareeRead\5tandards Reading trainings address the connections behstantion and grade
| evel ELA standardsd increased rigor and
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instruction. Additional trainings regarding the effective use of assistive technology in the
mathematics classroom, creating classroom ranohegructures for students with autism, anc
best practices in inclusion are readily available to Arizona educators.

Does the SEA intend to conduct outreach on and dissemination of the colleged career
ready standard8! f s o, does t htbe asploprials stapehatders, incduding h
educators, administrators, families, and IHESIs it likely that the plan will result in all
stakehol ders [ ncreasi ng t h-andraregmeady fandasss’

ADE continues to condueixtensive outreach on and dissemination of the ealfeheareeready
standards, leveraging a wide variety of communications methods, to include the following:

1T ADEds website for Ari zon adElLAGodMatkegaticsamd
the AzZMERIT assessment includes specific resources for educators, administrators,
family/community, in addition to a general information handout that is availablenioad
and distribution to all stakeholdéys/w.azed.gov/azccis/

T I'nformation available to the public in
devel opment process, crybdviaald mebabdgiao
the new collegand careeready standards mean for students, educators and families al
links to additional informational resources. The website also houses amolEgeercady
FAQ page that is reguiatdpdated.

1 ADE content specialists are very engaged in participating and presenting at conferenc
the state, along with attending state and regional stakeholder meetings and Local Edu
Agency (LEA) leadership team meetings. Conferenaagiieas have included Arizona
School Board Association, Arizona School Administrators Association, Charter School
Association, Arizona Business and Education Consortium, Parent Teacher Associatior
Arizona Hispanic Educator Association, Arizonarat®nal Dyslexia Association, Rio Sal;
Community College Reading Institute.

T ADE, the Governords office, and County
regional summits across the state to promote awareness and begin local drstuegional:
action plansSee Consultation JeR@mresented at these summits were educational leads
business partners, higher education representatives, and interested community memb
from ADE, the Governordoenoéhi e ahfdi ¢t é
on the collegeand careeready standards to raise awareness, garner local commitment -
implementation and to encourage dialogue across educational, business and commun
stakeholders.

1T ADE i s f aci |IColiegeand CayeReadyiStamulards Beadership Team.
Membership includes representatives for higher education institutions, the Arizona Bo:
Regents, Charter School Board, School Superintendents, County Education Offices, te
t he Gov e e, philantbrepic dinflations and ADE executive team members. The
purpose of the team is to play a pivotal role in building statewide capacity and support
new standards, broaden communication systems and engage in broad based strategic
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ensure that all Arizona students are prepared to succeed in college and careers. The t
bi-monthly to determine the progress to date in rolling out the calidgmareeready
standards, the contributions of the members and the next steps df suppo

1 ADE is systematically building statewide capacity by establishing a statewide cadre of
trainers. Master educators who meet the application perquisites receive additional ong
training to prepare them tiomal Pevetopment EontanD
Cadre members are available to provide professional development at the local, region
Arizonads five Regional Education Cent
members, they also have the responsiioilconduct outreach to additional stakeholders
including parents and community member
communicating one common voice for change across the state, and are updated regul
resources are developed afded to the existing traini@urrently, certified trainers are
available within eachtbe fifteen Arizona countigSareful attention has been given to ens
a consistent degree of higlmlity professional development is available to ruralrarieasng
LEAs on our Native American reservatio
border counties serving our mobile migrant populations.

T ADE staff <coll aborates closely with St
support mplementation and transition efforts with the collage® careeready standards and
to ensure a consistent message is delivered across all five regions of Arizona. Region
Center staff, along with state standards training cadre membems;idellqngoing
professional development and technical assistance within their specific region at the re
LEAs and specific stakeholders. ADE meets monthly with Regional Centers (RIST tea
discuss implementation plans, strategies, concerngygmedgin providing professional
development and resources aligned to the standards. See AttHEhRISIT Agenda-24-14
and AttachmertQ - RIST Virtual Meeting-Z4-14 for examples of a typical meeting and
agenda.

1 ADE staff is being trained in tdevelopment of online course design and facilitation in ot
to provide even greater access to training across the state of Arizona. Additionally, we
webinars began in early March 2012 to assist in answering questions and to provide o
assistanoeith critical issues, training, and topics of interest regarding the aotlageeer
ready standards. These topics include addressing the English language learner, stude
disabilities, lowachieving students, and information regarding botltiverand summative
assessment measures and how to use data to inform instruction.

Does the SEA intend to provide professional development and other supports to prepare
teachers to teach all students, including English Learners, students willisabilities, and
low-achieving students, to the new standar@sf so, will the planned professional
development and supports prepare teachers to teach to the new standards, use instructio
materials aligned with those standards, and use data on multjpteeasures of student
performance (e.g., data from formative, benchmark, and summative assessments) to info.
instruction?

ADE continues to provide professional development and other supports to prepare teache
teach the collegand careeready staratds toALL students in order to close achievement gaj
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and increase academic success. ADE established a three phase professional developmel
incorporating information for educators of all children including those-msthfattors
incorporating kowledge of the standards by grade level, significant shifts in instructional fo
effective instructional strategies, integrated content instruction and the purposeful use of ¢
Phase1l, 2 and 3 training continues with Phase 1 trainings being pbgsadce the state is in f
impe ment ati on of Ar i ReadyaStasdariydahe P0d40&5 sehonotlyedr. a
Phase 2 and Phase 3 professional development experiences continue to increase in num
faceto-face experiencasdwebnars. Included on the-K2 Academic Standards website are a
Phase 1, 2, andP3ofessional Development checklist for EA#achment 1R
ela_phases123pdckiesttable 10102013) and a Phase 1, 2, 3 professional development ct
for mathematicAttachment 1S math_phases123pdcheiabist 10102013)

Professional development is a primary <co
College and Career Ready Standards and continues to be a collaborative effort among ve
sections within th&DE, including: kK12 Academidtandards, Office of lghsh Language
Acquisition Services, Early Childhood Education, Highly Effective Teachers and Leaders,
Career and Technical Education. Additionally, collaborative sections within ADE provatigy/ e
teacher conference in the summer that focusewoekiye and implementation of the standal
for all students. Differentiated professional development, technical assistance, and suppo
to be provided based on the diverse and specific needs of educators and students in loca
and countiesA variety of examples have been included to demonstrate the ongoing collabt
commitment to providing quality professional growth opportunities that supports teachers
meeting the needs of all students.

The ADE twaedayTeachers Institute (Attanlent 1T - 2015 Teachers Institute webpage
specifically foreachesoccurs in July. This collaborative effort brings in national and state le
speakers with a focus on all students. July 2015 marks the second summer this conferenc
around 400 has beplanned.

The Office of English Language Acquisition Services (OELAS) sponsors a state level coni
every year in December. Collaborative presentations between different sections are a key
of this conference. OELAS andlR Mathematics Staards have collaboratively presented at
OELAS conference and in other conference venues sponsored by the state (AtldcHphént
and Math 2014 Conference Descriptions).

Use of instructional materials has been approached through the EQuIP rubaitd ELA
mathematics as well as combination trainings providedpé&ademic Standards Specialists
been provided for teacher preparation programs at ASU as well as state level trainings, al
district/school specific trainings. The EQuIP rubric allowsvaluation of lessons/units for
alignment not only to the standards but to the instructional shifts associatetiwatton of
Ari zonads CoReddg Stamdamn(AttacBrabntedAgenda EQuIP TUSD 16-15).

Multiple collaborative expares that bring together high school ELA and Mathematics teac
Teacher Preparatory Professors and Higher Education Content Specialists have been ma
with funding from the Arizona Governor 8.s
The CCRP or College and Career Ready Partnership began with initial meetings in July 2
Facilitation was provided by thelK Standards Section, Higher Education Content Specialis
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Teacher Preparation Professors and Teachers (Attadkvnehtl 18 Initial AZCCRP Meeting
Agenda)Collaborative efforts continue in ELA with the development of twelfth grade ELA
modules/units that will provide exemplary resources for this course in highAstdadohént 1X
- CCRP Transition Course Project Meetiggnda 27-15).

Formative Assessment has been a central focud Bd¢&demicStandards in collaboration wit|
other sections within ADE since the winter of 2014. ADE works closely with Margaret Heri
WestEd to provide experiences for teachers and administrators with a central definition of
Formative Assessment accompanigddnurces as a central component for instruglameding.
Currently ADE K12 AcademicStandards, WestEd and Margaret Heritage are working
collaboratively with other western states to pilot an online course that focuses on team su
instructionaplanning with an emphasis on Formative Assessment. Several districts from A
will be part of a select group from the partner states that will offer this online course to par
teams in September 2015 (Attachrh¥ntHeritage WestEd Invite Foative Assessment
Practices

Arizona has legislation that requires LEAs to utilize a comprehensive assessment system
schools. This is defined in State Board Policy as an assessment system that includes scre
diagnostic, progress monitoringd outcome data. To support LEAS in utilizing effective stra
to not only gather the necessary data but use it purposefully to inform instruction, ADE
collaboratively developed a model for a 4tneildd system of instruction/intervention previpusl
referred to as AZRTI. Currently thereisamuttii t wor kgr oup d-gevsydtear
of supports (MTSS). Members include representatives from OELAS, Title I, School Impro
Early Childhood, Assessment, ES$2K\cademic Standards, &atiool Safety. This group has
been tasked with updating the RTI webpage and framework for MTSS.

The work has been divided into three phasaseRbne, which is completedplved updating th
mission, vison, beliefs, tiers of support, and decisiomgnmadel. Presently the workgroup is ii
Phase Twayhich includes developing definitions to include common language throughout
Agency and Arizona LEAs. These definitions include a common understanding for assess
creating a MTSS Rubric thatufees on six areas of MTSS: evidenced based decision makin
leadership, integration and sustainability, assessments, instruction, and curriculum. When
in May, this rubric will be the framework for the rest of the work being done by the MTSS

workgoup. Another subgroup in ESS is presently working on a decision making tool for sg
learning disabilities (SLPhase Threis scheduled to begin in August, 2015 and includes an
implementation guide for behavior, progress monitoring tools andestalsate structure for

support and resources for the field, and input from the field.

Current professional development places an emphasis on the implementation of thedolle
careeready standards in Tier 1 which is defined as universaliorstouatl students in the grad
level classroom. Strategies for differentiated instruction are included along with implicatior
strategies for Tier 2 (intervention) and Tier 3 (intensive intervention).

Does the SEA intend to provide professional delopment and supports to prepare

principals to provide strong, supportive instructional leadership based on the new
standard<?If so, will this plan prepare principals to do so?
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The ADE continues the thrgdase professional development plan for adratoistand
eductional leaders in both ELA ancatMematics to support strong instructional leadership bz
on the new standards (Attaednt10 - commoncoretimelinefor-adel11-282). The focus of
Phase 1 trainings includes the structure of the new standards, significant shifts, and a frar
scaffolded implementation. Professional development during Phases 2 and 3 focuses on
instiuctional strategies, intentional classroom observations that support the implementatio
effective use of multiple data points, coaching, and the use of professional learning comm
the LEA level. Phases 2 and 3 provide administratomgaing professional development an
follow-up technical assistance as the colegecareeready standards are implemented at the
LEA level. The ADE providedd@ay Leadership Institutes (Fall 2013, Spring 2014, and Wint
2015) to support school anBA level leadership in understanding how standards, assessme
evaluation systems interconnect. These sessions were facilitatedlBySten#ards, Assessme
and Highly Effective Teachers and Leaders sections for approximately 40 partitighme (At
1Z - Leadership Institute Agend&-25).At the end of each day, attendees were provided the
opportunity to learn about best practices from administrators who had successfully implen
standards and instructional shifts in their distmctschools. This structure allows leaders to |
from each, encourages leaders to build networks of support and disseminates effective, p
educational pedagogy across the state.

In addition to targeted professional development for site anddistrectd e r s, ADE
five Regional Education Centers will establish regional professional networking groups the
regular opportunities for collaborative problem solving, the sharing of successful strategie
opportunity to learn frorthe collective intelligence of the group. Membership in these netwc
groups will include LEA superintendents, school principals, site coaches and lead teacher
will be coordinated by the Regional Education Center staff and will be ropldberky basis.
Agendas will be focused on the implementation of the ealkelgeareaeready standards while
specific topics will be determined by the local needs and priorities. ADE content staff will g
support and resources to these networksteine purpose will be to build capacity, support a
sustainability for effective educational practice across the state. Beyond the necessary prt
development will be the shared critical conversations among peers and colleagues that se
implematation and support the change process. Communities of Practice will be facilitate
Regional Education Center staff with the intent of buildingadawbne of communication from
this COP to the Regional Education Centers to ADE and also in theunchdirection.

Does the SEA propose to develop and disseminate hrgluality instructional materials
aligned with the new standard8If so, are the instructional materials designed (or will they
be designed) to support the teaching and learning of all slents, including English
Learners, students with disabilities, and lovachieving students?

Arizona teacher teams with support frorhZXAcademic Standards have developed and ADE
disseminated high quality instructional materials aligned with theg=naod careeready
standards and based on Universal Design for Learning guidelines, frameworks and exam|
materials include sample instructional units, lesson plans, curriculum maps, and formative
assessments that reflect resdamskd begiractices. ADE has drawn and will continue to drav
the experience of local curriculum leaders and master educators to assist in the developrr
materials which are available online throughDEewebsite ADE will coordinate the
establishment of gradpan work teams who will develop grade specific instructional materi:
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Pertinent Phase 2 and 3 professional development sessions will utilize these resources a
coachingnaterials and foundations for post professional development targeted webinars tc
and reinforce the professional learning. These materials will be developed to support teac
learning of all students, and will provide instructional strabegiespport differentiation and
scaffolding for students, including English language learners, students with disabilities, an
achieving students. ADE has also links to Arizona district resources, whicbxaohpthr
curriculum mapandmathematical practioesources.

Does the SEA plan to expand access to colledevel courses or theiprerequisites, dual
enrollment courses, or accelerated learning opportunitiesf so, will this plan lead to more
Students having access to courses that prepare them for college and a career?

ADE has and will continue to expand opportunities for stutteatsess colle¢gvel courses or
their prerequisites. ADE continues to champion access to advanced rigorous high school
coursework to better prepare students to be calegeareeready through a number of
initiatives presently being implemented Ahd@est Fee Waiver Grant PrograrlS Dept. of
Education grant, supports test fees for AP and IB for eligibiedome students statewide. Lov
income students in Arizona took over 9,800 AP exams through the support of this progran
This repregds a dramatic increase from 2004 when only 800 students took AP ex@witeJé
Board Data PartnersHpilds a collaborative data sharing partnership with the College Boal
allows SAT, PSAT and AP studienel test data to be incorporated intbADE Student
Longitudinal Data System (SLDS). This allows ADE and LEAs for the opportunity for grea
analysis of current student preparation, access and success in accelerated learning oppol
provides actionable data to support programmexpaMove on When Ready refers to state
legislation that provides for accelerated rigorous learning at the early high school level the
potentially allows for early graduat@embridge and ACT Quality Core instructional and
assessment systems have ioeglemented in some pilot schools with the opportunity for stuc
to move on to college when they have successfully completed the advanced college read
courseworkDual enrollment in community college classes is also an option offered by the
of high schools in association with the community colleges in Arizona (Arizona Revised St
§15701.01 G).

In addition to expanding opportunities for collegel coursework in high school, Arizona
recognizes that it is essential students have supgastiring that they access those courses ¢
of a purposeful educational pl an. Ari zon
requirement is helping to move all students toward ealheheareereadiness. Because decisic
about enrollmdnn collegdevel courses will be made in the context of ECAP planning proce
Arizona is working to ensure collgesl high school course opportunities used effectively to
support student collegand careereadinesdn support of the implementatiof collegeand
careerready standards, ADE staff has collaborated with the Northern Arizona University (N
GEARUP program and t he G.diEAsaremestabbskingEatmotsyo
record scores into the school student data systenr, prepg f or t he f ul |
SLDS system. ACT, GEARUP and ADE staff collaborate on the planning and presentatiol
statewide professional development workshops to support studentarullegecereadiness,
purposefully connecting tBXPLORE Initiative to the ECAP process.
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The 2013 Education and Career Action Plan (ECAP) requirement is moving all students tc
careerand collegeeadiness. ADE supports the AzCIS (Arizona Career Information System
career and college planriogl used to assist in ECAP development. It is provided free of ch
to middle and high school students. The ECAP process assists students in integrating edt
preparation with career interests and introduces life planning skills. As studeats\aith

greater opportunities for course selections, early college enroliment and early graduation
they require greater guidance in making decisions and assuming responsibilities for their |
preparation. The ECAP process is positionedi&t esgicreasing student academic achievem
promoting graduation and enrollment in postsecondary experiences, and linking them to tl
within their own communitieSince 2013yery Arizona graduate will graduate with an action
designed bthem, to move them closer to their career and life goals. To support the effectiy
implementation of ECAPS for all students in middle and high school the following is being

1 ADE is engaged in providing professional outreach, materials and @s$intaakce to LEAs
including leadership workshops, counselor workshops and teacher lesson plans. ADE
a website of resources developed in conjunction with the Arizona School Counselors
Association and local teachers. Downloadable brochures/atedpio English and Spanish
assist in communication with students and parents. Parents are required to be a part c
process each year.

1 ADE in the fall of 2011, designe€lR College and Career Checklists. These specific gra
indicators can hefgarents and students identify components of colagamess and acaden
success. Students are encouraged to take rigorous classes, addeio@dicsathisework,
and to participate in AP, Honors and dual credit opportunities. Additionally gie s$estithat
students pursue all of the options available for financial aid. The link to these checklist
found on the ECAP webpagexw.azed.gov/ecap/

1 All Title I LEAs and schools with gradeBE2) includig charters, must submit Assurances &
documentation of their ECAP compliance
assure students enter, track and update the following attributes: Academic, Career,
Postsecondary and Extracurricular participatischool or in their community.

1 ADE staff provides coaching for schools to utilize student ECAPs to assist in transi
students into community colleges and universities both during high school and follc
high school graduation.

1 ADE specialistg both content and special education, along with school experts res
for the ECAP process, worked together to design guidance on the effective implem
and management of student ECAPs and IEPs. The student outcomes for an ECAP
IEP arevery similar. ALL Arizona students will have a college and career planning
to ensure post high school success with the least amount of duplication and confus

1 ADE high school specialists and CTE specialists are working collaborativelyigtith al
schools offering CTE programs implement the Programs of Study Essential Elemel
provide a comprehensive, structured approach for delivering academic and career
education that prepares student for postsecondary education and casseigc
process involves a sequence of instruction that begins in high school and connects
postsecondary, leading to an industry recognized certification, credential or a degre
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Secondary and postsecondary community colleges are workingttogettheistudents in
their high school course work and financial planning. This involves dual or concurre
at the postsecondary level.

ADE personnel from Highly Effective Teachers and Leaders and ESS, along with school ¢
responsible fahe ECAP process, actively work together to dgsiglance on the effective
implementation and management of student Education and Career Action Plans (ECAPS)
Individualized Education Programs (IEPs). As part of this effort, the AZ Career Leadershif
Network was initiated in 2014. This workgroup, comprised of ADE personnel, school leade
higher education staff, industry representatives, and other community stakeholders, is tas
championing the development of a system in which all students sre@mierate through the
implementation of higguality ECAPs. The priorities of this workgroup include implementing
systems approach to ECAPs using technology, communications, and marketing, and eng:
leadership. This focus on individualiradning plans for all students is consistent with the ES
vision, which is that all students, including students with a disability, are well prepared for
technical/trade school, career, job, or other means of engagement.

Does the SEA intendtovor kK wi t h t he Stateds | HEs an:
preparation programs to better prepaté

-incoming teachers to teach all students, including English Learners, students with
disabilities, and lowachieving students, to the new collegeaand careerready standards, anc

In October 2014 the Arizona State Board of Education adopted a revised Educator Prepal
Program (EPP) review and approval Rule language requiring all EPPs to provide evidenc:
programs are aligned to relevant stadenational standards. The Revised Rule, effective Jan
2015, requires evidence that all EPPs are addressing all professional and academic stanc
that intervention plans are included in all submissions for SBE approval. The revised requ
to address academic standards will improve both current content knowledge and content
of both new teacher and new leader program completers.

In 2011, ADE surveyed school principals to ascertain the perceived readiness of teachers
Staeé Board approved teacher preparation programs in Arizona. Survey questions address
range of skills including English Learners and students with disabilitiessSeseipigrcent of
teachers either met or exceeded expectations of beginnieug teaicicorporate English Langue
Development Standards; 80% of teachers either met or exceeded expectations to differen
instruction to meet the learning needs of all students. To address these and other findings
convened a workshop with regmstives from each IHE to analyze their survey results and
discuss strategies for addressing identified areas of improvement. Each IHE was then res
for integrating their analyses and plans for improvement into their annual Higher Educatio
Opportunity Act (HEOA) report to the federal government. This process was continued in :
through 2014 and will provide longitudinal data to measure the progress of IHEs in addres
needs of targeted student populations.

-incoming principals to provide strong, supportive instructional leadership on teaching to

the new standard®If so, will the implementation of the plan likely improve the preparation
of incoming teachers and principals?
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In 2008, the Arizona State Board of Education directed ADEdtmdevstatewide framework fc
quality internship programs to produce principals who have the knowledge and skills to be
instructional leaders.

As a condition of program approval, each IHE was required to attend a mandatory worksk

focused on:

1 Identifying researdbased practices of effective internships;

1 Designing and implementing a developmental, compbtasegyinternship program; and,

1 Developing and signing a univerdisgrict program agreement describing internship progi
specifics.

The Framework represented a major statewide effort to identify the critical features and cc
of quality internship programs with the goal of providing candidategymifibant opportunitide
synthesize and apply knowleagevell as tpractice ad develop the skilidentified in national
leadership standards as measursdidsfantial, sustained work in real setptgysned and guidec
cooperativelipy university and school district personnel. The Framework also determined v
guidance shoulak provided to IHEs to ensure that these features were part of a principal
preparation program.

In addition, ADE developed a new principal Arizona Educator Proficiency Exam (AEPA) a
to the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLd@r&afHES are required to
ensure the alignment of their administrative programs to these standards as well as to suf
prepare their candidates to pass this rigorous exam.

Does the SEA plan to evaluate its current assessments and increase thermy those
assessments and t hei r al -Jagdrcareemeady standams, ih h e
order to better prepare students and teachers for the new assessments through one or m
of the following strategies:

Rai si ng t he St aemredtstandarda eh&swlurnent asseBsmenits to ensure
that they reflect a level of postsecondary readiness, or are being increased over time to tf
level of rigor? (E.g., the SEA might compare current achievement standards to a measure
postsecondary rediness by backmapping from college entrance requirements or
remediation rates, analyzing the relationship between proficient scores on the State
assessments and the ACT or SAT seaopuldicsiHES,
or conducting NAEP mapping studjes.)

Augmenting or revising current State assessments by adding questions, removing
questions, or wvarying formats I n order t
college and careerready standards?

A.R.S.Arizona Revised Statsif§15741 requires the State Board of Education (SBE) to ado

implement a test to measure student achievement. A new assessment aligned with the fu
implementeollege and Cardeeady Standardss selected the 26A@115 School Year.
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On March 62014, the SBE adopted a statement of values (A¢tatdiAA -adopteekssential
assessmenaluessmarl4) that was used as the basis for the requirements of the Request
Proposals (RFPtfps://procure.az.gov/bso/external/bidDetail.sdo?bidld=ADERI2004144.
Feedback frorparents, educators, and business and community leaders was incorporated
document.

In June 2014, the RFP for the new statewide assessmeeleased, and responses were due
July 2014. At the time of the release, Arizona withdrew as a governing state from the Part
Assessment of Readiness for College and Career consortium. As allowed by Arizona proc
law, an independegataluation team was assembled to review vendor proposals, assess the
which proposals address the requirements listed in the RFP, and recommend contract aw
vendor that best addressed the stateds r
recommended the private, Hiot-profit American Institutes for Research (AIR)
(http://www.azed.gov/statéoardeducation/nevstatewideassessmero the State Board of
Education, whichnnounced thselection of AIR. The new state assessfeni z ona d s
Measurement of Educational Readiness to Inform Teaching (AzM&Ridnaged by ADE and
measur es Ar i ktto:iend.szedsgbveassesamerd/szmédrit/

AzMERIT is being developed with the intent that scoring proficient on AzZMERIT, or passir
AzMERIT, has a similar meaning to scoring proficient or passing othértegfsme d t o
College and CareRReady Standards. The development of Performance Level Descriptors (|
has been designed to support this intent.

The State Board will adopt the names for the 4 proficiency levels of AZMERIT and the pol
PLDs The wording of these policy PLDs leeen informed by the wording of the policy PLDs
other assessments aligned to the AaiZbs Co | | e Beady Standard€.ar e e r

Draft PLDs for use with standard setting and reporting are being written based on the exis
PLDs for other assessmeats i g ned t oColledeand fardeeady Sar@adsDE will
offer a virtual training on the uses and purposes of PLDs to all Arizona educators who are
in participating. From that group of Arizona educators, up to 100 subject mattepexgrade
and content area will review and endorse or revise the drafeRLBsur i ng t hey
expectations for student proficiency and demonstrate the appropriate rigor to demonstrate
stucents are on track to be collegel careeready upon graduation. In addition to Arizona
educators reviewing the PLDs, representatives from IHEs will be invited to reviéwgriel 1
PLDs and provide input about the proficiency expectations and how it matches what stude
to know when entering credit beapogtsecondargourses

Implementing another strateqy to increase the rigor of current assessments, such as usin,
the oadvancedo performance [ evel on Stat.
performance level as the goal for individual student performance or using college
preparatory assessments or other advanced tests on which IHEs grant course credits to
entering college students to determine whether students are prepared for postsecondary
success?

The State is expl or reach fortchimmedcpreesndnesb isiciotr ¢ @
but we have not finalized the research to suppomfibrisiation. TheCollege and Career Ready
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Partnershipneetings will also investigate postsecondary pathways to ensure student succe

/| f so, s this activity [|ikely to result
assessments and their alignent with college and careerready standards?

All of these strategies are designed to increase the rigor of the current assessment syster
The goal is to have educators and s tQGolegen
and CagerReady Standard€LA and Mathematics and its impact on an aligned assessmer
system

Does the SEA propose other activities in its transition platf so, is it likely that these
activities will support the transition to and implementation ofthe&st at e 6 sandad o/ /
careerready standards?

ADE is working to align and integrate efforts to implement and support both the implemen
the new collegand careeready standards, and teacher and principal evaluation initiatives.
Currently, ADE isleveloping a single, integrated plan to bring strategic cohesion to these r
initiatives, which would include (but are not limited to) the development of aligned, commc
messaging and the integration of professional development and technical feuispdrtspiecific
example of an action step from this process would include the collaborative (ADE standar
educator effectiveness staff, Regional Centers, and other stakeholders) development of a
tool/rubric for measuring the fidelity of implentation of the standards, which aligns with
observation tools/instruments needed to support educator evaluation systems. In addition
held six Arizona Evaluation Summits from Fall 2011 to Spring 2015, focusing onAnidgirg (
College and Cardeeady Standards instructional shifts and educator evalilmiorost recent,
Summit VI- Designing Comprehensive Evaluation Systarading the Design and Implementze
Comprehensive System to Improve Teachingraschiethiniogllaboi@n with the West
Comprehensive Center (WCC) on Mar2h2015.
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1.C DEVELOP AND ADMINISTER ANNUAL , STATEWIDE , ALIGNED , HIGH -

QUALITY ASSESSMENTS THATMEASURE STUDENT GROWTH

Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide eviderssgponding to the option

selected.

Option A

[ ] The SEA is participating i
one of the two State
consortia that received a
grant under the Race to tt
Top Assessment
competition.

i. Attach the
Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU)
under that compigion.

Option B
X] The SEA is not
participating in either one
of the two State consortia
that received a grant unde
the Race to the Top
Assessment competition,
and has not yet devetmp
or administered statewide
aligned, higlquality
assessments that measur
student growth in
reading/language arts an
in mathematics in at least
grades-B and at least ong
in high school in all LEAS,
i. Provide th
to develop and
administer awmually,
beginning no later thar
the 20142015 school
year, statewide aligneq
high-quality assessmer
that measure student
growth in
reading/language arts
and in mathematics in
least grades&and at
least once in high schg
in all LEAs, as well as
set academic
achievement standards

for those assessments

Option C

[ ] The SEA has developed
and begun annually
administering statewide
aligned, higlquality
assessments that measur
student growth in
reading/language arts an
in mathematics in at least
grades-B and at least ong
in high school in all LEAS,

i. Attachevidence that thg
SEA has submitted the
assessments and
academic achievement
standards to the
Department for peer
review or attach a
timeline of when the
SEA will submit the
assessments and
academic achievement
standards to the
Department for peer
review

36




ESEA FLEXIBILITY 8 REQUEST STATE OF ARIZONA

Overview

Arizonainitially satisfied principle 1.C via Option A above through its participation in the
Partnership for the Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) consortit
participated in PARCC from its inception unayM9, 2014. Upon entering into a formal
procurement process, ADE, in consultation with the Arizona governor, elected to withdraw
PARCC for reasons related to the procurement process required by Arizona law. Arizona
ArizonaCollege and CeerReady Standards (ACCRS) adopted in 2010, and that satisfy the
requirements of Principle 1.A. The State Board of Education has procured an assessment
those standards in accordance with Arizona law. Because Arizona is no longer a mendser
the following will outline Arizonads pl a
Ar i z Gallegdand CareReady Standards.

Historical Context

The Arizona State Boar d o Collégd and Gatdeeady ( SE
Standards, based the State Standards, in 2010. In June 2010, ADE entered into the PAR(
consortium for development of a ngeheration assessment. Arizona remained a governing
PARCC through the field test conducted in the Spring of Brddighout 2013 and into 2014,
Arizona representatives to PARCC repeate
would not allow SBE to unilaterally award a testing contract to PARCC without a competit
process, and bstaus withier BFARCQ, the cansortizmowo@dddikely have to
compete against other commercial vendors in a public bidding process.

Concurrently, political pressure against the standards and the PARCC consortium in parti
continued to build within théase, such that even if a unilateral contact award were possible
became clear that such a maneuver would all but certainly provoke immediate legislative .
block its implementation. In addition to a flurry of standelated legislation, thréferent
members of the Arizona Legislature introduced measures aimed directly at newasitamethrds
assessments, one of which specifically prohibited PARCC by name (See
http://www.azleg.gov/legtext/51leg/2r/bills/sb1095p.pdf

In late 2013, SBE released a Request for Information (RFI) inviting those interested in bid
new statewide assessment to respond. Tthi
be aligned to the ACCRS, and that it be fully implemented in tH026latademic year. SBE
received six responses to the RFI, including one from Pearson on behalf of PARCC.

In early tanid-2014 SBE began preparing for the release of the requastdosals (RFP) to

solicit bids for the statewide assessment. At the same time, following the 2014 field test, c
at PARCC were moving toward full implementation for20138. ADE felt that continued activ
participate in the PARCC consortium ldauake the outcome appear@r@ained should PARC
win the contract. This would almost certainly spark at the very least a procurement challer
competing vendor, at worst a new round of political backlash, further endangering or at le:
delayinghie new assessment system rollout and perhaps threatening the standards altoge
at this point that ADE, SBE, and the gov
PARCC prior to the release of the RFP. It was felt that Arizonare] albthe value it could ge
from the consortium without fully implementing PARCC and, given the necessity of condu
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competitive bid and awarding a contract before implementation of any assessment, it see!

responsible thing to do.

Responseto the SBE statewide assessment RFP were due on July 18, 2014

State Plan

Arizona intends to comply with principle 1.C. via option B by adopting and implementing a

qguality

a s s es s meollege and CagelRead) Stanodlaroiathei 24201 % stisol

year, selected from the respondents to the RFP issued by the State Board. The specific re
for all respondents are listed in the solicitation, and comply with the requirements set fortr
B, according to the table below:

Table 1.2Arizona Statewide Assessment RFP Provisions

Requirement

Corresponding RFP
Provision

RFP Reference

Implementation in 2012015

Supply criterion referenced
summative assessments for
grades 3 through 8, and
criterion referenced Eral-
Course assessments in
identified high school
mathematics and English
language arts courses for
implementation in the 2015
school year

Pp. 20, Se®

Aligned to ACCRS ELA/L
and mathematics

The Offeror shall provide the
ADE with a criterion
referenced achievement test
that aligns to and measures
mastery of the ACCRS in
ELA/L and mathematics, for
administration to Arizona
public school students.

Pp.32, Sec. C.2

High quality assessment

All language

Pp. 33, Sec. C.3, pp. 35, Se
C.3.3, pp. 36, Sec. C.3.5, py
51, Sec. C.6, Sec. C.6.2, pp
Sec. C.7.2

Measure growth in ELA/L an
mathematics

establish vertical scales for
ELA/L and mathematics
assessments,

equate the tests across year
and equate test forms within

years, as appropriate,

Pp. 51, Sec. C.6
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assist in defining achieveme
level descriptors,
Measure growth in ELA/L an As the State transitions to th{ Pp. 52, Sec. C.6.3
mathemats new assessments in spring
2015, the Department requir
technical assistance from the
contractor so that the scales
these assessment systems ¢
be linked to the current
assessments through a speg
and defensible pshometric
operation. The results of suc
linking would be used by AD
to inform and support
decisions during the transitig

period.
Grades 3B, at leastonce in | 1. CBT and PBT in ELA/L | Pp. 21, Sec. C
high school and mathematics in Grade®

2. EOCCBT and PBT (a) in
ELA/L in Grades 911 and (b)
in mathematics in high schoc
Algebra 1, Geometry, and

Algebra 2
Set academic achievement Pp. 51, Sec. C.6
standards for those build cut scores with criterior
assessments referenced meaning on the

new scales,

As allowed by Arizona procurement law, an independent evaluation team was assembled to review
vendor proposals, assess the extent to which proposals addressdheerds listed in the RFP,

and recommend a contract award to the vendor
evaluation team unanimously recommended the privaie;-piaifit American Institutes for

Research (AIR) to the State Board ofcatan, which confirmed the selection of AIR in

November 2014.

Attachment 1AB Doubletesting waiver requeatlditionally, the Arizona Department of

Education (ADE) is requesting a waiver from requirements in ESEA sections 1111(b)(1)(B) and
1111(b)(3)(J@) that, respectively, require the SEA to apply the same academic content and
academic achievement standards to all public schools and public school children in the State and to
administer the same academic assessments to measure the achievetudanhtddiesADE

requests this waiver so that it is not required to double test a student who is not yet enrolled in high
school but who takes advanced, high school level coursemchkde both mathematics and
English/Language Arts. ADE has no statellpolicy that prohibits students to access advanced

level courses prior to high school. Individual LEAs can provide the opportunity for middle school
students to take advandedel course3he ADE would assess such a student with the

corresponding adweed, high school level assessment in place of the mathamEatgish

language arts assessment the ADE would otherwise administer to the student for the grade in which
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the student is enrolleBor Federal accountability purposes, the ADE will usesihiésrof the

advanced, high school level, mathematics assessment in the year in which the assessment is
administered and will administer one or more additional advanced, high school level, mathematics
assessments to such students in high school, cénsistent h t he St ateds mat he
standards, and use the results in high school accountability determinations.

Although ELA content in grades 9 to 11 implies sequential instruction, there is no mandated
sequence allowing for various instructiapptoaches such as block scheduling, accelerated
coursework, etc. A waiver from dodelgting in either ELA and/or Mathematics aligns with the

intent to promote College and Career readiness and reduce administrative burden on schools. Since
AZ requires far years of mathematics and ELA in order to graduate, all high school students will

also be required to take the End of Course asses8itenksstorical AYP requirement for

assessment in ELA and mathematics at least once while enrolled in higladekogltipough

advanced middle school students may complete some high school level ELA and Mathematics
content and the subsequent End of Course assessment prior to Grade 9, all high schools will be held
accountable for assessing all students, includegtheinced students, in at least one high school

level End of Course test by Grade 11.

ADE makes this waiver request beginning with theZllbschool yedf.approved, the ADE

will include this option in its Accountability Workshops, which arenhellestatewideand in

the annual Assessment Coordinators trainings, which are available as archived webinars on the
AzMERIT web page for testing coordinatditsee AZMERITweb pagdas additionaluidance and
information for teachers, students and their parents regarding AzMERIT testing. ADE will update
those links to further explain the options for advanced coursework and the accompanying testing
requirementdviiddle school students taking highostieredit courses aligned to the course content
during the 2032015 school year will be assessed on both the high Bollonil Course (EOC)

test for Math and/or English language arts as well as the enrolldevglaaksessmenhe data

will be repaed for relevant federal accountability purposes and Arizona will continue to calculate
participation rates for students as outlined in Principle 2
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AN DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A STATE -BASED SYSTEM OF DIFFERENTIATED

RECOGNITION , ACCOUNTABILITY ,AND SUPPORT

2A0 Provide a description of the SEAOds differe
[

system that includes all the components
implementation of the differentiated recognition, accoutytadmid support system no later
thanthe20l®2 013 school year, and an explanati on

recognition, accountability, and support system is designed to improve student achievement
and school performance, close achievement gapscr@ase the quality of instruction for
students.

Overview

Ari zonads wul ti maf regardlessdf rade,ethriciyr incanle llangudge at gpectals
needa to receive an education that prepares them for the opportunities and demangs,of colle
the workplace, and life beyond high school. This is a shared responsibility between the Arizona
Department of Education (ADE), the State Board of Education (SBE), and LEAs and schools.
Since the 2012011 school year, Arizona has tised:F Letter Gade AccountabilityyStem to

hold schools accountable during the 201P, 2012013, and 2013014 school years. The ADE

has implemented theFAsystem approved by the SBE and within parameters outlined in

ARS §15241.

The formula used to calateA-F Letter Gradewas based on a point system waeaglemic

outcomes and academic groartaweighted qu al | y. The st aRlegildlity ul t i mat
Request remains to hold schools accountable using a comprehensive accountalplitifisgstem
ALL studenson track to collegand career e adi ness. Wi th Arizonads st

the foundation, the state can enhance the identification and recognition system and further
differentiate schoglerformanceTaken together, these charajlesvsus to support every school
where students are struggling and create a system focudleg®arub careereadiness to
support continuous improvement.

In the 201112 school year, Arizona public schools received multiple labels designed to promote
accountability: AYP/NCLB Improvement Status and Persistently taotésting (Tier | or Tier

I1); an AZ LEARNSLegacy achievement profile, Arizona Charter Schools Board Academic
Dashboard labels, and aifrAetter Grade. Each lalgglmarilyutilizedstdewide assessment data
but emphasizkdifferent criteriaresulting in confusing anmtdxed signals for educators, parents and
the public abouArizonaschoolsBy reducing the many systems under which schools were held
accountablehe decrease in disparatformation increased the reliability and credibility of the
information provided to the public.

In ourinitial applicationforESEA e xi bi | i ty, Ari zona wrote: oIl
accountability systems are not connected and fail to pkavidez onads parents, edu
Ari zona communities with a consistent message
Arizona still strongly believas accountability systenustbe coherent, provide meaningful

measures and reliable results to inform instruction and strengtheraschpraiside accurate

information to the public
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Under ESEA Flexibility 2012 through Present

Since Arizona received its first ESEA waiver, samifstrides/ere taken to strengthen and
validate thaccountability system on an anbaals anthesystem has evolved in order to include
and/or increase accountability for several measures such as test participategrastuation,

and crdit recovery effectivenedadure?A.i).

Figure2AiEv ol uti on of Arizonads State Account

2012

oA-F model for alternative schools;Xschools
uSunsetting of multiple, less transparent acountability labels

2013

ol_etter grade cap for low test participation
aConceptualize a multiple measure College/Career Ready Index

2014

aincreased graduation rate accountability
uHold credit recovery chools accountable for academic persistence

2015

uDefine AF model for online schools
uEstablish qualitative accountability system for schools with insufficient data

2016

aDisaggregated data reporting
oStatewide identification of Reward, Focus, Priority schools

In order to ense all schools wetgeld accountable and recditree necessary support under a
parallel and/or supplemental system, Arizona develaolféet@ntiated recognition, accountability,
and support system for all schoolesEhschools were identifiedNas Rategrior to the 2014

2015 school year and were often not evaluated under AYP or theRNE(pre2011)system

due to insufficient andfaunique data.

For extremely small schools which do not have sufficient data to receivietiarArade (at least

30 test records pooled over the current year and two prior years) a parallel monitoring system
piloted in the 2012015 school year. ADffeated a Supplemental Accountability Committee to

prepare recommendationsforSBEhe commi ttee was composed of A
improvement, research and evaluation, and policy development units, a representative from the
Arizona State Boafdr Charter Schools (ASBCS), and a representatareefoative charter

schoolsUsing a similar system applied to Arizona charter schools by the ASBCS, the Measure of
Academic Progress (MAP) for School smwi | | mo n i
instruction, assessment, and telaghality. Ultimately, the MARgy evaluate schools which serve
untested grades as well. Given tlreque characteristics, the MAHEidentify extremely small

schools and other schools with insufficient datead of spport or interventions. The MARSI
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be released for comment to some potentially affected schools in the fall of204 26tHool
year followed by necessary revisions. The survey was sent to over 100 schools that were contacted
twice over &avo month period.

After reviewing MAP with both internal and external stakeholders, the Department initiated
partnerships with graduate programs in Educational Leadership and Administration at local
universities in order to recruit experiencdd® lschobadministrators to volunteer their

professional experience to the review and rate MAP submissions. The Department partnered with
the ASBCS in order to wutilize the charter sch
Progress (DSP) for state@antability purposes as well.

For schools that do not meet the criteria for
standard A= Letter Grade Accountability System, ADE must use substitute criteria to ensure
accountability for student outcesnin the 2023014 school year. The Department began

researching different methods of accountability for schools with extremely insufficient student
achievement data by creating of a €hessional committee tasked with piloting various

methodologies drsurveying the field for input on the development of a new system that would not
increase school s& admiMeassre aof acadernwicePropress ads. Th e
created to apply to:

A Schools with less than 30 test records in thtbrdestyears OR
A Brick and mortar schools that did not receive-Briétter Grade OR
A Schools where 95% of students or more are enrolled only ugitadalf

As descri bed i n FlibiityzZRequesrizonazh@sbden deiBping and piloting

the MAP system. Schools which do not meet criteria for accountability determinations under the A
F Letter Grade systedror for which the AF substantive appeals committee deems nedesadary
demonstrate the glity of their academic program in a qualitative manner. The proposed
recommendation for Measure of Academic Progress mirrors a component of the Arizona State
Board for Charter Schools Academic Performance Dashboard (Demonstration of Sufficient
Progress [BP]). In order to reduce administrative burden for charter schools, the achievement
profile determined by the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools (ASBCS) will be AfidiZzed by
includes:

A Academic Program Introduction- Brief description of thescbd 6 s hi st ory and
A Professional Developmen® An appropriate and robustofessionaDevelopmenPlan
and evidence showitenchers are appropriately watgid qualified to teach and meet state
and federal guidelines for teaching in their comteas.
A Curriculum - Process use create and implementai r r i cul um al i gned t o
College and CareReady Standar@CCRSand howsystenic proessesreusedand
evidenceés collectedfor monitoring evaluatingndimplementation.
A Instruction - System used to monitor the integratiothefACCRS into instruction,
including ensuring instruction is aligaedhow students not at grade levekapgpored.
A Assessment How student performance daaisedo monitor thé progress, especially
underperforming students, during the year and to plan for teaching and learning
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The increased collaboration and communichétweerthe ASBCS antDE allows schools to

focus more attention and resources on student achieven&rgandine accountability systems

and reduce the administrative burden on schools, the Department developed MAP as a truncated
version of the DSRtadequately coveontent universal to all schoéler all schoolsot receiving

a 24 AF letter grade ckSBCS labéhe following process will be applied:

A ADE notification ofschools with no & grade of the use of MAP or the ASES®P label
as displayed on ASB@8eld ADE will coordinate DSP label with ASBCS.
A ADE verifiesand providsallavailablelatawithin related to student achievement and
student outcomes for a MAP label.
A Schools suit narrative on their historpjssion, professional development, instruction,
curriculum, and assessment areas.
A ADE Accountabilitydentifiesqualifiedand expaeencededucation practitioners to review
andevalat e school s submissions
Thefour areasvill beindependently evaluatadaggegated, (Table 2A,thee vi ewer s 0
ratings will be confirmedndfinal MAP label will bessigned by ADE Accountability.

>

Table 2A.51. Proposed MAP_Acountability Ratings for Schools with | nsufficient Data

A-F ASBCS ADE MAP
equivalent label label

A Exceeds Exceeds
Standard Standard

B Meets Meets
Standard Standard

C Approaches Approaches
Standard Standard

D Falls Far Falls Far
Below Below

ADE worked withLEAs, as well as the ASB@%finalizing the MAP datallection tool

(Attachment 2MMeasurgof Academic ProgreskEA personnel providecbmments omultiple

drafts to ensu®IAP was a fair and successful accountability method for schools which lacked the
guantitative data required in anlf Accountability formulBecause & low response rate, ADE

also collected survey data from schfwola two month perig@hich resulted in an overall
agreement for MAPOs pur ps BeeausetheNMAR asdiorélabegtp, and
charter schools, depends on a cooperative and communicative relationship with the ASBCS, the
ADE will closé&y monitor the alignment between MAP and ASBCS standards used for charter
school accountability. At their March 2015 meeting, the State Board obicotad

unanimously to adopt thgsialitative system of holding schools with insufficient assesdment da
accountable within the state systtiakkeholders acknowledged E éffsrt to reduce

administrative burden on schools by utilizing information already available to the Department
through collaboration with the ASBCS.
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The vast majority of schools whwill rely on a MAP or DSP for accountability purposes are not

Title 1 eligible due to size. While a lack of student achievement data drove the need for an ulterior
method of monitoring and supporting all schools, accountability for student achiewscheteds

the evaluation of a MAP submissitime review of MAP includes any and all student achievement

data and program effectiveness information available at the state level in order to counter or support
the school 6s submi sésograbBoaternamphee theasah
rate. ADE may include other indicators of student achievement including information related to

Title 11l and IDEA monitoring in evaluating a MAP label. Especially when the indicators suggest
below averageeformance, the school must address these data points in their MAP submission and
include any current statgjuired improvement plan. Regardless of narrative descriptions of
Professional Development, Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment, the fditanmguded in

every MAP review would support or challenge the effectiveness in each of the areas below:

Table 2A.1b Student Achievement and Academic Outcomes in MAP

School| State

Indicator Result | Average

Percent tested on statewide assessment
3-Year percent passing on statewide assessme
Average Daily Membership
Average Daily Attendance
4-Year Graduation rate

5Year Graduation rate
Dropout rate

Percent tested on AZELLA
ELL reclassification percentage

In theabsence of standardized assessment data via the state, schools are encouraged to report other
valid and reliable assessment data. A school with no valid or reliable assessment data on behalf of
their students would not meet the standard in one of theeksyodthe MAP nor would the school

be able to demonstrate effectiveness of the overall academic program on student a¢hievement
addition to Accountability, the craBgisional collaboration with units such as Exceptional Student
Services and the Sohétmprovement division ensure more comprehensive and thorough

consideration regardless of thersglorted information a school may choose to include.

To further de monmsntemt o thetenats af ESkAefabditg and shared goals in
accountability for all schepArizongioneered statdeveloped accountability for online schools at
a time when traditional accountabilitg degl misaliggwith new modes of eduatal instruction
(Attachment 2BAccountabilityn The Digitd Age). Qher schoolpreviously classified ldet
RaedNR) are online schookgrvingess than 100 FAY students. Many online schools serve
concurrenthenrolled students montestedsubjectsConsequently, ADE developsed

accountability model specificatliydnline schools, which places a larger emphasis on accountability
for nonFAY students as well as a more appropriate meastwadarrenthenrolled students.

The endof-year data gathered from all Arizona Online Instruction schools (AOI) on Joh417, 2
will be used with data from prior years to pilot an accountability framework developed in
collaboration with AOI stakeholders. The end goal isfalaéel for AOI schools based on their
unique student data and instructional services.
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Key issues in A@ accountability:

A Growing number of online schoélsharter and district

Legislative requirements for student mobility adjustment (FAY)

Dual enrolled students; retention/attrition

AOI schools for academic remediation/acceleration/supplementation

Ratio ofNon-FAY to FAY enroliment

Measurement of and accountability for graduation rate

Measurement of and accountability for test participation rates

Inclusion of parents/student satisfaction regarding technology, support, etc.
Indicators of College and Career Readiness of AOI graduates

I > D> >

In spring2013, the State Board of Education took the first step toward recognizing the unique

nature of the Arizona Online Instruction option by amendirfguth&cademic Y@akY)

definiont o address O6extent of instructional exXpos
20122013 school year, less than a quarter of approved AQOIs (both district and charter) were
included in the A Letter Grade Accountability System, which prinoditiies data from FAY

students only. By evaluating FAY status based on number of minutes of instruction, the AOI FAY
definition aligned with the statutory requirements unBe3 815808 and addressed the student

mobility issues unique to online edooat

While most brick and mortar schools evaluated inEheetter Grade Accountability System serve
mainly FAY students, only 25% of students enrolled at an AOI qualified as FAY. Based on national
research, as well as input from AOI operators datestiidents choose online instruction for a
variety of reasons, including:

U Credit recovery (e.g., remedial mathematics, remedial English, etc.)

U Credit acceleration (e.g., early graduation, etc.)

U Meeting locdkevel graduation requirements

U Temporary or @manent preference for online instruction

U Other reasons such as health, environment, etc.
Unlike extremely small schools or schools with very few test records, most online schools provide
instruction to student s o0 nentachieveraent reswtewhiencan b a s
be aggregated to produce an accountability determination. In prior years, this data produced letter
grade determinations based on a small portion of the students who received instruction and/or were
tested at the onlinehsml.

Since December of 2013, ADE conducted two dozen me®mtiAGH accountability with external
stakeholders in order to vet various methodologies which could fairly capture and reflect their
unique data. ADE worked with school®wdreived A- lette grades in prior yeaes well as

those wb were not rated in prior years. In the end, AOI operators advimcatadhccountability
determination which addressed tbeircurrentlyenrolled students, high student mobility,partd
anemphasis on growtlm order to ensure the accountability system was fairly applied to AOI
schools for the 201314 school year, only measavailable to all schoelere included.

| mportantly, this new model reinfor cd@ebuAri zon
also accountability systems specific to the unique educational options available to students. The
model establishes comparability and accountabilityl®olline education and holds AOI

schools to the same expectations for student achiewememnbwth as all other schools in
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Arizona while addressing their unique attribuésst importantly, the model for AOI schools
includes students considered to befabbracademic year (FAY) within the accountability system;
school accountability hapitally excluded ngPAY students from all measures ofisht
achievement (Figure 2A.ii).

Figure 2A.ii Comparison AOI Students Included in Accountability Models
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On March 23, 2015, tisBEvoted unanimously to adopt a letter grapliogosednethodology

specific to AOI schools. AOltter grades denoted byld (i.e. BDL) will be assigned the 2014

A-F letter grade accountability determinations. This important decision establishes Arizona as a
pioneer in developing an arraypodountability models accommodate the multiple school
configuration®f school choice optionwhich correspond with a system of accountability unique to
those schools. This decision also sets the precedent for any fuidevyaligped system of
accountability to reflectantability specific to the growing number of AOI providers. Through
collaboration with stakeholders, ardent research of defensible accountability systems, and focus on
inclusion in a statdeveloped system of accountability, Arizona can proudly mdieérgs school
choice system with a diverse set of methods to hold schools accountable in a fair and
comprehensive manner. All Arizona schools can be held accountable for their performance in the
20132014 school year.

The AOI model does not deviaterfrohe letter grading methodology requirel. ByS§15241;

however, measures like SGP used in the accountability for all other Arizona schools are adjusted to
accommodate the limitations previously discugddgbugh the 2014 -& AOI model (described

in Attachment 21) was only used for letter grades for the22@43chool year, the methodology

unique to online schools will continue to be improved and unique to this particular model of
education delivery. The significant thought and developmentpairticislar formula for online

schools sets the precedent for any future accountability system developed for Arizona.

In April 2013, the Arizona State Bbaf Education added a collegel careereadiness index

(CCRI) to the A= Letter Gradaccountability model for traditional high schools. The State Board
approved index introduces a multipleasure component to the Arizona accountability system that
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is not reliant solely on the state assessment. Assuming a weight of 25% overallhina highdss
accountability determination, the full CCRI cawist weighof 15% for graduation rate (i4
and5- years, with additional points for a benchmark reached dod6/d/earate$; 5% for
participation in collegand careereadiness classor examinationand 5% for success in college
and careereadiness classes, examinations, and professional certificatabigs&e P This

index incentivizes schools to offer courses that will prepare studemisefes bayond high school.
AsADES6 s dat a sy sthe0l2013, 20i-2024dand2038015 school yeafSCRI
indicators will be clearly defined and will be applicable to all Arizona high schools.

Table 2A.2CCRI Componentsand Points

Weight Item and Points
10% Annual 4year grad rate
5% Annual 5year grad rate

6-year grad rate and/&ar grad rate*
Cap of 30 points (15%) permitted for graduation rate
5% 00hrackdé to be Coll egi
5% College and/or Career Ready Success

The State Board of Education adopted the more comprehensive CCRI graduation component
because of its inclusion of all cohénparticularly those six and seven year graduates. These

delayed graduates tended to be disproportionatelgdomomicallgisadantaged and minority
backgroundand/or receiving special education services. Hispanic students comprised 46 and 48%
ofandéy ear graduates respectively. Arizona boas
reservation; however, Native American staded the lowestykar graduation rateough they

were the highest subgroup to graduate within five years.-@dallgfaduates, 59% were students
participating in special education.

ADE continues to collaborate with stakeholders and develaapatéy to fully implement the

CCRI Participation and Success indicators. At their May 2014 Board meeting, the SBE voted to
include the CCRI graduation rate component of 15% in FY14, while preserving the existing point
scaleThis will address the condith o n Ar i z o n a @,8s spetifedin theiNbovierhbgr Re g u
2013 letterto be effective for the 2013 school year, understanding that the final adoption of

policy is a duty constitutionally and statutorily vested with the State Board of Edihedfitaie

Board approved the use of a modified CCRI for alternative schools with low graduation rates
because of their intended purpose to serveageel, undesredited students. Therefore, the CCRI

for alternative s ol dd,l536ec byeas colibe nate astwdllastieb et t er
overall academic persistence rate for students in glii&fes & total of 30 4 points to parallel

the implementation for traditional schools. Because an alternative school, by definition, will serve at
least 70% of students who are academically behind or have struggled in the traditional school setting
as evidenced by low achievement, the emphasis on academic persistence addresses the higher
likelihood for students who may dropout. Schools receivedaradademic persistenite

eligible students (nograduates) who were enrolled with them in the prior fiscal year enrolled in any
Arizona public school in that following year.

In the winter of 2015, ADE completed Phase 1 of a two phase projectidesigake data related
to collegeand careereadiness accessible for schools and the publiE@likél transparency,
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ADE worked to provide external vendor assessment data to schools in a series of reports related to
t heir st udentdnéssandpostse@mudarnoditeoPgsidingttee CCRI reports to
schools brings Arizona one step closer to having a multiple measure accountability system. Even if
these data are not included in a 2015 or 2016 letter grade, these new reports altmeeshtmls
information for their own formative purposes. In order to make the CCRI universally accessible to
all schoolsADE built the capacity to consume data from multiple vendors so as not to weight
particular postsecondary assessments or preparatiorvact i es over ot hers. Ar
investment minimizes the amount ofssgbrted data needed for a multiple measure systiéka

other state accountability systemisch may consume multiple measures vigepelt only. The

foll owi ng r epor t going &fferte o use fongitudinalidataofor a flate o0 n
accountability systemhich parallels tHéollege and CareReady Standardpplicable to all

studats.

The first example, the Postsecondary EnrollmepdrRsummarizes the number of students who
graduated froran individuaschool and enrolled in postsecondary education and/or training. To
protect student privacy, this report is only providedwahmary level. After the student graduates
from an Arizona high school, the National Student Clearinghouse provides the Department with
enrollment informatiodADE matches the SAIS ID number for each student to the high school
which enters a valid end efy or exit code indicating graduation in the last fiscal year the student
was enrolled. Students must pass enrollment integrity and have a graduation code in order to be
included in the summary d&alow is aamnple report for a small, alternative Awazbigh school:

Postsecondary Enrollment Report

Report Parameters
District: School: Cohort Year:
All 5chools 2014

10 0

In State Public
(Click on the link above to see list of .
schools where students are enrolled) Private o 4

Out of State Public 0 o

(Click on the link above to see the list .
of states where students are enrolled) Private 0 1

TOTAL 10 5

Another example, the Postsecondary Assessment Report, contains summary dedesiakant

for nonstatewide assessment results. Schools may review a variety of assessment results for student:
who have a valid enrolliment at the school within the sameafil year as the test
overall result will reflect their postsecondary readiness, when a College and Career Ready indicator
score is established by the test vendor. With the exception of CTE End of Program assessment data,
students are atched to SAIS ID numbers based on name, date of birth, and grade level. The SAIS

ID number is then matched to a valid fiscal year enrollment at an Arizona high school; schools may
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only view assessment results for students with a valid end of yeasesdmefss reported in this
sample include:

ACT

SAT

PSAT

Advanced Placement(AP)

CTE End of Program Skills Assessment
GED

I > I D

Postsecondary Assessment Summary Report

Report Parameters

District: School: Fiscal Year: No. Of Students No. of Students who
2014 Tested: Met CCR Target:
419 175

Back to Report

Displav| | records per page Search: Print Download
e meeEEEEE.
Test Type Tested $ College & Career Ready ¢
Target
AP Art History 7 2
AP Biology 21 2
AP Calculus AB 8 7
AP Calculus BC 1 1
AP Chemistry 24 3
AP Chinese Language and Culture 1 1
AP Computer Science A 11 6
AP English Langauage and Composition 27 7
AP English Literature and Composition 22 10
AP European History 4 3
AP Macroeconomics 12 8
AP Microeconomics 12 a
AP Psychology 19 14
AP Spanish Language 1 1
AP Statistics 12 8
AP United States Government and Politics 44 9
AP United States History 2 1
AP World History exam score 134 28
PSAT 48 43
SAT 9 8

Showing page 1 of 1 Previous Next
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Report Parameters
District:

School:

Fiscal Year:
2014

Display ﬂ records per page Search: Print Download
Comso ey 4] oo §] Tt 4] e 4] s 4
2017 AP United States Government and Politics 3
2018 AP Calculus AB 5
2018 AP Psychology 5
2018 AP World History exam score 4
2018 AP World History exam score 3
2015 AP Chemistry 2
2015 AP Computer Science A 4
2015 AP English Literature and Composition 4
2015 AP World History exam score 5
2015 PSAT 207
2017 AP United States Government and Politics 2
2017 AP United States Government and Politics 3
2015 AP Chemistry 2
2015 AP English Literature and Composition 2
2015 AP Statistics 3
2015 AP World History exam score 2
2015 PSAT 147
2015 SAT 1620
20186 PSAT 141
2016 AP English Literature and Composition 2
2016 AP World History exam score 2l
20186 PSAT 126
2016 AP Chemistry 3
2016 AP English Langauage and Composition 4
2016 AP Psychology 4
2016 AP World History exam score 3
20186 PSAT 181
2016 AP Biology 2
ADEwi | | provide GED results for mer

withdrawal reason was to pursue a GED. High schools do not receive GED results for students
who exit the school for any other reason.

College an@areer ReadyoGrse Completioreports reflect data reported by the school/LEA

through Student Teacher Course Connection (STC). This data relies on accurate and consistent

reporting by the school. The data within this report may be USBE bgr accountability
purposs to ensure students have access to rigorous course work, dual enrollment opportunities, and
other vocational training while enrolled in high school. These data are available at the summary and
studentlevel. This report will reflect changes to enrollmtarmation entered int8TC.For

accountability purposes, only students who have completed the course as indi¢atelebby an

Coursgyrade entry as well as an indication of number of credits earned may be included. Schools
with concurrently enrolled higchool students will only be able to review their own submissions to

STCa student course detail information will only be provided to the school where the course is

completed.

ADE will add additional data sources as they become available inclwditay ItiPostsecondary
Outcomes Survey for all high school students who exit with an IEP; this data catpatied by
34 CFR 300.601, 300.602 and 30@uedUitle | B section 61®rovides the ability to ensure
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students with disabilities are represkwithin the determination of high school students who exit
College and Career Readternational Baccalaureate @athbridge assessnsarged in the
awarding of Arizonads Grand Canyon Diploma fo
includedIn an effort to ensure access and ability to collaborate, schools have the ability to utilize
thisdata and consider different elememitsch should be included in a comprehensive College and
Career Ready school accountability system. This increasedsjaeency and availability

provides the opportunity report more college and career ready data in annual school report cards.

Ari zonads investment wdpdrted data neadediforaemultiplte eneagumeo u n t
system by developing tegpacity to consume data from multiple vendors and provide longitudinal

data to schooldsome of which have never had access to this level of student outcomes reporting.
Schools no longer have to dedicate their limited resources to individually gonitlactamdors

for data which requires some level of data management and sophistication not available to all

schools. The development of a CCRI graduati on
implementation of a state accountability systemeatieo me as ur i ng-asliCarebke nt s &
Readiness. This effort also illustrates Ari zo

schools in school and district accountability. Preservation of the CCRI and maintaining the
momentum of efforand collaboratiogainedhus far remains a strategic goal throughout the
transition of our assessment and accountability system.

Transi ti on -b/letteAGrade AccoantalilitySystem

The efforts outlined above demonstrate ADEG®S
accountable and receive necessary support wund
described in its conditional ESEXxibility approval for the 2028015school yeai he growth

and refinements of Arizonads accountability s
accountability for all schools and all students more so than AYP or EseR¥Esystem each
accomplished alone. However, stakehfdddbackjivenat severalt&e Board of Education and
subcommittee meetings warraqedsuindegislativeelief fromthe current letter grading formula

while Arizona teachers and students acclimate to a new assessment to test relatively new standards
using a new mode of administration.

SB 128%«ablishes a transition process and proBEs and the SBE from assigning schools and
LEAsIetter grade classifications during the-2018 and 201%016 school years (transition

period)as pescribed in A.R&5241 This bill also requires the SBE and ADE to submit a report

to the Governor, Speaker of the House of Representatives arebitien®®of the Senate
proposindegislation to implement the revised accountability system for scha&asing

December 15, 2015h& impact of a new assessntbetlesire to include multiple measures, and

theneed for a rigorous letter gradinggcales t i f i es a meaningf ul and th
A-F system during this transitipariod.

Arizona has no intention of discounting low achievement during this transition period. The interim
method to monitor student achievement and school psqueserves underlying components of

the originalA-F System. Disaggregated reports of student achievement and other indicators of
school quality for all schools in the state, regardless of population or zip code, can increase
transparency and expose srgzee for improvement otherwise obscured bgdhmensatory

model of the AF System. Due to the need to focus on the academic achievement and academic
outcomes of Arizona students versus the market driven education system fueled by school letter
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gradesin this transition perioArizona willutilize the existing componentdts letter grade system
and assign consequences based on performance on those components.

Figure 2A.iii Three Scenarios 0 A6 L et tSehoolsGr ad e

&% =
Middle School 1 Middle School 2 Middle School 3
Growth Score Composite Soore Growth Score  Composite Soore Growth Score  Composite Score

[ s | E E3 =3
Y ® Y @ Y @
Grade Score 140 141

ar P ar
Points — —
P = —
== = ==

A A A

Figure2A.iii illustrates howhree differenschools could eammn ;héwéver, this single letter

grade may not adequatdbntify shortcomings in specdiea® nor does a significantly lower

letter grade convey strengths within a school. A hiatus from aggregating sevemitsontp@n

single letter grade will expose unintended consequences of current state statutory requirements or
limitations related to assigning letter grades in the manner prescribed. Since 2012, the number of
Ari zona school s e asindreasgd; lrowevears, AMéasures undedying tgerletedt e  h
grading system such as proficiency and growth have not grown inTrea@bdéle 2A.delow

shows the distribution of letter grade over the past three years.
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Table 2A3 Letter Grades 2018 2014

w2012 m2013 = 2014

588 570

D

o

o
on
N

Number of Schools

100

A B C D

Letter Grades of Traditional,-BR & Small Schools

Many Arizona families taking advantage of the school choice system trust these labels to reliably
inform their enrollment decisigss it is especially important that performance on these measures
represent the overall letter grade. With the first administration of a new assessment, it is important
to disentangle artificial inflation from genuine gains being made by individual schools

Similarly, its also important to ensube first administration of a new assessment does not

produce unintended punitive consequences for schools. A closer analysis of the data underlying

letter grades will identify regression due to measurensestaaemic decline within a school.
Unavoidable consequences of a brand new assessment measuring higher academic standards justify
prudent analyses of how school accountability determinations will be impacted by a new assessment.

While all students cachieve and all schools can excel, unintended consequences of a highly
compensatory model gives a school the ability to earn the highest letter grade possible despite a 64%
four-year graduation radevell below the state andtional averageurthermorean above average
school | abeled a 0B6 may graduate ommgey half o
student growth scorésee Table 2A.4
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Table2A.4Gr aduati on Rat e s-FMiter Grade AcdouniabilityiSyst@rs A
By Letter Grade; 15% as 4-year S5-year 6-year 7-year Percent Growth
approved by SBE Grad rate Grad rate Grad rate Grad rate passing points
Mean 91.66 93.26 93.48 92.14 81.91 60.55
Median 92.74 95.34 95.62 94.67 82.00 60.00
N 96 96 96 96 96 96
Std. Deviation 6.533 6.909 6.749 7.940 9.750 7.804
A Std. Error of Mean .667 .705 .689 .810 .995 .796
Maximum 100 100 100 100 100 85
Minimum 64 50 68 62 56 43
Skewness -1.624 -3.204 -2.039 -1.727 -.245 426
% of Total Sum 37.4% 36.9% 36.5% 36.4% 40.5% 39.2%
Mean 83.86 85.53 86.16 84.83 67.97 50.69
Median 85.37 88.57 88.58 88.74 68.00 50.50
N 104 104 104 104 104 104
Std. Deviation 9.324 14.20¢ 10.942 12.94(C 7.690 5.657
B Std. Error of Mean 914 1.393 1.073 1.269 754 .555
Maximum 100 100 100 100 88 73
Minimum 50 14 38 32 48 39
Skewness -1.264 -3.205 -2.324 -2.176 -.091 .862
% of Total Sum 37.1% 36.7% 36.4% 36.3% 36.4% 35.6%
Mean 71.89 78.04 80.23 79.79 55.89 44.63
Median 75.50 80.35 84.15 82.76 54.50 45.00
N 64 64 64 64 64 64
Std. Deviation 14.98¢ 14.08: 14.84¢ 12.50¢ 7.870 6.318
C Std. Error of Mean 1.874 1.760Q 1.856 1.563 .984 .790
Maximum 95 100 100 100 73 62
Minimum 17 28 8 42 31 31
Skewness -1.699 -1.631 -2.473 -1.010 -.059 .057
% of Total Sum 19.6% 20.6% 20.9% 21.0% 18.4% 19.3%
Mean 58.81 59.21 63.83 63.73 37.00 36.25
Median 62.50 65.21 70.62 72.08 39.00 37.50
N 24 24 24 24 24 24
Std. Deviation 19.39Z 23.66( 22.13€ 25.18C 13.221 6.771
D Std. Error of Mean 3.958 4.830 4518 5.140 2.699 1.382
Maximum 87 100 89 100 66 51
Minimum 4 7 4 11 10 22
Skewness -1.104 -471 -1.208 -.657 -.079 -.165
% of Total Sum 6.0% 5.9% 6.2% 6.3% 4.6% 5.9%
Mean 81.71 84.25 85.42 84.39 67.35 51.43
Median 85.66 89.07 88.76 88.89 68.00 51.00
N 288 288 288 288 288 288
Total Std. Deviation 14.99¢ 16.29: 14.582 15.05% 16.05C 10.08t
Std. Error of Mean .884 .960 .859 .887 .946 .594
Maximum 100 100 100 100 100 85
Minimum 4 7 4 11 10 22
% of Total Sum 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Table 2A.5hows the range of points for each Better Grade level, and a description of edeh A

Letter Grade as described in Af1S241Underst at e statute, a |l etter g
a school or district r emsculiveyead®2663tt er gr ade
(underperforming school districts: reclassification), requested by Beastadé Education and

signed byormerGovernor Breweenabledhe State Board of Education to expedite the process of
determining that a 0DO0 s,dtheoBodrd detérroines tdatthee c o me a
school is not reasonably likely to achieve an average level of performance.

Table 2A.5A-F Letter Grade Tdal Scores and Description

. Total "
Rating Score Description

A 146200 LEA/school demonstrates amxcellentlevel of

performance
LEA/school demonstrates aove averagdevel of

B 120139 performance

C 106119 LEA/school demonstrates aweragelevel of
performance

D 0-99 LEA/school demonstratesbelow averagdevel of
performance

F Those schools earning a

The letter grade scaleanir e s hol ds used to determine a scho
through a rigorous, iterativeopess in collaborationwdhDE&6 s Techni cal Advi sor
and guidance from the State Board of EduéatonLEARNS subcommittee. The adoptain

the AF Letter Grade scaleas dondy the State Board of Education.sl$tale was set more than

five years ago and the number of points required in order to receive a particular letter grade has not
changed since t he-FBstapbwminti m gt lod X d epgrtpoadrs Af At
scale for alternative schodile the descriptiveeaning of each letter gragmained constant,
opportunities for schoote earnpoints toward a letter gragbgpanded over the years. To

demonstrate, Arizona increased graduation rate accountability férltb#ehGrades of high
schoolspursuant taonditionaunder the 2013 ESEA Waivdnlike other A states like Florida

which is statutorily required to monitor the robustness of their letter grading scale on a regular basis,
there is nsuchprovision iNnA.R.S815241whi ch mandates a-Fpomtscal e of
system whenever a significant shift occurs. Unfortunately, overall proficiency rates in Arizona high
schools have not increased over the last three years despite the increased accountainbty for on
gradiation in the 2023014 school yedra measure Arizona believes to be essential in the

accountability of high schoas,demonstrated in Table 2A.6

Table 2A.6Average High School Proficiency Rates by Letter Grade

2012 2013 2014
AR o5 86 83
73 73 69
62 60 57
45 45 39
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Table2A.7 demonstrates how annual changes in-#f&Atem are not reflected in primary
componentsvhich determine s chool 6s | etter grade. Through
points attributed to a fixed scal e esgcalgrawg f i X
while student outcomé&aled to grown parallel. TablBA.7 was presented to tieate Board of

Education in August 2014 to demonstrate how an ovdfddl#el can mask performance

decreases, increases, and stagnancy in key areas when the number of points drives school
accountability. High schools earned five additional points ageawdren accountability of

graduation rate was increased to 15% within-Ehmédel; furthermore, over 90% of high schools
under the traditond-Fmodel received an additional 3 o0Obon
rate criteriavhich had not been-sealedased on markedly lower dropout rates throughout the

state.

e

Table 2A.72013 to 2014 Average Change oiFAlodel Components by School Type

AlternativeSchools +1% point

Traditional NorHigh

Schools No Change No Change No Change +2
Traditional High Schools  No Change +1 No Change +5
Statewide No Change No Change No Change +3

While letter grade inflation is a significant concern, the omgrasitéthe AF spectrum concerns
highstakes, low lettergradgsh i ch can di scount a school ds acac
like poverty which impact student achievement. A low letter grade may steer a family away from
enrolling their student aaschool; however, a low letter grade also triggers consequences intended

to improve the school in any areas of deficiemen if those areas are predicated on

socioeconomic conditions surrounding the school. Researchers at afbAszdmaiprofit
specializing in Arizona c¢ hFamodelaited te adéqoately sontfolo u n d
for the effect of poverty on indicators of ac
to learning, therefore limiting its utility as an iraticéischool qualitfAttachment 2CAportela

and LaczkdKerr 2013).

All LEAs and schools, both district and charter, are held accountable undeSystein but

charter schools are held accountable to additional requirements laidl Achd®nic

Peformance Framework adopted by AISBCSTheAcademiderformance Framework examines
Operational, Financiaind Academic Performanaé&houghit utilizes student achievement and

growth data processedARE, the ASBCEramework holds charter schoolaatable in a

much more demanding and nuanced manner. WherFthetfer Grade system was compared to
ASBCS06s Academic Performance Framework, the r
applied to an additional, more rigorous set of businesw/hitd produced less inflated labels

compared to the & systemi-or example, under theFASystem 170 charter schools received an

OAO OArL T®WA but only 28 of those schools receive
ASBCS. Similarly, 133 chartepsohl s r ecei \Aed 6a whhB@ hoi soBefined
averageo6 by statute, but 36 of those received
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Alignment between the two systems occurs mainly at the lowest performadiceant | s Far
Below Starmlr d 6 and t-AleT & D¥a bodke cohDar t er school s that

A-F Letter Grade system (49) received either a
Standardd6 (18) r at 2A8Thése inconsistemtaels 2n8 &fléting ( Ta bl e
information reported to the public regda&rding
system as Arizonads primary method of holding

Table 2A.8 Comparison- 204 A-F Letter Gradesand ASBCS Academic Performance Framework

Falls Far| Does Meets Exceeds| Total
Below Not Standard| Standard
Standard| Meet
Standard
A-F A 0 0 135 27 162
Letter
Grade ["A-ALT 0 0 7 1 8
B 0 33 68 1 102
B-ALT 0 3 27 1 31
C 1 68 7 0 76
C-ALT 0 26 23 0 49
D 15 17 0 0 32
D-ALT 3 14 0 0 17
Total 19 161 267 30 477*

*Excludes schools with 2014 Pending labels as of January 2015.

Acknowledging high achieving schools and identifying the lowest performing schools remains a
shared goal for the ASBCSand ADEe. date, all schools assigned
due to three year of per f omtonbythe StdteedBbaodwf aver ag
Educationd which is statutorily permitted under A.R.SZ5After the third full year of

i mpl ementation, the number of scho,bdsedod abel ed
20132014 assessment data. The pomtcba f or a o0D6 | etter grade spa
dozen school s ,despiedmpleraettingifmeaivengansafar three yehish

resulted in academic gains as evidenced by gains up to 33 points.

Table 2A.9a 3 year Chane of AF PointsforFY2 014 o0F6 School s
School Number of
Improvement School Year 2013| Average Difference of FY2014 Poined
Implementation |2 014 0 F 6 | FY2012 Points

NO 25 -1.08
YES 40 4.7
Grand Total 66 2.39393939

The AF school letter gradetArizona charter schootstiatesan intensive evaluation process

which may lead &treme hgh stakesonsequencesh@& Academic Performancaimework

(ASBCS labedligns with the A letter grade accountability system in the identification of

extremely underperforming schoatsevidenced by testimony made t&A8®BCSn January 2015
thedispositiorof theschools of th&7 charter holders sponsored by the Board and one sponsored

by the SBEhatreceivea letter grade of Fin FYl4dueto®i ng 3 comas ecuti ve D
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6 school@performance wasviewed bthe ASBCS witlonly 3 schoolprovidingevidence of
systemic improvement
1 3chartersvere not renewed when their applications were considered last summer

1 2chartersvere required to close thiesthat receivedadfa s par t oapprovdh e Boar
for renewal of their charter contraadtowing them to continue operating their other
schools;

4 chose to surrender their charter and ddseols during the review pess,

2 alsoearned F lettegrades in FY13, 1 of thosejpealingevocation anthe other
surrenderetheircharter

1 withdrew its renewal application and the origind¢ckapired at the end of FY ad

1 SBEauthorized chartéailed to submit a transfer applicatm®SBCSnd their contract
expires on June 8, 2015.

= =4

= =4

An intensive, |l engthy conf i r marttiatedafter thfee yiedise s e s
of a o0D6 | etter gr ade Dbiltytocontnee operatng.de dverhauhof n et
A.RS 815241afterthe transition period may decrease the number of years students remain in very
low achieving schoo& they suffer from minimal academic regression. Still, the ability to evaluate
schoolon di saggregated data wil/|l help inform the
Arizona without putting so many students at risk of struggling academically for multiple years.
Roughly 4800 students were enrolled in schools with a failinglée2012014 school year;

the current system used to identify a failing
progress for up to three years before the sobmive a failing label. The need to address these

among other issudwmsbeen widely documented throoghthe stateAttachmen®D- Robb

2014).

Given the information above, Arizgrlans to usthe summer and fall of 20ttbdevelop
proposedegislatiorio addresthe unintended consequences which threaten both the validity and
reliability of the A= labels assigned to schools. During this same period of time, standard setting
will occur on the inaugural administeration of
student sd& gr oantdtaresreadinass. Duedodhe btandaed setting presasell as

the policy decisiamequired to identify and adopt achievement levels on the new assessment,
schools and parents expect a delay in studemternetresults for thigear with scoring returning

to a normal cycle in the subsequent $&dr28%nd the transition plagives Arizona schools the

same thoughtful consideration affordesttolents in the standard setting and policy adoption
processThe State Board of -fedraransition obtneGtate gcaountahilityt o f
system was widely supported by stakehofteash{ment 2EState Board Minutes December

2014).

Arizona believes its system of holding schools accountable must match the robustness and
significance of its school choice system. The magnitude of the shift in standards and assessment
justifies a disaggregation of data in order to identify low perfornualy segardless of Title |

status. While Arizona transitions both its assessment and accountability systems, the state can also
focus on ensuring academic quality for all studegésdless of subgroup membership,

socioeconomic status, or other educalkioeeds.
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After three full years of implementation of tHe l&tter grade accountability system, Arizona
schools and stakeholders have identified seve
system. Still, Arizona schools, parents, amy pahkers have realized tangible benefits and

favorable outcomes under ESHAXibility. The state believes we can continue to meet these goals
when flexibility is granted by the U.S. Department of Education to apply the Reward, Focus, and
Priority criteia statewide to both Title | and rbrtle | schools. Components containedhivit

Ar i z o-R leeties Gralle Accountabilitystem will continue in the interim application of the
Reward, Focus, Priority crit etinuedfleshliigis®owi de. T
carefully merge to one seamless accountabil it
students for collegand career e adi ne s s . Widdvdloped adcaurdabiktydsgsters asa t e
the foundation, the state carhance the identification and recognition system and further

differentiate appropriate interventions without aggregation to a letter grade and with concentration

on key areas. Taken together, these changes will allow Arizona to target support wkaragtudent

be struggling and create a system focused on-ctie@gareereadiness that supports continuous
improvement and early interventions.

As indicated beforthe legislature amended statute to prohibit Agdigimg lettergrades to

schools during the 202015 and 201%016 school years; therefore, the state will monitor school
performance by using criteria to identify the lowest performing schools and distinguished reward
schools statewide. In the absence of-ariLétterGrade or AF Letter Grade point&\DE will

amendhe current criteria in order to use the underlying accountability measures to identify
qualifying Reward, Focus, and Priority schbluils transition period allows ADE to work with
stakeholder® gain iput and analyze the criteria for developing a more rofusygiem once the
transition period ends.

Accountability in the Absence of AF Letter Grades

To continue the statikevelope@ccountability system, ARIEEvised methodology to differentiate,
idertify, and support schodtatewideluring the transition to new assessments without the
issuane of an AF letter graddn order to demonstrate a commitment to holding all schools
accountable for the performance of all students, Arizona will contirack #@nd report school
progress in order ®ewarschools with high progress or performaRaeysn schools where
subgroups demonstrate need, and ensure the lowest performing school®aigfoop
receiving support.

Without aggregating tdiaal, valieladen, letter grade, AQteveloped a differentiated recognition,
accountability, and support system for schwbish accounts for the transition to a new
assessment and identifies schools with obel ow
Without issuing a letter grade during the-2018 and 201%016 school years, ADEill continue

to track and repodchool progress as described. Even in the absence 67 lbteh grade labels,

the proposed Reward, Focus, and Priority criteria includes a far greater number of students than the
alternative measure of Adequately Yearly Progress (AYP). Recogmzpagthece of a state

systen, the revised Reward, Focugmy labelsvill be applied stateveid
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Figure 2A.iv Identifying Criteria for Reward, Focusand Priority During Transition

Within-SchoolGap

wNOT identified as REWARD schadlD
WCCRI Grad Avg. Annual Change
(2014 to CY) < @R
wPercent passing of All Students group in
the top halfof the state AND
wPercent passing of B25 subgroup in the
lowest quartileof state@R
WFEP1 & 2 percent passiimgthe
lowest quartile

\Focus Schoo

0s

Qx

i ¢ LowAchievingSubgroup
wHighest quartile of overlap between the
aoOK22f Qa . Hp adz INRQz
Bottom 25%AND
WELL Reclassification rate in tlhevest
quartile OR
o SNOSy i3S 2F a0Kz22f
€ the lowest guatrtileof the state

Ay

Low GraduatiorRate?

wA-year graduation rate less than 60% for ANDtwo prior years OR
WCCRI Grad@2 AND

'If applicable; ELi-countx(10 wA-year grad rateAvg. Annual Chang@@11 to CY) <0

zcredit Recovery Alternativechools exempt

All Reward schools must meet overall AMO (All students and all subgrou

Arizona believes thimarytenets of theystem to identify schools for Reward, Focus, reorityP

status are crucial for protecting the equitable accesgragrdssive outcomes of students
regardless of all possible socioeconomic disadvantages or exceptional needs. As such, Arizona will
preserve the intent of theFALetter Grade System by applying many ofdtemeasures to the

criteria used to identifyeRard, Focus, and Priority scho@ee Attachment 2J updatedl)

Arizona schools, regardless of Title | status, will be evaluated using the described criteria and receive
corresponding labels in order to identify schools in need of support as \webhlasmich truly

deserve recognition for high performance on all measures or high progress in key areas. This is
consistent with the historical application of the AYP determination fdritleoh schoolsAlso

consistent with previous practice, schoblshwdo not meet the AM&In the current year would

not be eligible for any Reward distinction as a safeguard from recognizing schools with persistent
and/or growing achievement gapise new criteria will also integradielitionaineasures currently
absehfrom the AF system.
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Table 2A9bAr i zonads Accountability Transiti

October

August November December  January February  March June July
Year 1 of new Assessmerdligned to Arizona standards
SBE adopts
Suspend A new Request
F for FY15 Priority ESEA
and FY16 criteriato  Waliver .
. . . Begin
based on identify with reportin
SB1289; fbel o' updated porting
L available
Develop aver a.criteria, 20142015
criteria for schools for current data ASAP
Reward, FY15 and priority &
Focus, & FY16 as focus
Priority required by schools
SB1289
Developmento f Ari zonads new state account a
Use new
criteria to
identify
20142015 gri'aer?aevt\lo aﬂgﬁ;iﬁx" %t(eﬂnew
student Submit exit Cohort (quewar d 9 accountability
achievement revised Submit 1 Focus & Focus & system based
data accountability AMOs Priority Priorit' on 20152016
available, legislation schools schoo?/s data
reported based on ing EY14 (informational
14-15 data using purposes)
’ (Priority),
FY15, and
FY16 data.
First year of | mpl &enisad Gtaté Acapuntalalify Systemn z ona 6 s
LEE aety Issue 2017
Begin Year 1 ggﬁ::% to Accountability
?r;plementation and/_or_exit gz;eer(rjn <I)nnat|0n5
qualifying
for newly 20162017
identified SChOOIS data; Request
using FY14 L
Focus & (Priority A- to realign
Priority F points) E_SEA criteria
schools thru EY17 with new state
data system.

In 2014, Arizona policymakadded perfanance on the statewiieiencassessmeas a

component of AF Letter Gradedursuant tAA.R.S815241G., Arizona must integrate assessment
results from the 2042015 AIMS and AIMS A Science administration into state accountability.
Previously, the-& Systemonlyincorporated Mathematics and Reading assessment results. These
two subjects showed dhmgains annually during the operationalizationFoadécountability;

despite the absence of an assigr€edefter grade for schools, Arizona will fulfill the intent of the
legislation by incorporating Science performattcthe criteridor recognitio as a Reward school.
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In 2014, all tested gradgsy and 1(xperienced decreagpess rates for AIMS Scienghile

Grade 4 was the only grade to increase from 2013. Grade 10 continues to show a downward trend
line since 2010 of 39% passing AIMSh8eim 2014. This is the second year Grade 9 students were
permitted to take the AIMS Science assessuamhen comparing their percent passing to last
yeards results, they showed a slight decrease

With the ultimate goal efeighingScience achievement at an equal significance as Mathematics and
Reading; the initial incorporation of Science assessment results in the state accountability system will
recognize relatively high student achievement in tresicardga as part of the criteria to be among

the top performing schools in the state. Approximatelthodeof Arizona schools achieved

accountability determinationsdesagb hei r over al | performance as
consideration of achievemenh Al MS and Al MS A Science. Arizor
consider student achievement on Science in order to retain a label suggesting exceptional
performance.

The criteria for Reward schoimisludeschools receiving over 140 points in Z0ddletter graded
0OAdcannot be eligible for ohigh progress stat.!
20132014 school year through high academic achievement as well as high student growth for eithe
the Bottom 25% subgroup dr students. This pduces possible overlap for focus and high

progress status; however, it is the intention to target support to schools in most need where little to

no evidence of upwatdjectory exists. Schoskowng high progress may have areas identified for
improvemant; regardlesa,schoothatexhibishi gh gr owt h for their Botto
be identified a@ Focusschodtkocus cri teria will be run annual
achieving students indicates progress to correct any gagsnnasthievement

In addition to student achievement in S&ethe interimmethoddevelopedo hold schools
accountable for the achievement of subgroups
of reclassified ELL students,FduentEnglish ProficienfFEP)studentsEnglish language
acquisition, as measured by Ari zocoatdbstedpng!l i sh
to 1.5% to a sclkoolDGis i oyge A&dEGtisdnaessiotEnglishg ha d o
Language seods to evaluate areas of improvement for services to and accountability of LEAs, the
continuedand improvedhclusionof AZELLA resultsjn addition to otheacademic outcomes of

this subgroupvere emphasized. Therefore, the intadoountabilitynethodwill maintaira focus

on English language acquisition and increase accountability for academic achievement of students
deemed to be Fluent English Proficient (FEP).

Arizonahas an obligation to monitor FEP students for a minimum of two years foll@wiegith

from an ELL progranfreclassification)his obligation is cldg defined in Federal land Arizona
Administrative 6de R7-2-306 ()(L)Ar i zonads Struct (BElMddelgareg!| i sh | r
designed to ensure rapidglish languageequisition. Therefore, it is imperative to monitor

students aftaeclassificatioto ensure students are receiving any necessary supports or intervention
services to be successful in the mainstream classroom. FEP students are monitored on their
academiperformancgeas well as the statewide assessment. Unlikd-tegsfem, the interim

accountability methalill account for thecontinued progress and incentivize the upward mobility

of ELL and former ELLstudents. Additionally,récognizean importan part of a schoo
to serve all students and ensure ELL and FEP students are acquiring English and succeeding in
grade level classes.

63




ESEA FLEXIBILITY 8 REQUEST STATE OF ARIZONA

In FY 2013achievement on AZELLBecame more rigorqugquiring students score proficient
in Reading, Wiitg, and the Total Combined scottall three expectatioase met, a student will

be ¢l ass

i fied with an Overall Pr of i

Ci

ency

students who were first year ELL in FY 2012 (ELL Cohort 2012) reclasgifrethree years.
Having a majority of ELL students reclassify within three years is a trend for Arizona with 91% of

ELL Cohort 2011 and 95% of ELL Cohort 2010 reclassifying within three years.

Figure 2Av ELL Cohort Percent Reclassified Within 3 Years

Percentage Rechssified

ELL Cohort, Percent Reclassified
within Three Years

100%
R0% //ﬁ%
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40%
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D% T T 1

After 1year After 2 years After 3years
Years in ELL Program

Figure 2A.vi Statewide Reclassification Rate

35%
30%
25%

E 20%
& 15%
10%
5%

Statewide Reclassification Rate

qna 33% 31%
L=y

ZH% L. SUN
223 A N2 ::?
17% . »

el -
LA

| — 12%/

T T T T T T T T T 1
FY FY FyY Y Y FY FY FY FY FY
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Fiscal Year

Notes: AZLLA 1began in FY 200AZELLA 2 began in FY 2008ZELLA 3 began in FY 2013

Ar i z o n a 6d€Engish ImmerdionsrMedatsproved the reclassification rates of ELL
students when comparing rates of exit from years prior to the implementation of the Models
72%o0f all English language learners receive sarvaétructured EnglighinersionSEI)
classroomwhere the teacher providestruction using the English Language Profic{&hd3)
standardsThe areas of reading, writing, listening, speakingulwgabnd grammar are the fci
this instructionThe remaining7% receke services through amlidualized.anguagéearner
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Plan(ILLP). The plan specifies tk# P standardshe teacher will then use for differentiation
during the lessons in the mainstream classroom.

Additionally, FEP students out perform their native speaking peers on state asadssments.
Specifically, in FY 2014 all FEP students (F&frst year after reclassification; FEdPs2cond

year after reclassification; FE®tBird year after reclassification; FER fiur or more years after
reclassification) students matobreelxceeded the rate of passing AIMS Reading in grades 3, 4 and
5. In grades 6 and 7, FEP 3 and FEP 4+ students held constant or outperfor&lddsnbm

grades 8 and HS FEP students do not perform as well, often because the content becomes far more
compgex. Identical trends are found for AIMS Mathticsvith FEP students by grade. These

trends are consistent over time; however, compared to prior years in FY 2014 a large increase in
FEP 1 student performance on AIMS Reading anceMatlts occurretlie b the new exit

criteria. See figures below for details of aggregated statewide FEP performance compared to non
ELL performance on AIMS.

Figure 2A.vii Comparisond FEP and Non-ELL AIMS Reading Performance

FEP versus Non-ELL Performance on
AIMS Reading by Fiscal Year
90.0%
H——

E" B5.0% —._$ *
E RO.0% _‘ﬁ = FEP1
g 75.0% /7! —d—FEP2
g 70.0% FEP3
£ eso% ,f/ —4—FEP4+

60.0% — ; | =@—Non-ELL

2012 2013 2014
Fiscal Year
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Figure 2A.viii Comparisond FEP and Non-ELL AIMS Math Performance

FEP versus Non-ELL Performance on
AIMS Math by Fiscal Year
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Arizona must continue to enstinese FEP students (roughly 98,000 in FY 2014) continue to grow
academically alongside their peers. The obser
assessmeéby FEP 4+ students in addition to the FEP 1, FEP 2, and FEP 3 students overall in the
state performing below the RBhL students warrants the inclusion of FEP performance in order

to identify and close achievement gaps.

Moreover, when comparing ELiudent growth on the statewide assessment tBlriostudent

growth, ELL students showed the highest average scale score gains from FY 2012 to FY 2013 and
FY 2012 to FY 2014 in both AIMS Reading and AIMSdviatticcompared to nGi&LL

students.

Figure 2A.ix Comparisond ELL andNon-ELL AIMS Reading Performance

Average Gains on AIMS Reading for
ELL and Non-ELL Students
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Figure 2Ax Comparisond ELL and Non-ELL AIMS Math Performance

Average Gains on AIMS Math for ELL
and Non-ELL Students
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While ELL students continue to show immense improvement on the statewide assessment, their
scores remain well below ABLs. Schools with exaggerated gaps in ELL and FEP student
achievement yet rated highly overall suggest that the exceptional edogegtiomyay not benefit

all students to the fullest extent possible.

The primary method for incor poi+étergnage subgroup
accountability system had been demonstration of student growth scores. Operationalization of SGP
in the AF formula utilized a method which exacerbated residuals to the mean in efforts to identify

otypical 6 student growth at the school | evel
25% subgroup. | ndependen texploseddaharmethodsddr inchision z o n a
intheAF formula in hopes of more adequately cont

socioeconomic factors and the number-Bf#oints assigné@ttachmenC-. Aportela and

LaczkeKerr 2013). The criteria to identify Reward, Focus, and Priority schools throughout the state
utilizes both the otypical é growth identified
considered to be exceptionally higtgaRdless of socioeconomic factors and subgroup

membership, the SGP should only consider the academic achievement of like students.
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Figure 2A.xi Percentage of Students with High SGP (>75) by Subgroup

@ Title 1 Eligible Schools @Non-Title 1 Eligible Schools
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Sudents considered to be in Battom 25% of performance at their respective schools may

represent a variety of achievement levels; however, the intended focus of the Bottom 25% of
students at all schools emphasizes the academic achievement of these students in order to close
achievemdrgapswhether they exist among extremely affluent schools or extrepoghrished

schools. Still, nemitle | schools show greater proportions of students with high growth scores even
when considering subgroup membership (Fgéee.). For thiseason, Arizona will include both

the percentage of students in the B25 with high SGP as well as the percentage of students in the B25
who score below the2percentile in the state in its determination of Focus schools. These two
pieces of data were absfrom the AF data reported to schools for summative, high stakes

purposes and formative, program planning purposes. The interim method of holding Arizona
schools accountable takes into consideration the legacy of the information provided to schools as
well asan increase in potential utility for Arizona educators to use these data for formative as well as
summative purposdart ofthecriteria to identify a Focus school includes students who perform in
the lowest quartile within the school level badiowest quartile within the state for that subject

and grade level for purposes of intensive intervention. The application of the Reward, Focus,
Priority criteria statewide will provide much more information to schools about the performance of
their lowst achieving studentghich will better align school accountability with student

achievement.

Table 2A.18hows the number of students excluded in 2014 from AYP calculation because of the
orcount é rule, by subgr oup.olsTolioeegosevakadtien fosanys t e m d
qualifying student. The Department pools two additional years of data in order to increase the

count appropriately for any school with less than 30 FAY test records in a single fiscal year. The
state system also diffemsnh ESEA in that all schools are accountable for the academic

achievement of their combined subg@dtph e s chool 6s Bottom 25%. The
prioritizes the gaps between the lowest performing students and their peers and maintains the high
rate of inclusion not possible unBSEA/AYP.
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Table 2A.DFY 2011 Title | Schools # of StudentsExcluded from AMO Determinations and # of
Schools not held Accountable for Subgroups under ESEA for Reading

Subgroup Ngg}gg;g Number of Schools with Percent of Schools with

Excluded Any Students Excluded Any Students Excluded
ELL 3,464 1,077 88%
SPED 3,967 1,122 91%
FRL 1,892 595 48%
Asian 1,888 740 60%
Black 2,874 913 74%
Hispanic 2,524 774 63%
Native American 2,417 923 75%
White 3,084 923 75%

Note: The numbers representeading; however, the numbers from the mathematics data did
not vary greater than 3 students in any categodywith the exception of the number of students
with disabilities excluded (i.e., Reading = 3,967; Mathematics 3,864).

Assessment Participation Rates

ADE stronglybelieveschools should administer the statewide assessmakstudenias
mandated in state statute (A.R.S281and815755) because we beliea@mpliance is essential
to a robust accountability system. THel&etter Grade System holds all schools accountable to
testing at least 95% of their studenttherstatewide assessmenthe current year. Table 2A.
11below illustrates how schools beld accountable to the percentage of students tested.

Table 2A11Maximum Allowable Pointsand Letter Grades based on Percent of Students Tested

Percentage of Maximum Letter Grade Eligible Points
Students Tested Allowed
95% or more A 200
8594% B 139
75-84% C 119
Less than 75% D 99
If a school tests greater than 95% of their studeeysare eligibletoeam 6 A6 | etter gr

However, the highest letter grade a school can earn isifithégubrcentage of students tested is

less than 95%-or example, schools testieween 85% and 94% of its students are only eligible

to receive up to a | etter grade of 06Bd. Schoo
toreceiveupst a 6 D6 | etter grade. It is also possi bl
fewer than 75% of its students. This consequeintensonal because schdal$ngto account

for all students during testing are excluding substantiattjgnog of their students from state

mandated testingvhich limits their ability to gauge school and student achievienaeneffort to

reinforce thipolicyo f L E A 0ad least 8594 of tlmeig student population, startinglsgbar

20122013 a criterion waadded tdhe final determinations of AM(oif a school is out of

compliancg, he school and LEA wil/ be designated as

In the initial year of the AZMERIT assessment, Arizona will hold all schools accountabig for test

all students enrolled in gradeésiB Mathematics aftl A on the corresponding grade level
assessment. Arizona will use the grade level assessment in Mathematics and Reading only in order tc
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measure test participation rates for students enrolledagtiade levels. Whereas AIMS was
admini stered after a studentds second year in
school students requires student enrollment in a high school level course corresponding to an
appropriat&End-of-Coursdes in either English/Language Arts or a high school level Mathematics
course. The sequence of courses and when students are exposed to the instructional content are
local decisions based on the LEA protocol but especially based on the needs of stisms. To

all students are assessed at least once in high school prior to graduation, Arizona will use NCSC for
high school students with significant cognitive disabilities in Grade 11. The incongruence among the
use ofEnd-of-Coursdesting in high schoolrfthe general population of students and a high school
content assessment for students with significant cognitive disabilities presents unique challenges.
Arizona previously used a cohort based measure of test participation in the second year of high
schod. However, this means students with significant cognitive disabilities currently invhiade 11
assess on NCSC afsebsequently t@sgjon AIMS A in the 2023014 school year.

With the introduction dEnd-of-Coursdestingand a new high school ¢tent assessment for

students with significant cognitive disabiltespna pledges to ensalestudentareassesslin
Mathematics and English/Language Arts at least once during their high school tenure. While
schools will be held appropriately antathle for student achievement oeat-of-Coursdests
administered, dind-of-Courseests correspond with the minimum course credits needed for an
Arizona high school diploma. Until all students eligible to enroll in high school levsstaourse
asess on the corresponding AzMERNd-of-Courseexam, Arizona will build a longitudinal bank

of AZMERIT assessments for students to ensure test participation in grades 3 through 8 as well as
high schoglbeginning in the 2012015 school year. Cohort 2018 e the first graduating cohort
eligible to assess onkatld-of-Courseassessments. At this point, Arizona can use a bané-of-
Coursdests to establish if the high school student had been assessed the appropriate number of
times by Grade 11.

Dueto the nature dEnd-of-Coursdestingas well as the timing of assessment for high school

students with significant cognitive disabilities, all high school schools will be held accountable for
the assessment in Mathematics and English/Language Alitstimtents by the time they

complete Grade 11. This approach also minimizes the occurrence of punitive consequences for high
schools which serve a larger proportion of advanced middle school students who complete all high
school required coursework ptiothe year in which they enroll in Grade 11. However, this

approach also requires the Department to consider whether a Grade 11 student assessed on a high
school level test while enrolled in the two prior years.

All ELA and Mathematics assessments administered at the school may count toward the calculation
of the percent of students passing at the school; this includes students asse$sedtafn any
Course=xam, students who assess darakof-Courseexam and a grade level assessment, as well

as students who complete the alternate assessment. Arizona will continue to hold schools
accountable for the percentage of students passing Mathematics and Reading by aggregating these
results so each recordasicted.

Arizona will incorporate the same process used under IDEA to identify any LEA who exceeds the
1.0 percent c-b&lpetter Grade Systdme LEAstwil beendtifed iAthey have
exceeded the 1.0 percent cap and which proficient sdoceantifis nowproficient at schools in

the LEA. This determination is based on the additional data collected regarding the eligibility
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determination process for student(s) ssdegith AIMS A (IEP and METADE will assist any
LEA who meets the criteiim34 CFR Sect 200.13(c)(5)(1) (i.e., small LEA, LEA with special
schools) in filing an appeal for an exception to the 1.0 percent cap.

To ensure test participation for all students
school testslesshan 95%. The method to calculate the s
to compare these data points from year to year. However, since more than 95% of Arizona schools
assess at least 95% of their students on the statewide assessmeam, itiggoe deviation
statewide by counting unt e,sdtledthe parcend gassingsis as a
based on 95% of students who should have assessed at the school.

The treatment of schools withsmatl o unt s coul dforAYBantAMDi n a oOpass
evaluation; however, theFAS/stem used three years of pooled data in order to determine an

overall letter grade. Arizona will continue to pool three years of data so small schools are no longer
exempt from particular labels under the éoroniteria. For schools which qualify for three year data
pooling due to low current year assessment data, the methodology to hold schools accountable for
low test participation in the current year will impact proficiency results by allowing on§6up to 95

of the pooled proficiency results to be counted. For small schools which do not test the minimum
requirement of students in a single year, the inclusion of pi@dg&aallowed for a greater

adjusted proficiency rate when the method for holdingianad schools accountable were applied.

To clarify, the adjustment of the denominator based on a single year for pooled data had the
potential to increase the proficiency rates for small schools which tested less than 95% in a single
year. However, adfugy the proficiency rate of the pooled data to allow only the proportion tested

in the single year caused disproportionately punitive results due to the weight of a single student in a
single year for small schools. All schools regardless of sizeaeohelble for testing up to

95% of students and the proficiency rates used for accountability purposes are directly associated
with this requirement. Arizonads criteria for
all schools are evaluatedardless of size and type.

Table 2A.12Comparison- AverageSatewide AssessmenfProficiency Rates for3 Years with 95%

Adjustment
School Year Mean Std. Deviation
20132014 (2014 AF calculation) .70 .149
20132014 (New 95% adjusted) .70 158
20122013 70 147
20112012 .69 .156

A Pearson correlation coefficient confirms a high level of agreement amongst the original
calculation of the percentage of students passing the statewide assessment and the adjustment for
schools which tested less than 95%l students required to assésst participation for the

majority of Arizona schools and students has typically exceeded 95% with the exception for
populations with high mobility rates such as English Language Learneislasulidénts

attending Alternative (Credit Recovery) sehédthough a larger percentage of schools fall short

of testing at least 95% of ELL students on AZELLA, these schools typically fail the minimum
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requirement due to a very small number of students; thus, the correlation between the true
proficiency rateshd the adjusted proficiency rates are minimally impacted for even our ELL

subgroup (Tabl2A.13).

Table 2A.B Comparability of Proficiency RatesAdjusting for > 95% Test Participation

Percentage of schools by

type

w h

Pearsoncorrelation

AIMS and AIMS A Traditional Schools 95.75% .989
AIMS and AIMS A Alternative Schools 87.07% .945
AZELLA (all schools) *80.6% .994

*Schools with min n-count only

Student Growth Percentiles (SGP)

Ari zonads move

t o

Cellege ansl/er €areeniReady Standarelsawsll impactn g

the production and release of growth data during the fall of 2015. Growth percentiles can be
calculated between AIMS and AzMERIT results; quantile regression underlying the student growth
percentiles allowsr a robust growth measure with appropriate inference. However, analyses will
need to be conducted to determine the validity of the growth results. The calculation of student
growth percentiles will take place once all relevant assessment datadibptbeidest vendor.
ADE will consult a technical advisory group then conduct a series of studies to estimate the validity
of the derived student growth percentiles (SGP) paying special attention to the distribution of

student rankings as they relaténéomode of test administration. Given the SGP prove valid and

reliable for purposes of estimating normed student growth, these SGP data based ¢t0ftte 2014
test administration will be reported publicly enviimter of 2016. Figure 2Aaditlines theranual
60s growth

i mpact of a school
years. Compared to proficiency, the use of SGP does offer more reliability across fiscal years and

performance levels.
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Figure 2Axii Annual Impact of School Growth Scores versus Proficiency Scores ofr Aetter
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ResearchersFosyaremomad®ist ASGP as a fairer met|
contribution to st ud e-Rlettel @alingsysterm doeslnott o6i t s wus
meanin@ully alter the negative relationship between the level of poverty in the school and the final

s ¢ h ool Attachtant2@Apportela and Laczkéerr 2013)Unt i |  Ari zonads fin
adoptedgrowth scores outside a letter grade will be utilizdess processed manner by

evaluating the distribution of students with high versus low growth scores across the achievement
spectrumRegardless of Title | status and/or other demographic data, alternative application of

SGPs in the state accountabsljtytem can impact the ovesiatiountabilitgdetermination.

The purpose of the growth component is to acknowledge the academic gronghtsftiiin a

school or LEAeven if a student has not yet reached-tgeeleproficiency. Arizona usestuadent

level growth measudestudent Growth Percentiésod e scr i be each studentds
relative to other students who begin at the same starting point. Including a longitudinal student
growth component into an accountability system isytantijamportant because it recognizes the
degree to which the | owest achieving students
the next.

Conceptually, a student growth percentile represents the amount of academic growth for an
individual sident compared to other students in the same grade who share the same AIMS scale

scores. This establishes a studentds peer gro
and mathematics in the five most recent years in order to establisteosegper groups. An
individual s growth is then compared to his o

subsequent years. The growth percentile represents how much growth an individual student has
made relative to academic peers so that ongnacaathievement is compared from one year to

the next. Every student attending the stateds
who takes the AIMS is included in the SGP calculatiaona originally proposed use of Student

Growh Targets to chart each studentds path to g
percentile a student needs to reach in order for each student t@gstagynortrack toward

proficiency. SGT can be calculated after three complete testadministons of Ar i zonad
assessment.

To determine each studentds Student Glevelwt h Ta
performance. Using this as the starting point, we can then project the growth each student would
need in order to mdain or attain proficiency within 3 years or grade 10, whichever comes first.

These student growth targets are critdrésed because individual growth is relative to state
performance standards by measuring academic growth toward proficiency agstenstatds.

To illustrate how the SGT can be understood, takexdmple provided in Figure RiiAThe

state begins by identifying the studentods cur
red star is below grade level, havingg or med i n the OApproachesd ca
mark. In order to reach proficiency within 3 years, this student would need relatively high growth.
To reach academic excellence, indicatedd by sc
need extremely high growth. Now, take for example, the student indicated by the gold star. This
student was proficient in the current year, h

However, without high levels of growth in the next tleaes ythis student will not be colegnel
careeready in mathematics by grade 10.
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Figure 2A.xiii Examples of Student Growth

Target
= Exceeds .
= ,,g = h-to-
S I e oo n s #» | Excellence
§ Meets - cew===""
— S g
E == S e NS e e -
= =
& "Actual Growth
/* Approaches
FalisFar Below
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Year

To reach these target$ower status student will need very high, sustained growth to get on track

for collegeandcareereadinesd-or high achieving students, only modest growth is required to

stay on grade level. However, for these excelling students, simply staying above the proficient mark
is not a high enough benchmark; schools must work to inspire theirdeeds stnd push them

beyond their perceived limits. These efforts can be measured by assessing not just whether students
made adequate growth meet the minimum state standards, but whether or not their growth puts
them on a path to excellence.

Armed with his information, school leaders, teachers, and parents can understand not just a
studentds current statwus, but the direction i
if necessary. This focus on individual students provides incentikesvdeddge and count the

growth ofALL students. Achievement gaps are measureddstudent against the mark of

collegeand careereadiness, rather than just measuring differences between groups. In this way, the
state sets high, @oing expectatiarfor all subgroups. ADE strives for all students who move
through Arizonads system, today and into the
that await them.

Student Growth Targets data can help LEAs and school administratorspgopteasgp

instructional interventions and supports based espsitefic needs. In addition, teachers can use
Student Growth Targets information to differentiate instruction for individual students and use this
information at the classroom level. In paldr, teachers need to know what level of growth is
required for students to reach proficiency within 3 years in order to plan instruction accordingly.

Likewise, schools and teachers in high performing schools benefit from this information by knowing
what is required to maintain proficiency and to encourage their students to reach for excellence. This
prevents a "slump" in test scores following attainment of proficiency, and allows for intervention

with students who have declined since meeting proficiemove them further above the cut

score. In addition to SGP, SGT will provide educators with additional data to inform instruction;
however, three years of assessment data are required in order to produce these SGT data points.
Whereas SGP might be usedieasure the growth compared to academic peers for students on

outer, opposite ends of the achievement spectrum, SGT can provide criterion based information
regarding student performance compareldwto the
achieving student might require significant g
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metric; however, the SGP may reveal high performance or gains relative to prior year achievement
and the achievement of similar academic peers.

How does the Bottom Quartile relate to ESEA Subgroups?

The bottom quartile of students is defined for each school and district as students among the

bottom quartile of performance on the reading and mathematics sections of the AIMS test in the
prioryearFor example, 2010 Al MS scores are used to
students for the 2011 calculation. This group is identified each academic year based on prior year
performance. This information is critical for teachers to have wiemtsstart the school year, so

that they can target academic interventions to bring those students back on trackdaodollege
careefreadiness.

The focus on accountability for traditional ESEA subgroups is predicated on a false premise that a
studentvho is a member of a traditionally lower performing subgroup must be low performing,
simply by being a member of the subgroup. Using a bottom quartile does not focus on the
performance of subgroups because these traditional subgroups are not tha foguzod n a 6 s
efforts. Rather, ALL students who are struggling will receive the attention and focus they need,
regardless of subgroup membership.

Indeed, focusing on traditional subgroups potentially takes attention away from those who really
need i the stuggling students. Interventions should be targeted to individual student needs and be

formul ated based on the studentdés status, not
focused their attention on serving students in these subgroup g ulzdit could be to the
detriment of struggling students who were not

However, the datfrom 2011 does illustraite students who struggle academically in Arizona are
disproportionately minority, low incoraglish Language Learners, and special education
students. Arizonads bottom quartile is compr.i
traditional NCLB subgroups, and a focus on this single combined subgroup will promote clarity and
increase therpportion of schools held accountable for subgroup performance.

In data from the 2032011 shool year, the state foundhin the ESEA subgroups of ELLs and

special education, students were predotlyimiathe bottom quartil§ éble 2A.14 Over twe

thirds the SPED students were in the bottom quatrtile in their school in reading and in mathematics.
For ELL students, the proportion in the bottom quartile was greater in reading than in mathematics,
but even in mathematics, over half of the &ldents were in the bottom quartile. The

distribution for students who qualified for Free or Reduced Lunch was also greater in the bottom
quartile.

Table 2A.14Percentage of Students b$ubgroups in Each Quartile- Readingand Mathematics

Quartile Reading Mathematics
ELL FRL SPED ELL FRL SPED
1 67% 29% 69% 57% 29% 65%
2 23% 26% 17% 27% 26% 19%
3 8% 24% 9% 12% 24% 10%
4 2% 21% 5% 5% 21% 6%
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The distribution among the race/etlilyigroups was not uniforriigble 2A.15). The lower the

guartile, the higher the proportion of minority groups, with the exception of Asian students. As an
exampldor Reading shown in Figures 2.A.xiv and 2.&&\bottom quartile has more African
American, Hispanic, and Native American stadeelative to the remainder of quartiles.

Table 2A.1%Percentage of Students by Race/Ethnicity in Each Quartile Reading and Mathematics

: : African- : : Native :

Quartile Asian American Hispanic American White

Reading Q1 20% 31% 28% 30% 21%
Q2 22% 26% 27% 27% 24%

Q3 26% 23% 24% 24% 26%

Q4 32% 19% 21% 20% 29%

Mathematics Q1 17% 35% 28% 30% 21%
Q2 20% 27% 26% 27% 24%

Q3 25% 22% 24% 24% 26%

Q4 38% 17% 21% 20% 29%

AIMS Reading, by Ethnic Group
Figure 2A.xivBottom Quartile Figure 2A.xvQuartiles 24

African
American
5%

African

Native Native

American
6% 5%
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To further illustrate the academic struggles among the bottom quartile across all grades, only 20% of
the students in the bottom 25% were proficient in the 2011 AIMS Mathematics assessment and 37%
were proficient in AIMS Reading compared to-tueeterof all other students who were

proficient in the same content areas. Additionally, in mathematics 77% of the students who were in
the OoOFalls Far Bel ow6 category in 2010 (the |
category in 2011. Forreadhgh % of t he students who were in t|
2010 on AIMS remained in the same category in 2011 and over 50% of students staying in the
OApproacheso6 category in both 2010 and 2011.
the lowest performing students within a school based on prior year test scores. Thus, ADE asserts
that the stateds bottom quartile is represent
academic attention and t hewekt ateds proposal [

Identifying the Bottom Quartile Student Subgroup

A continued intention of Arizonad6s ESEA Fl exi
under the state developed accountability system than were previously served using the former AYP
Accountability System. Under the former accountability system, schools were required to make AYP
for each grade and subgroup in order for the school to make AYP. However, if the school had less
than 40 students in a particular grade/subgroup combinatigmatie/subgroup combination was
given an automatic oOpassdé from the AYP dete
SPED students, none of those students would
Comparatively, under the methodologgdieed, ALL SCHOOLS will be held accountable for
reading and mathematics performance of the bo
race, ethnicity, soegonomic status, or any other subgroup membership. The combining of these
subgroups toansider all students in the bottom 25% will hold schools accountable for more
students since they wil!/ not have to meet the
grade/subgroup combination.

rm
b

Calculating the bottom quartile of students edoason achievement on the reading and
mathematics sections of the test from the prior year. Student growth percentiles are not used to
identify the bottom quartile, but rather, once the bottom quatrtile of students is identified, the
median growth perceletifor this group is calculated for a school or district for use in their letter
grade formula. This group of students will include the disaggregated subgroups under the current
NCLB requirements.

For all students in grade8 and 10, the first stepdscalculate thdifferenceéoetween each
student s prior year gradeM&EMSpassihgeut scare(cuescoeeriod pr i
Meej)sn mathematics and reading separately.

Differeneg(Prior Year Scale Sc@@rior Year Gradeevelo Pass 6 Cut Scor e)

Next,a mathematical transformatisused teemove negative numbers and account for the

different passing scores in each grade, so that all students could be compared in a school, regardless
of grade level. This transformation doeshet the essence of the data because each data point
receives the same treatmentianelersible when the data need to be brought back to their original
structure.
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Il n this transf oDifferartseore is weigateddhthepriouydddZ t 6 s
operformance | evel 6. There are four perfor man
scores. In this analysis, a numeric value between 1 and 4 is assigned tappeograte

performance level, as follows:

1 = Falls Far Below
2 = Approaches

3 = Meets

4 = Exceeds

Finally, the numeric performance level is multiplied by 1,000, which adjusts for negative values from
theDifferenseore but keeps the students in the same ordinal ranking. This step is calculated
separately for high schools.

Adjusted Differen{®ifference + [AIMS performance lexel,000])

For each school , acr AdjusedBifferesucges arelrank ordered fore d , st
low to high by subject and separated into quartiles. The lowest quartile of students in reading and
mat hematics represent a d&teetbatont 256%. THegravghst per f o
percentiles of each student in thisigrare then used to determine the median growth score in

reading and mathematics within each school.

The method described above may be adjusted appropriately in response to the new scale presented
by Arizonads new statewide assessment.

ADE is committe to providing support, instructional resources, and a cooperative strategy to help
these struggling schools turn the corner. With appropriate interventions and support, the state
believes these schools have an opportunity to increase the acadenof theicegslents toward
the goal of becoming caresnd collegeeady.

ARS85241 requires that the accountability dete
achieving students. TheFALetter Grade Accountability System emphasizegdatvéh of this

particular group of students at every school because regardless of geographic location or the
socioeconomic status of the surrounding community, every school has its lowest achieving students
who should be identified and supported. Arizathaamtinue to emphasize the importance of

supporting the lowest achieving students by identifying the scale scord aeticergtiie for each

subject and grade | evel and identifying the p
also fall belw statewide Bottom Quartile atk subject and grade leVab{e2.A16).
Furthermore, Arizonads f oc U'percentileateachrsubjacsanch g t h

grade level as a measure for improving student performance statewidéhaditpes efforts for
resultsdriven accountability.

Table 2A.1620122014 AIMS Pass Score and Scale Score #tRPé&rcentile

AIMS gﬁ%ﬁ{ Pass Score FY2012 FY2013 FY2014
£ 3 347 335 335 337
E % 4 366 352 350 346
= 5 381 364 364 364
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6 398 377 381 379

7 411 392 395 397

8 426 402 402 406

912 487 468 470 474

3 431 428 429 435

4 450 449 452 452

2 5 468 473 473 476
8 6 478 486 488 487
o 7 489 503 503 509
8 494 494 492 494

912 674 681 688 689

Still, the scale scaaethe 28 Percentile in both Ntaematics and Reading shsmall upward

projections from 2012 through 2014. Over the last three AIMS administratiorispénec?file

scale score across all grades for Mathematics and Reading increased only tk aesp2qtoirly.
Analyses of those students who performed in the Bottom Quartile at each subject and grade level
statewide provides another opportunity to focus on the academic achievement of the traditional
NCLB subgroups in true need of support. Taillusat e, t he percentage of a
subgroup which also falls below th& @ centile statewide may range anywhere from 0 to 100%.
Schools where a large percentage of their Bottom Quartile Student Subgroup score tinder the 25
percentile statlddemay implement more drastic interventions than those schools where only a
portion of their subgroup also performed under thig@&&entile. Traditionally disadvantaged

groups of students over represent the percentage of students who score ideertentle in

the state at each subject and grade level. These data which were not previously reportee through A
accountability are especially important for Title | schools; specifically, the percentage of FRL and
SPED students who scored under ffep2rcentile has incrementally increased in both subjects

from 2012 to 2014 although the percentage of ELL and FEP students who scored within this score
band has decreased in that same time frame and those same content areas. Placing a greater
emphasiso our school sd | owest achieving students
upholds the true intent of NCLB in a more dhi@en, resulteriented manner than was afforded

by AYP.

Arizona schools can make a collective effort to enssiedalhts benefit from the transition

toward higher standards without leaving certain groups behind based on their demographics. All
schools identified as Reward, Focus, or Priority, regardless of Title | status, will meet criteria which
are clearly idengd based on multiple measures absent fromfheefter Grade Accountability

System as well as AYP. Without a doubt, the number of points a school receives under any
accountability system should not show strong associations with zip code; a distggregated

student achievement, subgroup gaps, and increasing annual goals can also address the increasing
proportion of economically disadvantaged students and students with exceptional needs falling into
the lowest quartile of student performance stadwithe short time period since higher standards
were introduced, Arizona schools have reported measurable improvement; however, the transition
of our accountability system will ensure that all students benefit from these higher expectations of
educatorsind schools.
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Figure 2A.wi Increased Focus on the Bottom 25%

School

Bottom 25%

This area represents students with
high SGP withina school where a
partion fall of the subgroup fallsin
the statewide Bottom 25%.

In Figure 2A.xi, theState Bottom 25% refers to all students who scored undef per@stile in

their respective subject and gtadel inthat single year (Table 2.A.18chool B25% refers to the

lowest achieving students within a school across all subjects and grade levels as described previously
B25% with SGP greater than 75 identifies students considered among the lowest achieving students
at the school (School B2h&nd possibly within the state also who had higher growth than their
academic peers statewide. In theory, an accountability system should credit a school when a high
percentage of their combined subgroup (B25) posts growth greater than 75% of thieir academ

peers (SGP>75) but still has a high overlap in the state bottom 25%. Arizona may consider adding
other measures of student growth when it has acquired enough assessment data to reliably estimate
growth on the new statewide assessment.

Understanding thstudent growth target and the multiple years of new assessment data required for
this type of student detail will delay the ability to utilize this metric in our state system until FY2018;
however, the increased f oc ulgecagmze Aghigrowathhoh 6 s bo't
students considered to be among the lowest achieving within a school as well as within the state
The inclusion of this measure will acknowledge the effectiveness of schools with the most
challenged populations while directlglitrey schools for effective interventions on its lowest

achieving students. The underlying tenets of Title | and No Child Left Behind align with the
assumption that targeted supports and interventions can bolster student achievement; although not
explicity called out, the percentage of students with high SGP matched the gradation of the 2014 A
F Letter Grade Accountability System among letter graded Title | @ridlenbschools. Title |

schools tended to outperform roitle | schools in the percentajd3ottom 25% students (school
subgroup) with high SGHadure2A.xvi); the percentage of students in an NCLB subgroup with

high SGRBalso played a larger role in the letter grade performance of Title | schools which further
validates the expanded yet modified inclusion o iB@fe state accountability system.
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Figure 2A.xvii Percentage oHigh SGP Sudents by Grade Leveland Subgrowp - Non-Titl e |
Schools 8. Title I Schools
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/| ncl usion of English Language Learnersé Achi e

All students with an ELL Need in the current or prior fiscal year must be testespbangBé15

AZELLA Reassessment (see ARSI, 05). All schools are accountable to testing at least 95% of
their students with an ELL Need in the current or prior fiscal year. Schools are also accountable to
reclassifying their ELL students as fluent Englifftient (FEP), which means that students

obtain an Overall Proficiency Level of proficient on the AZERDE will adjust the percentage

of students tested in order to acquire an accurate percentage of AZELLA Percent Proficient. First,
the percentage diuslents with an ELL Need tested will be calculated using the following formula:

No. of Students with an ELL need Tested on ti
Spring 2015 AZELLA Reassessment

No. of Students witBLL Need Enrolled on Last
Day of Spring AZELLA Reassessment

Percentage of students
with an ELL need testec = 100 *
on AZELLA

Schoolsdstingess than 95% of their students with an ELL Need asptivgg2015 AZELLA

Reassessment will receive an adjustment to their percentage of students counted as proficient, while
schools that tested 95% or more of their students with an ELL Needsprirtg2015 AZELLA
Reassessment will receive no adjustment. Tusthaeht will be utilized to calculate the final

AZELLA percent proficient at each school. Schools that require an adjustment will have untested
students added to the denominator of the calculation; essentially, the difference between 95% of the
studentsgui red to test and the number of students
numerator. For all schools which assess less than 95% of students on AZELLA, all students
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required to test multiplied by (.95) and subtracted from the numbeleatstequired to test will
be added to the denominator:

No. of ELL students with an Overall Proficiency Level

Percentage of ELL - 100 * Proficient on the Spring 2015 AZELLA Reassessmen

students proficient No. of ELL students with an OverBloficiency Level on th
Spring 2015 AZELLA Reassessment

Quartiles will be identified with thdjustedpercent proficient data. Schools identified in the

lowest quartile have the potential to be Focus schools specificalbyafdriésmg subgroup. With

a total number of 85,042, ELLs accounted for approximately 7%-dRadtkdents in Arizona

during FY2014. In order to best serve our ELL population, the Arizona State Department of

Education (ADE) developed a system to identify, assess, and reclassify English Language Learners
(ELLs). According to the Department of Education Title 11l of the Elememidigexondary

Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as Amended biM¢h€hild Left Behind Act of @0CLB), State

Educational Agencies (SEAs) and LEAs are to ensure that students who have limited English skills
ocoattain English | an gvelaojaadpmicadhievereatin&Egglish,andt ai n
meet the same challenging State academic content and student academic achievement standards tha
all children are expected to meet. 6 ADE is <co
toalof At onads school di stricts and charter schoo
Ari zonads ELL popul ation.

Arizona will continue to monitor the progress of English Language Learners duriRdidutei s\

by integrating results of the AZELLA in the idamtion of Reward and Focus schools. Requiring
high rates of ELL reclassification in order to identify Reward schools statewide prioritizes the
English language acquisition of this subgroup beyond the statewide assessment. Also,
acknowledging low ratefskl_L reclassification by using AZELLA reclassification rates as a
criterion for Focus status highlights the performance of this subgroup whereas previous Focus
criteria did not include this measure.

In FY 2013 AZELLA exit criteria became more rigoratisstudents needing to score proficient

in Reading, Writing, and the Total Combined scores. If all three of these criteria are met, a student
wi || be classified with an Overall Proficienc
students whavere first year ELL in FY 2012 (ELL Cohort 2012) reclassified within three years.
After reclassifying, fluent English proficient (FEP) student performance is compardtlto non
students on the statewide assessment (AIMS in FY 2014). Specificallyj,4rafF FE2P students

(FEP 106 first year after reclassification; FEIPsBcond year after reclassification; FEEhBd

year after reclassification; FEP-4eur or more years after reclassification) students matched or
exceeded the rate of passing AR¢&ding in grades 3, 4 and 5. In grades 6 and 7, FEP 3 and FEP
4+ students held constant or outperformedBbbs. In grades 8 and HS FEP students do not
perform as well, often because the content becomes far more complex. Identical trends are found
for AIMS Mattematicsvith FEP students by grade. When comparing ELL student growth on the
statewide assessment to-Bhh student growth, ELL students showed the highest average scale
score gains from FY 2012 to FY 2013 and FY 2012 to FY 2014 in both AINYg RecddiIMS
Mathematiccompared to neiLL students.
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Schools have ample opportunity to appeal an accoundabatyination which may impact their
ability to operate a charter or afford studen
average according to criteria adopted by -the St a-
ALTS |l etter grade defined -24bh(N)ARE aBocdblocall s. As r
education agencies (LEAs) an opportunity to substantively sppddatghment E.

Accountability Determination Appeal Documkgitésaccountability profile before it is finalized

The process, which was approved by the State Board of Educatrorg?014, allows LEAS to

challenge the accountability determination as&igtieeADE. FY 2014 was the inaugural year of

the Expedited (desktop review) and {&apeditedif-person) appeals proceSBE expanded the

appeals process allowing for appeal of final letter grade, to increase transparency and guidance in the
appeals paess, and to give schools more opportunity to demonstrate their appeal by conrducting in
person appeals and providing written feedback of the appeal decision.

Arizona does not allow appeals of the formula upon which accountability profiles are based,
denographic makap of student population, data within the control of the school/LEA at any

point in time, and individual student characteristics. Appellants who selecteeEkeeNibad

appeal were given an opportunity to appear before a committeerd Adizoation professionals

to present the basis for the appBEa¢ committee may engage the appellant in questioning and also
reviews data to determine whether the appeal should be. @atedinations of the committee

become the final decision of Ana for the LEA. The committee conducts both the desktop

review and the iperson appeals making final decisions for all appeals suaditohally, the

committee determines if the appeal is substantive and whether it should be discussed; appeals that
are deemed nesubstantive are not review&l substantive appeals are reviewed on a standard

rubric that was returned to the appellant with any notes taken by the committee members, if
applicable. Nosubstantive appeals were reviewed on a separiatéhattwas also returned to the
appellantThe committee is comprised of members-@PKAcademics in Arizor@ommittee

members were selected from the pool of applicants who apgdigidnally, committee members

were sought from diverse backgrowamslevels (i.e., traditional schools, alternative schools,

charters schools, Superintendents, Directors of Research, etc.) to ensure that all school types were
representedCommittee members were asked to recuse themselves from an appeal if a conflict of
interest existed. This thoughtful review proc
operationalizing the soundest system possible while still affording rights to schools based on high
stakes decisions.

The multiple criteria which compose an aggrebeteriay reduce the number of schools appealing

a letter grade since thosk mo longer be issued under13B9. However, the new criteria

guantitatively align with the 2014 Aetter Grades where expected; for example, all Reward High
Performing schoolsecei ved the O0AO6 | etter grade. -Among :
ALTS6 AL ToBqualified as high performing. Howev
Reward High Progress | abel whereadsPBgtesst radi ti
recognition. The lack of emphasis of subgroup achievement withifR fystdm was most evident

when 58 schools previously rated as O0AO6 or 08B
schools.

The criterion for High progress status megua school to have earned less than 140 points on the

A-F Letter Grade System; for traditional schools, this represents the cut score for the A Letter
grade. For alternative scho®dlLgd tkitsd eregragen
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Arizonais prepared to address achievement gaps which may exist among its higher raded schools
approximately 26% of schools identified as a Focus school were rated A or B.

Of the 15 0A6 rated school s, the docustcrderia a use
found areas of concern. For example, although
the top half of the state and median growth of all students at the school were rated in the top

guartile of the state, the school averagegear4graduation rate of 58% with their most recent four

year cohort posting a graduation rate of only 31%. Despite their 82% pass rageatheir 4

graduation rate decreased annually by 11 percentage points on average since 2011. Furthermore,
twothirdsd t he students in this O0OAO0 rated high scl
25" percentile in the respective subject and grade level. The criteria used to identify a Focus school
based on their graduat i on reaafdefigency Wwhicle didinotvel vy d
impact the overall-K letter grade. The statteveloped Focus criteria prove to be much more

rigorous and fulfill the intent of supporting schools which may struggle in key areas.

The relatively low achievementoftheBBPudent s compared to all st u
schools for Focus status. Similar to business rules employed for ELL accountability within the

stat edskF ffooormeul aAL, onl y s cicouaticrgeriom bfil&studenmieweret h e s
evaluaté on the academic achievement of FEP studi&htte the Bottom 25% subgroup is

typically much larger than the number of FEP students served within the school, proficiency rates of
FEP students remained in the lowest quartile of the state for theserecbgoized for high

achievement. FEP students in4fimcus schools rated as A or B in 2014 performed similarly to

ALL students (including FEP, ELL, Bottom 25%, etc.), but schools identified as Focus showed

notably lower performant® this paticular grop of studentsHigure2.Axviii.).
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Figure 2A.xviii Comparison- FEP Percent Passing by Letter Gradand NEW Focus Status

m Non-Focus ALL %passing B Non-Focus FEP %passing® Focus FEP %passing

0.85 0.83

A B
Schools with A & B Letter Grades in 2014

This is particularly distressing considering the overall performance of FEP students tends to
outperform norELL peers statewidBisaggregation of data from multiple perspectives will ensure

that students with former English language learning need continue to receive the supports necessary
to perform to their full potential at every school including those which have attairgub#e hi

label possible in the state system of accountasiityna has high expectations for all schools, and

all students will have access to excellent education services at schools rated as excellent in a new
accountability system.

The majority of $wols qualified for Focus status due to Low Achievement of the subgroup; 275

out of 285 of these schools were rated C or D underfhgystem. For both alternative and

traditional schools, low Achievement of a subgroup was the primary reason foatidantifi

However, traditional schools tended to be identified just as often for low graduation rate as they
were for a within school gap whereas alternat
lowest performing schools will be identifieddaseheir low performance for multiple years.

The transition to a new assessment and a new accountability system requires thoughtful
identification of Priority schooSDE will recommend the Priority criteria outlined here for the
identification of belw average schools as outlined in SB1289. Several state laws depend on the
identification ofdaa o®Delsaw o\ e nFasgend. Rightslkeo d lor me
af forded to teachers, students, andot wel ¢t ommu
ideally match the Priority criteria for Title | support and school improvement purposes. However, it
is the prerogative of the State Board of Educ
recommendation that the d gradeimplicayonscThepblieyr i a r ep
decision to streamline the Title | Priority criteria with the identification of below average schools
does not impact the Departmentdés ability to i
graduation rate schools support and interventiomhe priority criteria currently outlined

identifies schools which were among the lowest performing undd¥ #ystdm and showed no

signs of upward trajectory on a new assessment and over multiple years. The priofgg criteria a
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consider any negative drop in CCRI composite graduation points. Wherdasybie may

have omitted extremely high dropout rates in the identification of the lowest performing schools,
the priority criteria for low graduation rate captured 7 sqhveviously rated as average in the A
systen® though the typical dropout rate among this handful of schools was 19%. Although these
s were not identified as oOalternative
four year graduatiagates in each of the last four fiscal years. Although the statewide application of

school

the Reward Focus Priority criteria may bring to light the performance of certain schools

unaccustomed to this level of analysis, the intention of rewarding schools fencleyxesllently

or above average as measured by the formeystem. Similarly, the identification of focus
schools annually will constantly measure the effectiveness of academic programs for all students on
a continuous basis.

The Reward Focus Prigrcriteria overlay at both the upper and lower performance levels of the
state accountability system. This period of transition will reveal potential growth opportunities for
our schools as well as our state system of holding all schools accoumtetrieen\ahich exceeds

a solely punitive purpose. In the interim, schools labeled as Reward, Focus, or Priority will exhibit
performance justifying recognition and/or support as demonstrated by the means and standard

deviations indicated below (Mean/SD).

TraditionaReward Schools

A High Performing

Too Too Too To T

Tested O 95A%D (1.00/0.01)
Percent passing in staip quartilg0.91/0.05AND
ALL growth in statéop quartilg62.92/5.78 AND
B25 growth in statep quartile(67.81/7.69AND
4 year grad rate* in stade quartile(96.10/2.88AND
A ELL reclassification in stategp quartile(0.48/0.180R
A Science Percent passing > State Average (84.01/10.71)

A High Progress

A
A

A
A

Tested O 95AD (1.00/0.01)
Metoverll AMOs (including subgroup AMQ®s
Less than 140-A points in 2014 (135.59/2.8IND
Percent passingtiop halfof state (0.74/0.03ND
A Growth in statéop quartildor ALL Student$55.06/4.40DR
A B25 Subgroup (58.16/5.8BND
A ELL reclassification* in statep quartilg0.33/0.160R
A Science Percent passing > State Average Science Percent passing
(62.18/12.74A\ND
4-year grad rate* Avg. Annual Change (2011 to CY) itoptateartilg3/3) OR 4
year grad rate > state average (73.00/15.59)
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Traditional Focus Schools

A Within-School Gap
A CCRI Grad Avg. Annual Change (2014 to CY)GR)(TBD/TDB)
A Percent passing of All Students group itaoié@alfof the state (0.77/0.0BND
A Percent passing of B25 subgroup indest quartilef state (34.31/14.18)
OR
A FEP1land2 pecent passing in thewest quartil¢0.46/0.11)
A Low Achieving Subgroup
A Highest quartile of overlap between the
25% (0.90/0.06AND
A ELL Reclassification rate in fbevest quartilg0.13/0.11O0R
A Percentage of schoolbwestquBr@lelthessiatt h SGP >
(0.17/0.07)
A Low Graduation Rate**
A 4-year graduation rate less than 60% foAR¥ two prior years (Cohort13:
33.17/19.10; Cohort12: 41.12/26.09; Cohort11: 41.33/27R/8)
A CCRIGradd 22 ( 1 2ANDB4ykabgrab eate Avg. Annual Change (2011 to
CY) <0 ¢4.92/8.88)

Traditional Priority Schools

A Lowest Performing Schools
A Less than 100 points in 2014 Aall models) (85.96/13.09)D
A CY Percent passing in foevest quartil€0.440.10) AND
A Percent passing in tlmvest quartiléor two prior fiscal years (FY13:
0.48/0.12; FY12: 0.48/0.10R
A CYALL growth in lowest quartile (35.80/8.6R)
A CCRI Grad Avg. Annual Change (2014 to CY) <0 (TBD/TDB)
A Low Graduation Rate**
A 4-year graduation rate less than 60% foAR two prior years (Cohort13:
26.74/15.08; Cohort12:28.63/18.98; Cohortl1: 26.93/1ANE3)
A Dropout rate in highest quartile (16.89/12.31)

When applied statewide, 256 distinct schools (Title | afidtieon qualified for Focus status

whereas 185 distinct schools qualified for Priority status among both traditional and alternative
schools. The criteria captured at least 5% of schoolwide Title | participating schools as Priority
status and at least 10% of sdwate Title | participating schools as Focus. Again, any school which
posts a negative CCRI score due to a lower graduation rate and/or persistence rate201fte 2014
or 20152016 school year could qualify for Focus status.

Additional evidence of camcent validity exists when comparing the currently identified schools

with impact data using new criteria and the most current achievement data availability. Comparing
the new criteria to identification based on old criteria, no Reward schools aurreiti®dsn

Table 2 for federal identification labels based on prior year AIMS data schools were identified as
Focus or Priority status under the new criteria. One school previously identified as a Focus school
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would be considered a Reward High Progresslsmder the new criteria; this school raised
proficiency rates by 5% from 2012 to 2014 and increased their annual four year graduation rate by
6% points on average since 2011.

Because the new criteria emphasize the performance of subgroups wtthaoltlzs opposed to

the normed growth of a subgroup or the combined points under all measures witRisytbte R,

32 schools previously identified as Focus schools received neithenar Ryau#ty label under

the new system. None of these schealsived less than a C in 2014; none of these schools
decreased a letter grade over the prior yeahimhef these schools increased a letter grade over

the prior year; and average proficiency rates on AIMS Mathematics and Reading increased from
53.6%in 2012 to 56.7% in 2013 and then to 57.9% in 2014. After removing the single school which
switched methods for calculating points between the two fiscal years, the remaining 31 schools
which were previously recognized as Focus schools gained an av@aigesoh the A system

from 2013 to 2014. Although high schools points were inflated in the two years due to a change in
the measurement, only three of these schools were qualifying high schools indicating a genuine
improvement among these schoolsferr | y | abel ed as o0focuso.

Of the 45 traditional schools currently carrying a Priority label, 27 continued to carry a priority label
and 6 became Focus schools under the new criteria. The 10 of the 12 schools identified as neither
Priority nor Focus increed a letter grade over the prior year so none of these schools received a
oD6 in 2014. These 12 schools jumped in Al MS
43% in 2012 to an average of 56% in 2014. None of these 12 schools qualified wader the lo
graduation rate criteria either. These data do not categorize the alternative schools formerly
identified as Priorityrhe 8 of the 13 remaining alternative schools previously identified as priority
would be captured with a focus or priority label uhderew criteria. The 5 schools which went

from priority to receiving no label based on 2014 data and new criteria all posted a letter grade gain
or maintained a-BLT letter grade in 2014. None of these schools were qualified for Reward status,
however. Wo schools labeled as Focus under the former criteria became priority schools under the
new criteria based on 2014 achievement data. Both schools dectih@oim®despite the credit

of a CCRI composite score in 2014. One school, raééd [In the I&t two fiscal years, became a
Priority Lowest Performing school based on the fact its students scored in the bottom quatrtile for
the last three fiscal years with an average of 21% of students passing in each of those years. The
other school also showed ltteng performance; proficiency remained in the lowest quartile for the
last two fiscal years and the typical student growth was &t tleec28tilé the lowest quartile for

student growth among alternative schools. Two schools formerly labelgd&sedion prior

years achievement data will be evaluated on the recently approved qualitative drdmaework

Measure of Academic Progr@sisie to untested grades and/or other insufficient data.
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Table 2A.17Reward, Focusand Priority Categories by Letter Grad® Alt Status

2014 Letter Grade (+ Alternative)

Grand
RFP Category A B C D P Total
Reward High Performing 161(3) 0(3) 0 0 0 161(6)
Reward High Progress 0 34 0 0 0 34
Focus WithirSchool Gap 14| 33(5) 2(8) 0(1) 0 49(14)
Focus Low Achieving Subgro 0| 10(9) 141(17) 130(10 4 285(36
Focus Low Graduation Rate 1 1 17 23 10 52
Priority Low Graduation 0 0 7 15 5 27
Priority Lowest Performing 0 0 1(2)| 156(13 0 157(15
Focus Final 15| 43(10) 151(19 5(4) 9 223(33
Priority Final 8(2) 157(13 5 170(15
NOT Labeled 366(7) | 499(25) 270(46 8(5)| 47(13)  1190(96

In order to receivalternative statusgchools undergo a thorough vetting process to ensure a
mission aligned with credit recovery for students in need-ti&ditional academic settings
(Attachment 2GAlt School Guidance). Because alternative schools are compared to the
performance of other alternative schools on each criterion, the number and distribution of
alternative schools identified axls andPriority ae impacted. However, tlabows for dternative
schools to demonstrate Reward status. Performance of alternative schools qualifyifg under eac
criterion is described below (Mean)SD

Alternative Reward Schools
High Performing
A Tested .99/002AMD ( O
A Percent passing in stadp quartilg0.59/0.10AND
A ALL growth in statéop quartilg57.33/8.62AND
A 4 year grad rate* in st&de quartile(59.00/13.80AND
A ELL reclassification in stdte quartileOR
A Science Percent passingState Average (28.67/16.67)

Alternative Focus Schools
Within-School Gap
A CCRI Grad Avg. Annual Change (2014 to CY) < 0 (TBD/TDR)
A Percent passing of All Students group itothdalfof the state (0.39/0.0BND
A Percent passing of B25 subgroup indivest quartilef state (0/0JOR
A FEP1and2 percent passing in tloevest quartil€0.35/0.21)

Low Achieving Subgroup
A Highestuartil e of overl ap andstate Battom25% (A/0)o!1 6 s B2
AND
A ELL Redassification rate in th@mwest quartil€0.25/0.1910R
A Percentage of schoolbwestquBreéthesiatth SGP>75

(0.01/0.08)
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