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

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

2. A description of how the SEA meaningfully engaged and solicited input on its request from 
other diverse communities, such as students, parents, community-based organizations, civil 
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 engaged diverse stakeholders, 
solicited their input, and incorporated their feedback into collaboratively developed reform plans. 
State leaders decided to apply for Race to the Top with the clear intention that the process be used 
to create a meaningful, comprehensive and broadly supported reform plan for the state. Each 
application phase involved extensive community outreach to raise awareness, build support and 
assist in refining key ideas and implementation strategies. 
 
Following announcement of the Race to the Top, Phase 2 winners, former Governor requested the 
Pð20 Council (a Council formed via Executive Order to advise the Governor on key education 
issues) to critically review Arizonaõs proposal, prioritize activities and draft a feasible implementation 
plan. The result of their work is known as Arizona Ready, Arizonaõs Education Reform Plan 
(www.arizonaready.com).  
 
Simultaneously, the former Governor asked Science Foundation Arizona (SFAz) to create the 
Arizona STEM Business Plan and Network to unify and align resources around STEM education and to 
more rapidly prepare students to meet the 21st century demands of college- and career-readiness. 
The STEM agenda is linked directly to the newly adopted Arizona 2010 Arizona Academic 
Standards and aligned assessments. 
 
In April and May 2011, SFAz and other state leaders began a 15-county statewide tour to convene 
key local education, community and business stakeholders to identify their local needs and top 
priorities. An estimated 800 participants attended these first rounds of meetings. SFAz coordinated 
with the Arizona Science Teachers Association to ensure substantial teacher participation at the 
events. The three identified priorities were the following: 

1) Teacher Quality, Training, 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. Arizona is unique 
given the number and characteristics of its LEAs. Arizona has 586 LEAs with over 350 of them 
being charter schools. Arizona has 2,247 schools; however, over 700 of them have less than 200 
students, and 46% of Arizonaõs schools are outside of Maricopa County. These characteristics bring 

http://www.arizonaready.com/
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both strengths and challenges. As a result of the feedback obtained throughout the past three years, 
it was determined that significant implementation issues could be addressed by establishing Regional 
Education Centers. The Centers, directed by locally elected county school superintendents, would 
provide resources, support, and professional development while assisting LEAs to collaborate and 
align resources. 
 
In September 2011, staff representing the Governorõs Office, Department of Education, State Board 
of Education and SFAz embarked upon a second statewide tour with the goal of developing local 
County Education Reform Plans. These symposiums were hosted by the Regional Education 
Centers. Feedback gathered at these meetings played an important part in the selection of priorities 
for Arizonaõs Phase Three Race to the Top application. Arizona Ready, the SFAz Arizona STEM 
Business Plan and Network, and Regional Education Center concepts were presented and discussed. 
Total participation for both the spring and fall statewide tours was approximately 1,500. 
 

 
Table C.1: Regional 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 Navajo County 
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, Arizonaõs education priorities have remained steadfast. In fact, as the level 
of stakeholder awareness increased the priorities became clearer, stronger and more compelling. 
Supporting a smooth transition to college- and career-ready standards and assessments; completing 
the statewide longitudinal data system; and facilitating LEA adoption of new evaluation systems 
continue to be critical objectives.  
 
Engaging stakeholder feedback on Arizonaõs ESEA Flexibility Request was, and is still, being 
meaningfully sought. Knowing the process for application deliberation and approval may be 
ongoing for some time, stakeholders have been encouraged to continue to comment well beyond 
the application due date. ADE staff is also continuing to seek out opportunities to brief 
stakeholders.  
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One of the first steps ADE took was to launch an ESEA Flexibility Request website 
www.azed.gov/eseawaiver. The site has a link to the U.S. Department of Education ESEA 
Flexibility website. There is also an email address for comments: eseawaiver@azed.gov. All 
comments are being reviewed by the necessary members of the ADE team and, if questions are 
posed, responses are sent. Comments are being continuously solicited and will continue to affect any 
possible revisions to this application, to include its implementation. 
 
Below is a historical list of the formal briefings conducted by ADE. A significant effort continues to 
be made to reach out to and seek input from a diverse body of stakeholders including students, 
parents, teachers, administrators, policymakers, business and industry, community-based 
organizations, civil rights groups, special education, English learners, and Indian tribes, in order to 
develop sound policies with buy-in from the education community. Below is an updated Table C.2, 
listing the various forums in which all aspects of the latest Renewal Request were discussed.  
 
Table C.2: Arizona ESEA Flexibility Outreach Sessions 

2012 ð2015 

February 2 ð African-American Hoop Group  
February 2 ð Legislative Affairs Hoop Group 

February 3 ð Greater Phoenix Education Management Council 
February 6 ð Native American Hoop Group  
February 7 ð Practitioners of English Language Learners meeting 
February 8 ð ESEA Flexibility Town Hall ð Yuma 
February 9 ð ESEA Flexibility Town Hall ð Tucson  
February 10 ð Greater Phoenix Education Management Council Curriculum Council 
February 10 ð Title I Committee of Practitioners webinar 
February 10 ð Special Education Advocates briefing 
February 10 ð Research and Evaluation - Technical Advisory Council  
February 13 ð State Board for Charter Schools  
February 13 ð Special Education Regional Directors  
February 14 ð Education Committee Chair ð House of Representatives 
February 14 ð Governorõs Office  
February 14 ð ESEA Flexibility Town Hall ðFlagstaff  
February 15 ð Arizona Association of School Business Officials (AASBO) Arizona School 
Administrators (ASA), Arizona School Boards Association (ASBA) webinar 
February 15 ð Teacher webinar 
February 23 ð County School Superintendents 
February 23 ð Title I Committee of Practitioners Update 
February 24 ð Developmental Disabilities Planning Council  
February 27 ð State Board of Education  
February 27 ð Stand for Children 
February 27 ð Teacher Hoop Group 
February 28 ð Parent Advocacy groups webinar 
March 2 ð Council of Administrators of Special Education (CASE) 
March 7 ð Alternative Education Consortium 
March 8 ð Title I Committee of Practitioners Update 
March 16 ð Special Education Advisory Group 
March 26 ð Legislative Update ð District 11 coffee 

http://www.azed.gov/eseawaiver
mailto:eseawaiver@azed.gov
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April 9 ð State Board for Charter Schools  
April 18 ð Pima County Superintendents Collaborative 
April 20 ð Greater Phoenix Education Management Council Curriculum Council 
April 23 ð District Superintendent Advisory Council 
April 26 ð ESEA Advisory Council 
May 4 ð Arizona Business and Education Coalition 
May 21 ð State Board of Education 
May 21 ð Advisory Council on Native American Affairs 
May 30 ð Charter School Advisory Council 
June 27 ð ADE State Leading Change Conference 
July 17 ð ESEA Advisory Council 
July 24 ð Special Education Advisory Council 
July 31 ð Arizona Association of School Business Officials (AASBO) Arizona School 
              Administrators (ASA), Arizona School Boards Association (ASBA) webinar 
August 28 ð Arizona Education Association leadership briefing 
August 29 ð District Superintendent Advisory Group 
September 14 - Arizona Alternative Education Consortium 
September 20 ð Pinal County LEA Leadership 
September 21 ð Title I Committee of Practitioners Update 
September 25 ð Arizona County School Superintendents Association 
September 25 ð Principal Advisory Group 
October 8 ð Maricopa County Education Service Agency 
October 17 ð Southern Arizona Superintendentõs Collaborative Meeting 
October 25 ð La Paz County LEA Leadership 
October 30 ð Teacher Advisory Group 
November 15 ð Title I MEGA Conference 
November 16 ð Greater Phoenix Education Management Council 
November 19 ð Yuma County LEA Leadership 
November 20 - Maricopa County Education Service Agency 
November 20 ð Accountability Work Group 
November 26 ð Graham and Greenlee County LEA Leadership 
December 7 ð Quarterly Tribal Education Directors Meeting 
January 3 ð Accountability Advisory Group 
January 11 ð Title I Committee of Practitioners Update 
January 16 ð Cochise County LEA Leadership 
January 24 ð Charter School Advisory Group 
January 28 ð State Board of Education 
January 29 ð Native American Advisory Group 
January 30 ð Yavapai County LEA Leadership 
February 6 ð Charter School Association webinar 
February 8 ð Greater Phoenix Education Management Council 
February 12 ð Accountability Forum 
February 12 ð Mohave County LEA Leadership 
February 15 ð Greater Phoenix Education Management Council Curriculum Council 
February 21 ð Gila County LEA Leadership 
February 25 ð State Board of Education 
February 28 ð Title I Committee of Practitioners Update 
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March 6 ð Coconino County LEA Leadership 
March 14 ð AZ LEARNS Subcommittee Meeting 
March 19 ð Accountability Advisory Group 
April 8 ð AZ LEARNS Subcommittee Meeting 
April 12 ð Greater Phoenix Education Management Council Curriculum Council 
April 12 ð Arizona Alternative Education Consortium 
April 18 ð Navajo and Apache County LEA Leadership 
April 23 ð Native American Advisory Group 
April 26 ð District Superintendent Advisory Group 
May 6 ð Hispanic Advisory Group 
May 7 ð Charter School Advisory Group 
May 7 ð Quarterly Tribal Education Directors Meeting 
May 9 ð Principal Advisory Group 
May 10 ð Title I Committee of Practitioners Update 
September 3, 2013 ð District Superintendents Advisory Group 
September 13, 2013 ð Accountability Advisory Group 
September 20, 2013 - Greater Phoenix Education Management Council Curriculum Council 
September 23, 2013 ð Charter Schools Advisory Group 
October 3, 2013 ð Western Regional Council 
October 4, 2013 ð Arizona Alternative Education Consortium 
October 4, 2013 ð Principal Advisory Group 
October 23, 2013 ð Arizona Mayorõs Education Roundtable 
November 14, 2013 ð AZ Tribal Education Leaders 
November 18, 2013 ð African American Advisory Group 
November 20, 2013 ð Charter Schools Advisory Group 
November 22, 2013 ð GPEMC Curriculum Council 
December 3, 2013 ð District Superintendents Advisory Group 
December 16, 2013 ð Hispanic Advisory Group 
January 7, 2014 ð Teacher Advisory Group 
January 13, 2014 ð Accountability Advisory Group 
January 23, 2014 ð Accountability Forum 
January 29, 2014 ð Charter Schools Advisory Group 
February 11, 2014 - Accountability Forum 
March 7, 2014 ð Title I Committee of Practitioners 
March 12, 2014 - Accountability Forum 
March 13, 2014 ð AZLEARNS Subcommittee 
March 24, 2014 ð State Board of Education 
March 26, 2014 ð District Superintendentõs Advisory Group 
March 28, 2014 - Greater Phoenix Education Management Council Curriculum Council 
April 11, 2014 ð AZLEARNS Subcommittee 
April 11, 2014 ð GPEMC Curriculum Council 
April 29, 2014 ð Hispanic Advisory Group 
 

 

11/07/14 ELL Advisory Group Meeting 

11/14/14 Meet with AOI Providers 

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 Ed. Director 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 County Special 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 Workgroup Meeting 

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 Special Education 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) Meeting 

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 I Spring Coordinatorõs Meeting 

03/11/15 Press release to statewide media contacts http://www.azed.gov/public -
relations/files/2015/03/031115eseawaiverrequestpublicinput.pdf 

03/11/15 
Email invitation to 3/17 webinar to over 40,000 educators and education 
stakeholders 

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

03/17/15 Webinar -152 live attendees from 12 of Arizonaõs 15 counties; ESEA 
Flexibility Renewal PowerPoint posted to www.azed.gov/eseawaiver/ 
on March 17, 2015 (updated on March 19, 2015) 

03/18-19/15 ESEA Flexibility Renewal Webinar Recording and ESEA Flexibility 
Renewal Webinar Questions and Answers posted to ESEA Waiver web 
page  

03/27/15 Pima County Special Ed. Director Meeting 

04/01/15 Graham/Greenlee County Special Ed. Director Meeting 

04/23/15 Pinal County Special Ed. Director Meeting 
 
 

http://www.azed.gov/public-relations/files/2015/03/031115eseawaiverrequestpublicinput.pdf
http://www.azed.gov/public-relations/files/2015/03/031115eseawaiverrequestpublicinput.pdf
http://www.azed.gov/eseawaiver/files/2015/03/2015-ade-waiver-presentation-031915.pdf
http://www.azed.gov/eseawaiver/files/2015/03/2015-ade-waiver-presentation-031915.pdf
http://www.azed.gov/eseawaiver/
https://cms.azed.gov/home/GetDocumentFile?id=5508c0841130c00eecd0e0bd
http://www.azed.gov/eseawaiver/files/2015/03/waiver-renewal-webinar-questions-and-answers-031715.pdf
http://www.azed.gov/eseawaiver/files/2015/03/waiver-renewal-webinar-questions-and-answers-031715.pdf
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Extending Previous Outreach 
Examples of the extensive outreach and details of concerns gathered from those contacts are 
contained in this section. ADE continues to consider these issues and new ones raised by our 
stakeholders, as the implementation of the Principles in the Request proceeds.  
 
Participation and the level of engagement have varied by stakeholder group. One webinar held for 
teachers had 69 participants, while the AASBO, ASA, ASBA webinar welcomed 72. A most 
commonly asked question was with regard to the requirement of LEAs to use Title I funds to 
provide Supplemental Education Services (SES) to students in schools in improvement status. 
 
Additionally, the comments and questions received that made the biggest impact on the application 
had to do with timing. One superintendent reminded us that his district is already planning for next 
year now, and that a majority of his staff would be leaving for the year by May. Arizona also has a 
large number of year-round schools and LEAs that use alternative calendars. Indeed, many Arizona 
schools begin their school years in July-August. Stakeholders cautioned ADE to be cognizant of 
these issues when planning for the implementation of any new reforms, particularly in light of the 
fact that Arizonaõs A-F Letter Grade System had just gone into effect the past school year (2011-
2012). 
 
Many stakeholders have been asked to help inform ADEõs decisions throughout the application 
process and its implementation. This includes representatives from the Governorõs Office, State 
Board of Education, State Board for Charter Schools, Arizona School Boards Association, Arizona 
Education Association, Arizona School Administrators Association, Stand for Children, Teach for 
America, Greater Phoenix Education Management Council, Arizona Charter Schools Association, 
and representatives from LEAs. Outreach has been extended to ensure representation of Native 
American communities, the Title I Committee of Practitioners, and the Accountability Advisory 
Group.   
 
Meaningful stakeholder engagement is a priority for ADE, and is a critical element of all ADE 
initiatives. The Department offers numerous and ongoing opportunities for the public to provide 
input on plans and strategies for realizing the vision articulated in Arizona Ready. These efforts, 
which are now regular operating procedures, ensure transparency, raise awareness and maintain 
effective working relationships with key stakeholder groups as Arizona continues on its path of 
education reform. 
 
Since the November 2014 approval of our Flexibility Request, ADE has continued consultation and 
outreach efforts. Briefings have included summaries of the final Request along with the two required 
conditions for extended approval. Participants continue to be strongly encouraged to send any 
comments, questions or concerns to the designated email address eseawaiver@azed.gov. 
 
One of the most frequent concerns noted was the change from the five-year cohort rate to the four-
year rate in the state accountability system. Arizona had been using the four year adjusted cohort 
rate for federal accountability but was using a five year adjusted cohort rate for state purposes. For 
LEAs, this was perceived as a significant policy shift. In addition to the four- and five-year 
graduation rate, based on ADEõs conversations with stakeholders the six- and seven-year rates were 
added as 2 or 1 additional points (respectively) in an effort to incentivize support of Arizona 
students with special needs, as well as English language learners and Native American students from 

mailto:eseawaiver@azed.gov
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rural areas of the state. 
 
Concerns were also expressed over the identification of alternative and online schools as Priority 
and Focus Schools, especially with a potential increase to the weight of the graduation rate.   
 
With regard to the implementation of educator evaluation systems and proposed changes to the 
definition of òacademic progressó, the primary concern was the lack of available data for non-ESEA 
tested teachers. 
 
Stakeholders also had ample opportunity to provide comments to the full State Board and an 
advisory committee of the Board where both proposals to meet the required conditions were 
publicly posted and discussed at 2-3 different meetings. The details of ADEõs recommendations are 
discussed in Principles 2 and 3. 
 
The CCRI, graduation rate weighting and metrics were also discussed and crafted, with opportunity 
for public comment, at two SBE subcommittee meetings, two Accountability Advisory Group 
meetings, and an Accountability Forum hosted by former Superintendent Huppenthal. Many 
constituents from rural areas in Northern Arizona attended the forum and voiced concerns directly 
the Superintendent. 
 
The proposed and final amendments to the educator evaluation framework were actually generated 
during meetings that included stakeholders such as the Arizona School Boards Association, the 
Arizona School Administrators Association, Stand for Children, the Arizona Education Association, 
the Arizona Charter School Association as well as four LEA Human Resources representatives. 
Their concerns were reflected in the final proposal.  
 
It is also important to highlight continual specific and frequent outreach to the Title I Committee of 
Practitioners. In particular, this group asked ADE important and insightful questions regarding the 
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 generation 
student accountability system is being designed and its educator evaluation framework is being 
reviewed, as described below.  
Arizonaõs application, as well as PowerPoint presentations, and handouts continue to be made 
available at www.azed.gov/eseawaiver for public review. There is also an email address for 
comments: eseawaiver@azed.gov.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.azed.gov/eseawaiver
mailto:eseawaiver@azed.gov
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EVALUATION  
 
The Department encourages an SEA that receives approval to implement the flexibility to 
collaborate with the Department to evaluate at least one program, practice, or strategy the SEA or 
its LEAs implement under principle 1, 2, or 3. Upon receipt of approval of the flexibility, an 
interested SEA will need to nominate for evaluation a program, practice, or strategy the SEA or its 
LEAs will implement under principles 1, 2, or 3. The Department will work with the SEA to 
determine the feasibility and design of the evaluation and, if it is determined to be feasible and 
appropriate, will fund and conduct the evaluation in partnership with the SEA, ensuring that the 
implementation of the chosen program, practice, or strategy is consistent with the evaluation design.  
 

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



 

 

 

 
 

14 
 

  

ESEA FLEXIBILITY ð REQUEST                                   STATE OF ARIZONA 

OVERVIEW OF SEAõS REQUEST FOR THE ESEA FLEXIBILITY  
 
Provide an overview (about 500 words) of the SEAõs request for the flexibility that:  

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

2. describes how the implementation of the waivers and principles will enhance the SEAõs and 
its LEAsõ ability to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student 
achievement. 

 
Arizona has always been an independent state, imbued by a frontier spirit that embraces individual 
freedom while welcoming necessary reform and innovation. With 22 distinctly different Native 
American nations and communities, the many social and economic challenges associated with a 
border state and a vast geographic territory encompassing a myriad of income, ethnic and education-
level demographic strata, Arizona has strived to find the balance between aggressive reforms 
coupled with local flexibility.  
 
Arizonaõs request for flexibility under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) is a 
defining step toward substantially increasing the stateõs quality of instruction; improving student 
achievement; and ensuring all high school graduates are college- and career-ready.  
The ESEA flexibility sought benefits Arizonaõs public education system in three key ways:  

1) Moves Arizona toward one school accountability system rather than two, thereby 
communicating a clear, consistent message to parents, teachers, administrators and other 
important stakeholders on Arizonaõs schools academic performance. 

2) Provides Arizonaõs schools and local education agencies (LEAs) with the flexibility they need 
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 into an education support center that streamlines duplicative 
processes, increases transparency and provides world-class service to all of its education 
stakeholders.  
 

As we submit our request to continue the work started under Arizonaõs initial Flexibility Request, 
the landscape has shifted. Although we are heading in the same direction, we are currently navigating 
through a sea of change. As our schools begin to experience the first administration of the new 
statewide assessment aligned to Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards, we realize this is a 
huge opportunity for the Department and education leaders across the state to improve our A-F 
Letter Grade Accountability System. During this transitional period, the methodology proposed in 
this request will serve as the foundation for a stronger, more robust and valid system to provide 
accountability for Arizonaõs schools, students, parents and stakeholders. Principal 2, in particular, 
contains an extensive description of our overall plan; we are confident our proposal will continue 
our partnership under this Flexibility Request Renewal.  
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PRINCIPLE 1:  COLLEGE - AND CAREER-READY EXPECTATIONS  
FOR ALL STUDENTS                                  

 

1.A      ADOPT COLLEGE - AND CAREER-READY STANDARDS  

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

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

 
i. Attach evidence that the State has 

adopted the standards, consistent with the 
Stateõs standards adoption process.  

 

Option B  
   The State has adopted college- and career-

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

 
i. Attach evidence that the State has 

adopted the standards, consistent with 
the Stateõs standards adoption process. 
(Attachment 4) 

 
ii. Attach a copy of the memorandum of 

understanding or letter from a State 
network of IHEs certifying that students 
who meet these standards will not need 
remedial coursework at the 
postsecondary level.  
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Provide the SEAõs plan to transition to and implement no later than the 2013-2014 school 
year college- and career-ready standards statewide in at least reading/language arts and 
mathematics for all students and schools and include an explanation of how this transition 
plan is likely to lead to all students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, 
and low-achieving students, gaining access to and learning content aligned with such 
standards. The Department encourages an SEA to include in its plan activities related to 
each of the italicized questions in the corresponding section of the document titled 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 than it was even ten years ago. Unlike past generations, teachers 
today must prepare students for a world of possibilities that may or may not currently exist. The 
workforce of tomorrow must be flexible, innovative and be able to draw from a deep and vast skill 
set. The ability to effectively communicate, collaborate and quickly adapt to challenging situations 
will be critical. The dramatic changes in the 21st century work environment are requiring a significant 
shift in the design and expectations of the K-12 education system. All students must graduate high 
school well prepared for postsecondary learning through college and/or career options. Arizonaõs 
Standards are clear, focused, and coherent; establish consistently high expectations; and are designed 
to ensure that all students have ready access to rigorous, relevant content that meets postsecondary 
requirements. By setting high expectations with a commitment to meeting individual student needs, 
Arizona is positioning our future workforce to be well prepared and successful. Arizona is 
committed to the full implementation of the college- and career-ready standards by ensuring that 
both educators and students receive the necessary information and support throughout the 
transition process. 
 
Option A: The Arizona State Board of Education adopted the Common Core State Standards in 
English Language Arts (ELA) and Mathematics in June 2010, which were rebranded as the Arizona 
College and Career Ready Standards (ACCRS) in September 2013 
 
1.B. Is the SEAõs plan to transition to and implement college- and career-ready standards 

statewide in at least reading/language arts and mathematics no later than the 2013-2014 
school year realistic, of high quality, and likely to lead to all students, including English 
Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students, gaining access to and 
learning content aligned with such standards? 
 
The Arizona Department of Education (ADE) has developed an aggressive, yet realistic plan to 
transition to and implement Arizona College and Career Ready Standards in English Language Arts 
(ELA) and Mathematics in all schools by 2013-2014. Additionally, ADE, in conjunction with 
Arizonaõs five Regional Education Centers, has developed a system of support aligned to Arizonaõs 
Race to the Top plan, to assist schools in implementing the new standards with fidelity to ensure all 
students (to include English language learners (ELLs), students with disabilities and low-achieving 
students) have access to learning content aligned to Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards in 
ELA and Mathematics. 

1.B       TRANSITION TO COLLEGE - AND CAREER-READY STANDARDS  

http://apps.azsos.gov/public_services/register/2013/27-52/_GovExecOrdrsProcs.pdf
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ADEõs transition and implementation plan for the college- and career-ready standards relies on 
collaboration across various stakeholders. Experts from K-12 Academic Standards and the Offices 
of English Language Acquisition Services, Title I, Early Childhood, Exceptional Student Services, 
School Improvement, Highly Effective Teachers and Leaders, Migrant Student Services, and Indian 
Education have delivered an integrated system of support that includes professional development, 
ongoing technical assistance, guidance documents, and an array of instructional resources. In 
building strong support for the implementation and transition to the college- and career-ready 
standards, ADE has engaged institutes of higher education, the Governorõs office, County 
Education Agencies, Local Education Agency (LEA) content experts, educational leaders, family 
organizations, philanthropic groups, and the business community. In cooperation with these 
collaborative groups, ADE developed an aggressive grade-specific implementation timeline for the 
college- and career-ready standards, and a three-phase professional development plan that was rolled 
out by ADE in conjunction with a statewide cadre of standards experts, working closely with 
Arizonaõs five Regional Education Centers. The multi-year implementation plan (Attachment 1A 
AZCCRS-statewide-implementation-plan) was developed and published on the K-12 Academic 
Standards website. An overview and specific in depth information regarding the plan) is located on 
the K-12 Academic Standards website as well. (Attachment 1B Professional Development Phases) 
 
To support the statewide implementation plan, two additional guiding documents were provided to 
support LEAs in their systemic planning to move towards full implementation. The Consideration 
for Implementation Document (Attachment 1C considerations-for-implementation-of-AZCCRS) 
provides activities and examples of activities to consider when moving through transitional to full 
implementation of new standards. Activities included Professional Development for Leadership and 
Teachers, and collaborative opportunities, including grade level and content team meetings focused 
on understanding the standards. The Considerations document was designed to assist in systemic 
planning for implementation and as awareness throughout the transition cycle. 
 
The third support document is the Strategic Implementation Plan (Attachment 1D -detailed-azccrs-
str-plan-3-18-14). 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 
implementation. Components of the Strategic Implementation Plan include; Communication and 
Awareness, Resource Development, Professional Development, Evaluation of Success and Analysis 
of Transition Issues. 
 
These transition documents began the transition process through strategic planning and support and 
continue to be revised as the state continues to refine standards implementation support while 
schools and districts continue to learn and provide feedback to us regarding the transition timeline. 
 
To provide evidence and accountability regarding the implementation of the state standards in ELA 
and mathematics, a Declaration of Curricular and Instructional Alignment (Attachment 1E 
Declaration of Curricular and Instructional Alignment webpage) must be signed by Principals, 
Superintendents and individual School Board Presidents. 99% of LEAs completed a òDeclaration of 
Curricular and Instructional Alignment to the Arizona Academic Standardsó for the 2013-2014 
academic year. These standards include Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards for ELA and 
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 Projects 
Unit, the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards Leadership Team, and other agency divisions 
working with the Arizona Hispanic /Latino, Native American, and African American communities 
to raise student academic outcomes for those student groups demonstrating critical need in 
statewide assessment data, graduation rates, dropout rates, and post-secondary enrollment and 
completion rates. 
 
Arizona encompasses the two largest Native American reservations in the country, as well as the 
greatest number of high density schools in the nation. In order to maintain open communication 
systems, gather specific input, and provide important information on a regular basis, members of 
ADEõs College and Career Ready Standards Leadership Team meets quarterly with Education 
Directors of Tribal Councils, education leaders and educators of Native American students across 
Arizona. (Attachment 1F College and Career Readiness ASU Focus Group results) 
 
Agendas (Attachment 1G Tribal Leader Mtg. Invite (2)) will focus on discussions and critical action 
steps to support the goal of significantly improving student achievement for all Native American 
students. Specifically, federal and state laws, State Board of Education policies, and ADE guidance 
will continue to be addressed to ensure an informed and collaborative alliance is generated as part of 
a statewide Native American Education and Outreach effort. In these coordinated cross 
collaborative efforts a particular focus will be given to the stateõs reservation -based schools and high 
density Native American schools, where the greatest achievement gaps persist. 
 
A tiered system of support will be put into place that will include statewide collaborative teams with 
members from LEAs, Tribal Education Departments, and the Arizona Department of Education. 
Native American Education and Outreach efforts will be coordinated internally with Title I, School 
Improvement, Standards, Assessment, and Research and Evaluation Units within the department to 
address the unique educational needs of Native American students at the state level. Native 
American Education and Outreach will work with other entities to provide -meaningful academic 
achievement reports, such as statewide Native American academic achievement data, the National 
Indian Education Study data from Arizona, and other related research publications and professional 
development to drive improved instructional outcomes and policy supporting Native American 
college-and career -readiness. ADE will showcase best practices and meaningful research supporting 
the meeting of unique educational needs of Native American students. Statewide conferences and 
events with external partners, including Tribal Education Departments, universities and colleges, and 
the West Comprehensive Center will focus on strengthening culturally appropriate and rigorous 
instruction throughout the state. 
 
With the full implementation of the Arizona College and Career Ready Standards and the first 
administration of the aligned assessment occurring this year, there will be opportunity to open a 
dialogue to both improve the quality of the existing standards and ensure they are valid goals for 
students as we prepare them for challenges of the next grade level, postsecondary work, and careers. 
To this end, the State, in conjunction with a variety of stakeholders, will begin a comprehensive 
standards review process, which will seek to uncover any deficiencies in existing college-and career-
ready standards. This will be a multi-stage process. As a first step, the State, through regional 
meetings and on-line environments, will gather broad input from educators, higher education, 
business, parents and students. As this information is gathered, the State will develop diverse 
committees to review public comment, categorize comments, and determine actionable items. 
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Actionable comments will then be used in conjunction with exemplary referent standards to 
improve existing college-and career-ready standards. Arizona is particularly fortunate to have a 
strong partnership with the West Comprehensive Center at WestEd, which has agreed to provide 
assistance to the State with national experts to advise us on our progress. Together, we will 
determine to what degree Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards in ELA and Mathematics: 
 

¶ adequately represent the knowledge and skills that all students should know and be able to 
do at each grade level, 

¶ reflect the appropriate depth and breadth of the content domains, 

¶ contain the clarity and consistency needed to effectively guide instruction and assessment, 

¶ are inclusive of and sensitive to the full range of cultural, language, and geographic diversity 
in this state, and 

¶ 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 assist in 
guiding what students need to know and be able to do by the end of a given school year in academic 
areas in order to be on track and achieve college-and career-readiness. Upon reflection of the 
development of previous Arizona academic standards, every time a group of Arizona constituents 
have written, implemented, assessed and reviewed standards, the final product represents an 
improvement, which ultimately supports Arizona educators and positively affects student outcomes. 
 
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 analyze the extent of alignment between the Stateõs current content 
standards and the college- and career-ready standards to determine similarities and 
differences between those two sets of standards? If so, will the results be used to inform the 
transition to college- and career-ready standards? 
 
ADE K-12 Academic Standards facilitated master teacher teams in the analysis of the alignments 
between Arizonaõs previous ELA (2004) and mathematics standards (2008) and the Arizonaõs 
College and Career Ready Standards (2010). The ensuing guidance documents were developed and 
posted on the Departmentõs website to establish the similarities and differences between the two sets 
of standards. Arizona master educators worked in grade span teams, facilitated by ADE content 
specialists, to conduct the in-depth analysis from the summer of 2010 through the spring of 2011 
(20 sessions, over 38 days from June 7, 2010 ð May 31, 2011). Committee membership consisted of a 
cross section of Arizona educators representing elementary, middle school, and high school grade 
spans, plus representation from higher education. For both the ELA and Mathematics standards, 
Cross-Walk/Alignment documents (Attachment 1H mathgrkcrosswalk_11_2013) were created and 
shared through technical assistance, newsletters, professional development, and through 
communication directly with LEAs and schools. A second mathematics support resource was also 
created by teacher teams, entitled the Summary of Changes documents (Attachment 1I -
hsmathchanges2010__11_2013). The purpose of the Summary of Change documents was to 
provide educators with an òat-a-glanceó summary of the content shifts from the previous standards 
to the college- and career-ready standards. The Summary of Changes documents allowed teachers to 
plan for transitional/full implementation of Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards in 
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Mathematics, while also including specific standards that were being assessed at the state level on the 
2008 Mathematics Standards during the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 school years. 
 
While in general there is a high degree of alignment between the previous Arizona ELA standards 
and the college- and career-ready standards in term of concepts, there are a number of significant 
shifts in expectations for both teachers and students. . To provide support to districts the 
Informational Text Complexity Analysis Worksheet for Instruction (Attachment 1J t1.9-text-
complexity) is located on the website within the K-12 Academic Standards and Exceptional Students 
Services (ESS) websites. The new reading standards require an increased focus on text complexity 
and significant use of informational text. In the writing standards, there is an increased emphasis on 
argument and informative writing using primary and secondary sources with much less emphasis on 
personal narrative. Language standards stress the development of academic and domain-specific 
vocabulary while speaking and listening standards are prominently integrated into the ELA 
standards. Students K-12 must be immersed in both purposeful informal and formal dialogue 
including demonstrating capacity to provide a multi-media presentation.  
 
Similarly, the degree of alignment between Arizonaõs previous mathematics standards and the 
college- and career-ready standards was high, although there are significant shifts in specific grade 
level content and an overall increase in the rigor of the standards. In addition to content, eight 
standards for mathematical practice that emphasize problem-solving, quantitative reasoning and 
modeling bring a new focus on developing òhabits of mindó in students. The Mathematical Practices 
were represented in Strand 5 Concept 2 of the 2008 Arizona Mathematics Standards and 
emphasized problem solving and minimal mathematical processes. Analysis of the Mathematics 
Crosswalk revealed movement of topics across grade levels with an increased cognitive demand 
shown throughout Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards. These conceptual shifts 
include the following: 
 

¶ (Grades K-2) numeration and operations are intensified and introduced earlier; 

¶ (Grades 3-5) fractions as numbers are emphasized with the number line used as a tool for 
thinking; 

¶ (Grades 6-8) ratio and proportion and statistics are addressed at deeper levels of sophistication 
with a more rigorous algebraic understanding in eighth grade; and, 

¶ (High School) all students must master some topics traditionally from Algebra 2 or beyond such 
as simple periodic functions, polynomials, radicals, and mathematical modeling. 

 
These content shifts and the broader instructional shifts of focus, coherence and rigor, informed the 
implementation support ADE and other state providers continue to offer. Included is an agenda 
from a current Phase 1.5 (in between Phase 1 and Phase 2) course that ADE offers to teachers and 
administrators to assist in implementation in Mathematics (Attachment 1K - Intro to Mathematics 
Shifts Agenda). 
 
The information from the different alignment documents created by ADE have been used to inform 
the transition to college- and career-ready standards, and assist in targeting key areas of needed 
professional development. Key content in ELA trainings includes effective strategies for increasing 
text complexity, using informational text, and integrating academic vocabulary instruction and 
content literacy blended across multiple areas of study. Face-to-face professional development and 
webinars provide the professional learning support that has been and is continues to be offered. 
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(Attachment 1L - Sample ELA PD Flyer Fall 2014) Literacy has become an integral part of all 
content areas in Grades 6-12. Standards for Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science and technical 
subjects are an important vehicle for teaching and learning content and are the responsibility of all 
teachers. Professional learning support for literacy in grades 6-12 has been a collaborative effort 
involving all core content areas, including Arts and Physical Education (Attachment 1M - 
Disciplinary Literacy Facilitation Guide). 
 
Key content in mathematics trainings includes effective instructional strategies for numbers and 
operations in elementary grades, building deep sound knowledge of fractions and ratios and rigorous 
college- ready high school algebra, probability and statistics. A sample mathematics professional 
development flyer for current face-to-face professional development and webinars documents the 
professional learning support that has been and continues to be offered through K-12 Academic 
Standards at ADE (Attachment 1Ma - Spring 2015 Flyer Math). A sample agenda (Attachment 1Nð 
Agenda Statistics 1/7/2015) from a Statistics training offered to high school Algebra teachers is also 
included as an example. This professional learning experience is hosted and co-facilitated by the K-
12 Academic Standards High School Mathematics Specialist, an ASU Professor of Statistics, and a 
current High School Mathematics Teacher. This course demonstrates the commitment to providing 
not only content training by experts but the connection to implementation within the classroom, 
focused on content that is new to a specific course in high school aligned to Arizonaõs College and 
Career Ready Standards in Mathematics. 
 
Does the SEA intend to analyze the linguistic demands of the Stateõs college- and career-
ready standards to inform the development of ELP standards corresponding to the college- 
and career-ready standards and to ensure that English Learners will have the opportunity to 
achieve to the college- and career-ready standards? If so, will the results be used to inform 
revision of the ELP standards and support English Learners in accessing the college- and 
career-ready standards on the same schedule as all students? 
 
Arizona analyzed the linguistic demands of Arizonaõs college- and career-ready standards to inform 
the development of the 2011 English Language Proficiency (ELP) Standards. Arizonaõs ELP 
standards were written to correspond with the college- and career-ready academic standards to help 
ensure that the expectations for English learners prepare students to fully participate in grade level 
content curriculum (www.azed.gov/english-language-learners/elps/). ADE employed the document 
entitled, òLanguage Demands-Academic English Language Functions,ó to ensure that rigorous 
academic functions were an integral part of the revised ELP Standards (www.azed.gov/wp-
content/uploads/PDF/LanguageDemandsLanguageComplexities.pdf). 
 
. ADE has further analyzed the linguistic demands of the ELP standards to drive professional 
development and instructional practices that clearly address the complex demands of college- and 
career-ready standards. ADE has established a three-phase plan for professional development and 
technical assistance to support Arizonaõs standards implementation plan spanning 2010-2015. Phase 
1 and 2 professional development opportunities for both administrators and educators, (including 
those teaching ELLs), specifically address differentiation and scaffolding to ensure all students 
achieve to the college- and career-readiness level (Attachment 1O - common-core-timeline-for-ade-
11-28-2. 
 
 

http://www.azed.gov/english-language-learners/elps/
http://www.azed.gov/wp-content/uploads/PDF/LanguageDemandsLanguageComplexities.pdf
http://www.azed.gov/wp-content/uploads/PDF/LanguageDemandsLanguageComplexities.pdf
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In addition, Arizonaõs ELL teachers learn consistent standards-based methods and strategies 
through ongoing professional development that can be used across grades and content areas. 
 
Throughout the year, ADE offers specialized training for those teachers who instruct ELLs within 
Structured English Immersion (SEI) classrooms. The training for educators in the SEI classroom 
started in January of 2008 and over 5,800 educators have been trained in intensive, face-to-face 
sessions. ADE provides all necessary training materials to these trained educators, allowing for 
capacity building throughout the state by partnering with school districts and charters through 
Memoranda of Understanding. This training continues on a regular basis throughout the year for 
new educators of ELLs. Beginning in July 201l, ongoing professional development continued with 
face-to-face sessions and webinars dedicated to the revised ELP Standards work as aligned to 
Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards (www.azed.gov/english-language-learners/online-
registration-training/). Regularly scheduled professional development is provided throughout the 
year at regional locations, through webinars, and through district-specific technical assistance. 
Quarterly meetings are held with Practitioners of ELL instruction. The purpose of these meetings is 
to inform and solicit input from ELL stakeholders (www.azed.gov/english-language-learners/pell-
meeting-information/). Additionally, an annual three-day state conference brings together over 700 
ELL educators to learn from experts and to share best practices (www.azed.gov/english-language-
learners/2011-conference/). 
 
Perhaps the most significant demonstration of Arizonaõs commitment to assisting ELL students is 
the statewide requirement that ALL Arizona certified educators acquire an endorsement that ensures 
they have received training in the methods of SEI. This requirement has been in place since 2005. 
Furthermore, state law was amended in 2006 to require the coursework for the SEI endorsement to 
be embedded into all State Board-approved teacher training programs. 
 
The instructional framework of the SEI Endorsement consists of the following areas of study: 
 

¶ ELL Proficiency Standards 

¶ Data Analysis and Application 

¶ Formal and informal assessment. 

¶ SEI Foundations 

¶ Learning experiences:  SEI Strategies 

¶ Parent/Home/School Scaffolding 
 

The language arts strategies and methods presented through the SEI endorsement are evidence-
based and applicable for all students. Arizonaõs ELL population is concentrated in the lower grades, 
with nearly 50% of all ELLs in grades K-2. By ensuring they are equipped with sufficient language 
skills to be successful in their grade level classrooms, former ELLs in this age group are now out-
performing their non-ELL peers once they exit the ELL program. High standards, explicit 
instruction, strong accountability measures, highly qualified and trained teachers, and most 
importantly, high expectations for ELL students are leading to improved outcomes for Arizona 
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 college- and 

http://www.azed.gov/english-language-learners/online-registration-training/
http://www.azed.gov/english-language-learners/online-registration-training/
http://www.azed.gov/english-language-learners/pell-meeting-information/
http://www.azed.gov/english-language-learners/pell-meeting-information/
http://www.azed.gov/english-language-learners/2011-conference/
http://www.azed.gov/english-language-learners/2011-conference/
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career-ready standards?  If so, will the results be used to support students with disabilities in 
accessing the college- and career-ready standards on the same schedule as all students? 
 
Arizona is analyzing the learning and accommodation factors necessary to ensure that students with 
disabilities will have the opportunity to achieve to the college- and career-ready standards. ADE 
established an Accommodation Taskforce to focus on how accommodations are being implemented 
during instruction and testing. The purpose of the taskforce is to recommend clarifications to state 
policy around testing accommodations; to develop a plan for training and dissemination of critical 
information to stakeholders regarding universal design, accessibility features, online tools, and 
testing accommodations for English Language Learners, students receiving special education 
services, and students with 504 plans. Data will be collected about accommodation use during the 
implementation of the new statewide assessments and alternate assessments. The analysis of this 
data will further help inform future test development. 
 
Arizona served as a governing member of the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College 
and Careers (PARCC). However, Arizona Revised Statute §15-741 requires the State Board of 
Education (SBE) to adopt and implement a test to measure pupil achievement, according to state 
procurement code (A.R.S. Title 41, Chapter 23). Therefore it was necessary for the SBE to submit a 
Request for Proposal (RFP) for a new assessment aligned with the fully implemented Arizona 
College and Career Ready Standards for use in School Year 2014-2015. ADE withdrew from the 
PARCC consortium once the RFP was posted. 
 
On March 6, 2014, the State Board adopted a statement of values (Attachment 1AA - adopted-
essential-assessment-values-6mar14 ) that was used as the basis for the requirements of the Request 
for Proposals (RFP). These values included an assurance the assessment will be accessible to all 
students with optimal access to students with special needs and English Language Learners. Prior to 
the adoption, the values were vetted by parents, educators, and business and community leaders. 
 
Arizona was the funding state for Project Longitudinal Examination of Alternate Assessment 
Progressions (LEAAP). LEAAP is an analysis of curricular progressions and student performance 
across grades on statesõ alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards 
(AA-AAAS) for students with significant cognitive disabilities. LEAAP allowed states to examine 
student progress over time ð in both performance and skills assessed. Western Carolina University 
managed all project activities with oversight by ADE and the University of North Carolina at 
Charlotte. This project also included partners from Maryland, South Dakota, and Wyoming. LEAAP 
informed statesõ future improvements in AA-AAAS systems, including accessibility and validity. The 
results of the analysis provided detailed information about Arizona's current Arizonaõs Instrument to 
Measure Standards Alternate (AIMS A) and the relationship between the Arizonaõs College and 
Career Ready Standards and Arizonaõs Alternate Academic Standards. The results will further 
provide guidance on how to support teachersõ transition from using the alternate standards to the 
Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards for instructional purposes. 
 
ADE staff with expertise in Special Education is also engaged in the National Center and State 
Collaborative (NCSC) which is an assessment consortium working on the development of an 
alternate for students with significant cognitive disabilities. This assessment will be administered in 
grades 3-8 and high school. Three staff members are on the NCSC work groups (Assessment, 
Curriculum and Instruction, Professional Development) and one serves on the management team. 
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Arizona identified 33 Community of Practice (COP) members who have begun to receive training 
on the College and Career Ready Standards, the relationship among content and achievement 
standards, curriculum, assessment, and access to the general curriculum. The COPs have been 
implementing model curricula and assisting ADE in providing continued trainings across the state to 
teachers serving students with significant intellectual disabilities. 
 
As mentioned previously, the State of Arizona has adopted the Arizonaõs College and Career Ready 
Standards (AZCCRS) for ELA and Mathematics. Therefore it is also required to administer a new 
alternate assessment aligned to these standards. Arizona joined The National Center and State 
Collaborative (NCSC) a project led by five centers and 24 states (13 core states and 11 Tier II states) 
to build an alternate assessment based on alternate achievement standards (AA-AAS) for students 
with the most significant cognitive disabilities. The goal of the NCSC project is to ensure that 
students with the most significant cognitive disabilities achieve increasingly higher academic 
outcomes and leave high school ready for post-secondary options. Arizona State Board of 
Education adopted the NCSC Alternate Assessments for ELA and Mathematics and it was 
administered as the operational test for spring 2015. 
 
Through the development of Arizonaõs State Systemic Improvement Plan as a part of our State 
Performance Plan, the Exceptional Student Services (ESS) section has established a process of 
analyzing all relevant data (state assessment tests, local district assessments and data, Least 
Restrictive Environment (LRE) data, etc.) in the area of reading. In collaboration with School 
Improvement, Title I, and the IDEA Data Center (a technical advisory center through the Office of 
Special Education Programs) ESS has established professional development opportunities for Local 
Education Agencies to engage in this process to develop an action plan that will improve student 
outcomes on 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 plan based on 
their identified needs. This plan centers on systems-thinking, which includes general education as 
well as special education. Results of the improvement strategies support students with disabilities in 
accessing the college-and career -ready standards as the improvement plan is tailor-made to resolve 
system challenges identified in the data analysis. School Improvement and ESS are collaborating on 
expansion of the system. 
 
ADE is also providing ongoing professional development and technical assistance to special 
education directors and school teams to support their site transition to the college- and career-ready 
standards and aligned assessments through implementation of research based strategies to ensure 
that students with disabilities are being included in the revised standards. Universal Design for 
Learning components are being used and built into training on strategies to provide access for all 
students to access the standards with appropriate accommodations and modifications. Trainings also 
address how to align an IEP to academic grade-level standards. This information is being utilized at 
the site level to support students with disabilities in accessing the college- and career-ready standards 
during classroom instruction to ensure they will be on the same schedule toward college- and career-
readiness as all students. 
 
Currently, the ESS Professional Learning and Sustainability Unit in collaboration with K-12 
Academic Standards offers reading capacity building trainings that embed Arizonaõs College and 
Career Ready Standards... Reading trainings address the connections between instruction and grade 
level ELA standardsõ increased rigor and need for additional support in nonfiction literacy 
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instruction. Additional trainings regarding the effective use of assistive technology in the 
mathematics classroom, creating classroom routines and structures for students with autism, and 
best practices in inclusion are readily available to Arizona educators. 
 
Does the SEA intend to conduct outreach on and dissemination of the college- and career-
ready standards? If so, does the SEAõs plan reach the appropriate stakeholders, including 
educators, administrators, families, and IHEs? Is it likely that the plan will result in all 
stakeholders increasing their awareness of the Stateõs college- and career-ready standards? 
 
ADE continues to conduct extensive outreach on and dissemination of the college- and career-ready 
standards, leveraging a wide variety of communications methods, to include the following: 
 

¶ ADEõs website for Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standardsð ELA and Mathematics and 
the AzMERIT assessment includes specific resources for educators, administrators, 
family/community, in addition to a general information handout that is available for download 
and distribution to all stakeholders (www.azed.gov/azccrs/) 
 

¶ Information available to the public includes Arizonaõs engagement with the standards 
development process, critical messaging explaining the òwhyó and òwható of the standards, what 
the new college- and career-ready standards mean for students, educators and families along with 
links to additional informational resources. The website also houses a college- and career-ready 
FAQ page that is regularly updated. 
 

¶ ADE content specialists are very engaged in participating and presenting at conferences across 
the state, along with attending state and regional stakeholder meetings and Local Educational 
Agency (LEA) leadership team meetings. Conference presentations have included Arizona 
School Board Association, Arizona School Administrators Association, Charter School 
Association, Arizona Business and Education Consortium, Parent Teacher Association (PTA), 
Arizona Hispanic Educator Association, Arizona International Dyslexia Association, Rio Salado 
Community College Reading Institute. 
 

¶ ADE, the Governorõs office, and County Education Superintendents have partnered to provide 
regional summits across the state to promote awareness and begin local discussions and regional 
action plans (See Consultation Section). Represented at these summits were educational leaders, 
business partners, higher education representatives, and interested community members. Staff 
from ADE, the Governorõs office and the County Superintendentõs office presented information 
on the college- and career-ready standards to raise awareness, garner local commitment to 
implementation and to encourage dialogue across educational, business and community 
stakeholders. 
 

¶ ADE is facilitating Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards Leadership Team. 
Membership includes representatives for higher education institutions, the Arizona Board of 
Regents, Charter School Board, School Superintendents, County Education Offices, teachers, 
the Governorõs office, philanthropic foundations and ADE executive team members. The 
purpose of the team is to play a pivotal role in building statewide capacity and support for the 
new standards, broaden communication systems and engage in broad based strategic planning to 

http://www.azed.gov/azccrs/
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ensure that all Arizona students are prepared to succeed in college and careers. The team meets 
bi-monthly to determine the progress to date in rolling out the college- and career-ready 
standards, the contributions of the members and the next steps of support. 

 

¶ ADE is systematically building statewide capacity by establishing a statewide cadre of certified 
trainers. Master educators who meet the application perquisites receive additional ongoing 
training to prepare them to provide ADEõs Phase 1 and 2 Professional Development Content. 
Cadre members are available to provide professional development at the local, regional (through 
Arizonaõs five Regional Education Centers) and state level. In their capacity as state cadre 
members, they also have the responsibility to conduct outreach to additional stakeholders 
including parents and community members. These òcertifiedó ADE trainers will assist in 
communicating one common voice for change across the state, and are updated regularly as new 
resources are developed and added to the existing training. Currently, certified trainers are 
available within each of the fifteen Arizona counties. Careful attention has been given to ensure 
a consistent degree of high-quality professional development is available to rural areas, including 
LEAs on our Native American reservations. Similar attention has been given to Arizonaõs 
border counties serving our mobile migrant populations. 

 

¶ ADE staff collaborates closely with Staff from Arizonaõs five Regional Education Centers to 
support implementation and transition efforts with the college- and career-ready standards and 
to ensure a consistent message is delivered across all five regions of Arizona. Regional Education 
Center staff, along with state standards training cadre members, will provide ongoing 
professional development and technical assistance within their specific region at the request of 
LEAs and specific stakeholders. ADE meets monthly with Regional Centers (RIST team) to 
discuss implementation plans, strategies, concerns, and progress in providing professional 
development and resources aligned to the standards. See Attachment 1P - RIST Agenda 7-24-14 
and Attachment 1Q - RIST Virtual Meeting 7-24-14 for examples of a typical meeting and 
agenda. 

 

¶ ADE staff is being trained in the development of online course design and facilitation in order 
to provide even greater access to training across the state of Arizona. Additionally, weekly 
webinars began in early March 2012 to assist in answering questions and to provide ongoing 
assistance with critical issues, training, and topics of interest regarding the college- and career-
ready standards. These topics include addressing the English language learner, students with 
disabilities, low-achieving students, and information regarding both formative and 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 with disabilities, and 
low-achieving students, to the new standards? If so, will the planned professional 
development and supports prepare teachers to teach to the new standards, use instructional 
materials aligned with those standards, and use data on multiple measures of student 
performance (e.g., data from formative, benchmark, and summative assessments) to inform 
instruction? 
 
ADE continues to provide professional development and other supports to prepare teachers to 
teach the college- and career-ready standards to ALL  students in order to close achievement gaps 
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and increase academic success. ADE established a three phase professional development plan 
incorporating information for educators of all children including those with at-risk factors 
incorporating knowledge of the standards by grade level, significant shifts in instructional focus, 
effective instructional strategies, integrated content instruction and the purposeful use of data. 
Phases 1, 2, and 3 training continues with Phase 1 trainings being phased out, since the state is in full 
implementation of Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards for the 2014-2015 school year. 
Phase 2 and Phase 3 professional development experiences continue to increase in number through 
face-to-face experiences and webinars. Included on the K-12 Academic Standards website are a 
Phase 1, 2, and 3 Professional Development checklist for ELA (Attachment 1R 
ela_phases123pdchecklist-table_10102013) and a Phase 1, 2, 3 professional development checklist 
for mathematics (Attachment 1S math_phases123pdchecklist-table_10102013).  
 
Professional development is a primary component of successful implementation for Arizonaõs 
College and Career Ready Standards and continues to be a collaborative effort among various 
sections within the ADE, including: K-12 Academic Standards, Office of English Language 
Acquisition Services, Early Childhood Education, Highly Effective Teachers and Leaders, and 
Career and Technical Education. Additionally, collaborative sections within ADE provide a two-day 
teacher conference in the summer that focuses on knowledge and implementation of the standards 
for all students. Differentiated professional development, technical assistance, and support continue 
to be provided based on the diverse and specific needs of educators and students in local regions 
and counties. A variety of examples have been included to demonstrate the ongoing collaborative 
commitment to providing quality professional growth opportunities that supports teachers in 
meeting the needs of all students. 
 
The ADE two-day Teachers Institute (Attachment 1T - 2015 Teachers Institute webpage) 
specifically for teachers occurs in July. This collaborative effort brings in national and state level 
speakers with a focus on all students. July 2015 marks the second summer this conference for 
around 400 has been planned. 
 
The Office of English Language Acquisition Services (OELAS) sponsors a state level conference 
every year in December. Collaborative presentations between different sections are a key component 
of this conference. OELAS and K-12 Mathematics Standards have collaboratively presented at the 
OELAS conference and in other conference venues sponsored by the state (Attachment 1U - ELL 
and Math 2014 Conference Descriptions). 
 
Use of instructional materials has been approached through the EQuIP rubric. ELA and 
mathematics as well as combination trainings provided by K-12 Academic Standards Specialists have 
been provided for teacher preparation programs at ASU as well as state level trainings, and 
district/school specific trainings. The EQuIP rubric allows for evaluation of lessons/units for 
alignment not only to the standards but to the instructional shifts associated with instruction of 
Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards (Attachment 1V - Agenda - EQuIP TUSD 1-6-15). 
 
Multiple collaborative experiences that bring together high school ELA and Mathematics teachers, 
Teacher Preparatory Professors and Higher Education Content Specialists have been made possible 
with funding from the Arizona Governorõs office with support from the Arizona Board of Regents. 
The CCRP or College and Career Ready Partnership began with initial meetings in July 2014. 
Facilitation was provided by the K-12 Standards Section, Higher Education Content Specialists and 

http://www.azed.gov/azccrs/files/2013/10/ela_phases123pdchecklist-table_10102013.pdf
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Teacher Preparation Professors and Teachers (Attachment 1W - July 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 high school (Attachment 1X 
- CCRP Transition Course Project Meeting Agenda 2-27-15). 
 
Formative Assessment has been a central focus for K-12 Academic Standards in collaboration with 
other sections within ADE since the winter of 2014. ADE works closely with Margaret Heritage and 
WestEd to provide experiences for teachers and administrators with a central definition of 
Formative Assessment accompanied by resources as a central component for instructional planning. 
Currently ADE K-12 Academic Standards, WestEd and Margaret Heritage are working 
collaboratively with other western states to pilot an online course that focuses on team support for 
instructional planning with an emphasis on Formative Assessment. Several districts from Arizona 
will be part of a select group from the partner states that will offer this online course to participating 
teams in September 2015 (Attachment 1Y - Heritage WestEd Invite Formative Assessment 
Practices). 
 
Arizona has legislation that requires LEAs to utilize a comprehensive assessment system in their 
schools. This is defined in State Board Policy as an assessment system that includes screening, 
diagnostic, progress monitoring, and outcome data. To support LEAs in utilizing effective strategies 
to not only gather the necessary data but use it purposefully to inform instruction, ADE 
collaboratively developed a model for a multi-tiered system of instruction/intervention previously 
referred to as AZRTI. Currently there is a multi-unit workgroup developing ADEõs multi-tier system 
of supports (MTSS). Members include representatives from OELAS, Title I, School Improvement, 
Early Childhood, Assessment, ESS, K-12 Academic Standards, and School Safety. This group has 
been tasked with updating the RTI webpage and framework for MTSS. 
 
The work has been divided into three phases. Phase One, which is completed, involved updating the 
mission, vison, beliefs, tiers of support, and decision making model. Presently the workgroup is in 
Phase Two, which includes developing definitions to include common language throughout the 
Agency and Arizona LEAs. These definitions include a common understanding for assessment, and 
creating a MTSS Rubric that focuses on six areas of MTSS: evidenced based decision making, 
leadership, integration and sustainability, assessments, instruction, and curriculum. When completed 
in May, this rubric will be the framework for the rest of the work being done by the MTSS 
workgroup. Another subgroup in ESS is presently working on a decision making tool for specific 
learning disabilities (SLD). Phase Three is scheduled to begin in August, 2015 and includes an 
implementation guide for behavior, progress monitoring tools and databases, a state structure for 
support and resources for the field, and input from the field. 
 
Current professional development places an emphasis on the implementation of the college- and 
career-ready standards in Tier 1 which is defined as universal instruction to all students in the grade 
level classroom. Strategies for differentiated instruction are included along with implications and 
strategies for Tier 2 (intervention) and Tier 3 (intensive intervention).  
 
Does the SEA intend to provide professional development and supports to prepare 
principals to provide strong, supportive instructional leadership based on the new 
standards? If so, will this plan prepare principals to do so? 
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The ADE continues the three-phase professional development plan for administrators and 
educational leaders in both ELA and Mathematics to support strong instructional leadership based 
on the new standards (Attachment 1O - common-core-timeline-for-ade-11-28-2). The focus of 
Phase 1 trainings includes the structure of the new standards, significant shifts, and a framework for 
scaffolded implementation. Professional development during Phases 2 and 3 focuses on effective 
instructional strategies, intentional classroom observations that support the implementation plan, the 
effective use of multiple data points, coaching, and the use of professional learning communities at 
the LEA level. Phases 2 and 3 provide administrators with ongoing professional development and 
follow-up technical assistance as the college- and career-ready standards are implemented at the 
LEA level. The ADE provided 3-day Leadership Institutes (Fall 2013, Spring 2014, and Winter 
2015) to support school and LEA level leadership in understanding how standards, assessment, and 
evaluation systems interconnect. These sessions were facilitated by the K-12 Standards, Assessment, 
and Highly Effective Teachers and Leaders sections for approximately 40 participants (Attachment 
1Z - Leadership Institute Agenda 2-9-15). At the end of each day, attendees were provided the 
opportunity to learn about best practices from administrators who had successfully implemented the 
standards and instructional shifts in their districts and schools. This structure allows leaders to learn 
from each, encourages leaders to build networks of support and disseminates effective, proven 
educational pedagogy across the state. 
 
In addition to targeted professional development for site and district leaders, ADE and Arizonaõs 
five Regional Education Centers will establish regional professional networking groups that provide 
regular opportunities for collaborative problem solving, the sharing of successful strategies, and the 
opportunity to learn from the collective intelligence of the group. Membership in these networking 
groups will include LEA superintendents, school principals, site coaches and lead teachers. Meetings 
will be coordinated by the Regional Education Center staff and will be held on a quarterly basis. 
Agendas will be focused on the implementation of the college- and career-ready standards while 
specific topics will be determined by the local needs and priorities. ADE content staff will provide 
support and resources to these network teams. The purpose will be to build capacity, support and 
sustainability for effective educational practice across the state. Beyond the necessary professional 
development will be the shared critical conversations among peers and colleagues that secure 
implementation and support the change process. Communities of Practice will be facilitated by 
Regional Education Center staff with the intent of building a two-way line of communication from 
this COP to the Regional Education Centers to ADE and also in the turnaround direction. 
 
Does the SEA propose to develop and disseminate high-quality instructional materials 
aligned with the new standards? If so, are the instructional materials designed (or will they 
be designed) to support the teaching and learning of all students, including English 
Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students? 
 
Arizona teacher teams with support from K-12 Academic Standards have developed and ADE has 
disseminated high quality instructional materials aligned with the new college- and career-ready 
standards and based on Universal Design for Learning guidelines, frameworks and examples. These 
materials include sample instructional units, lesson plans, curriculum maps, and formative 
assessments that reflect research-based best practices. ADE has drawn and will continue to draw on 
the experience of local curriculum leaders and master educators to assist in the development of these 
materials which are available online through the ADE website. ADE will coordinate the 
establishment of grade-span work teams who will develop grade specific instructional materials. 

http://www.azed.gov/azccrs/instructionaltoolbox/
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Pertinent Phase 2 and 3 professional development sessions will utilize these resources as exemplars, 
coaching materials and foundations for post professional development targeted webinars to extend 
and reinforce the professional learning. These materials will be developed to support teaching and 
learning of all students, and will provide instructional strategies that support differentiation and 
scaffolding for students, including English language learners, students with disabilities, and low-
achieving students. ADE has also links to Arizona district resources, which include exemplar 
curriculum maps and mathematical practice resources. 
 
 
Does the SEA plan to expand access to college-level courses or their prerequisites, dual 
enrollment courses, or accelerated learning opportunities? If 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 students to access college-level courses or 
their prerequisites. ADE continues to champion access to advanced rigorous high school 
coursework to better prepare students to be college- and career-ready through a number of 
initiatives presently being implemented. The AP Test Fee Waiver Grant Program, a US Dept. of 
Education grant, supports test fees for AP and IB for eligible low-income students statewide. Low-
income students in Arizona took over 9,800 AP exams through the support of this program in 2011. 
This represents a dramatic increase from 2004 when only 800 students took AP exams. The College 
Board Data Partnership builds a collaborative data sharing partnership with the College Board that 
allows SAT, PSAT and AP student-level test data to be incorporated into the ADE Student 
Longitudinal Data System (SLDS). This allows ADE and LEAs for the opportunity for greater 
analysis of current student preparation, access and success in accelerated learning opportunities, and 
provides actionable data to support program expansion. Move on When Ready refers to state 
legislation that provides for accelerated rigorous learning at the early high school level that 
potentially allows for early graduation. Cambridge and ACT Quality Core instructional and 
assessment systems have been implemented in some pilot schools with the opportunity for students 
to move on to college when they have successfully completed the advanced college ready 
coursework. Dual enrollment in community college classes is also an option offered by the majority 
of high schools in association with the community colleges in Arizona (Arizona Revised Statutes 
§15-701.01 G). 
 
In addition to expanding opportunities for college-level coursework in high school, Arizona 
recognizes that it is essential students have support in ensuring that they access those courses as part 
of a purposeful educational plan. Arizonaõs 2013 Education and Career Action Plan (ECAP) 
requirement is helping to move all students toward college- and career-readiness. Because decisions 
about enrollment in college-level courses will be made in the context of ECAP planning process, 
Arizona is working to ensure college-level high school course opportunities used effectively to 
support student college- and career-readiness. In support of the implementation of college- and 
career-ready standards, ADE staff has collaborated with the Northern Arizona University (NAU) 
GEARUP program and the Governorõs Early College Access. LEAs are establishing methods to 
record scores into the school student data system, preparing for the full implementation of Arizonaõs 
SLDS system. ACT, GEARUP and ADE staff collaborate on the planning and presentation of 
statewide professional development workshops to support student college- and career-readiness, 
purposefully connecting the EXPLORE Initiative to the ECAP process. 
 

http://www.husd.org/Page/4239
http://www.husd.org/Page/4239
http://www.mpsaz.org/ssrc/math/math_sec/sec_curriculum/files/mp_explanations-examples_5-hs.pdf


 

 

 

 
 

31 
 

  

ESEA FLEXIBILITY ð REQUEST                                   STATE OF ARIZONA 

The 2013 Education and Career Action Plan (ECAP) requirement is moving all students toward 
career- and college-readiness. ADE supports the AzCIS (Arizona Career Information System) online 
career and college planning tool used to assist in ECAP development. It is provided free of charge 
to middle and high school students. The ECAP process assists students in integrating educational 
preparation with career interests and introduces life planning skills. As students are faced with 
greater opportunities for course selections, early college enrollment and early graduation options, 
they require greater guidance in making decisions and assuming responsibilities for their life 
preparation. The ECAP process is positioned to assist in increasing student academic achievement, 
promoting graduation and enrollment in postsecondary experiences, and linking them to their role 
within their own communities. Since 2013, every Arizona graduate will graduate with an action plan, 
designed by them, to move them closer to their career and life goals. To support the effective 
implementation of ECAPS for all students in middle and high school the following is being done: 
 

¶ ADE is engaged in providing professional outreach, materials and technical assistance to LEAs 
including leadership workshops, counselor workshops and teacher lesson plans. ADE maintains 
a website of resources developed in conjunction with the Arizona School Counselors 
Association and local teachers. Downloadable brochures are provided in English and Spanish to 
assist in communication with students and parents. Parents are required to be a part of this 
process each year. 
 

¶ ADE in the fall of 2011, designed K-12 College and Career Checklists. These specific grade 
indicators can help parents and students identify components of college-readiness and academic 
success. Students are encouraged to take rigorous classes, additional mathematics coursework, 
and to participate in AP, Honors and dual credit opportunities. Additionally, it is suggested that 
students pursue all of the options available for financial aid. The link to these checklists can be 
found on the ECAP webpage (www.azed.gov/ecap/) 
 

¶ All Title I LEAs and schools with grades 9-12, including charters, must submit Assurances and 
documentation of their ECAP compliance within ADEõs online ALEAT system. Schools must 
assure students enter, track and update the following attributes: Academic, Career, 
Postsecondary and Extracurricular participation at school or in their community. 
 

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

¶ ADE specialists in both content and special education, along with school experts responsible 
for the ECAP process, worked together to design guidance on the effective implementation 
and management of student ECAPs and IEPs. The student outcomes for an ECAP and an 
IEP are very similar. ALL Arizona students will have a college and career planning process 
to ensure post high school success with the least amount of duplication and confusion. 

¶ ADE high school specialists and CTE specialists are working collaboratively with all high 
schools offering CTE programs implement the Programs of Study Essential Elements which 
provide a comprehensive, structured approach for delivering academic and career technical 
education that prepares student for postsecondary education and career success. This 
process involves a sequence of instruction that begins in high school and connects through 
postsecondary, leading to an industry recognized certification, credential or a degree. 

http://www.azed.gov/ecap/
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Secondary and postsecondary community colleges are working together to guide students in 
their high school course work and financial planning. This involves dual or concurrent credit 
at the postsecondary level. 

 
ADE personnel from Highly Effective Teachers and Leaders and ESS, along with school experts 
responsible for the ECAP process, actively work together to design guidance on the effective 
implementation and management of student Education and Career Action Plans (ECAPs) and 
Individualized Education Programs (IEPs). As part of this effort, the AZ Career Leadership 
Network was initiated in 2014. This workgroup, comprised of ADE personnel, school leaders, 
higher education staff, industry representatives, and other community stakeholders, is tasked with 
championing the development of a system in which all students become career literate through the 
implementation of high-quality ECAPs. The priorities of this workgroup include implementing a 
systems approach to ECAPs using technology, communications, and marketing, and engagement of 
leadership. This focus on individualized learning plans for all students is consistent with the ESS 
vision, which is that all students, including students with a disability, are well prepared for college, 
technical/trade school, career, job, or other means of engagement. 
 
Does the SEA intend to work with the Stateõs IHEs and other teacher and principal 

preparation programs to better prepare½ 
 
-incoming teachers to teach all students, including English Learners, students with 
disabilities, and low-achieving students, to the new college- and career-ready standards; and 
 
In October 2014 the Arizona State Board of Education adopted a revised Educator Preparation 
Program (EPP) review and approval Rule language requiring all EPPs to provide evidence that all 
programs are aligned to relevant state and national standards. The Revised Rule, effective January 
2015, requires evidence that all EPPs are addressing all professional and academic standards, and 
that intervention plans are included in all submissions for SBE approval. The revised requirements 
to address academic standards will improve both current content knowledge and content pedagogy 
of both new teacher and new leader program completers. 
 
In 2011, ADE surveyed school principals to ascertain the perceived readiness of teachers completing 
State Board approved teacher preparation programs in Arizona. Survey questions addressed a broad 
range of skills including English Learners and students with disabilities. Seventy-seven percent of 
teachers either met or exceeded expectations of beginning teachers to incorporate English Language 
Development Standards; 80% of teachers either met or exceeded expectations to differentiate 
instruction to meet the learning needs of all students. To address these and other findings, ADE 
convened a workshop with representatives from each IHE to analyze their survey results and to 
discuss strategies for addressing identified areas of improvement. Each IHE was then responsible 
for integrating their analyses and plans for improvement into their annual Higher Education 
Opportunity Act (HEOA) report to the federal government. This process was continued in 2012 
through 2014 and will provide longitudinal data to measure the progress of IHEs in addressing the 
needs of targeted student populations. 
 
-incoming principals to provide strong, supportive instructional leadership on teaching to 
the new standards? 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 ADE to develop a statewide framework for 
quality internship programs to produce principals who have the knowledge and skills to be effective 
instructional leaders. 
 
As a condition of program approval, each IHE was required to attend a mandatory workshop 
focused on: 

¶ Identifying research-based practices of effective internships; 

¶ Designing and implementing a developmental, competency-based internship program; and, 

¶ Developing and signing a university-district program agreement describing internship program 
specifics. 

 
The Framework represented a major statewide effort to identify the critical features and conditions 
of quality internship programs with the goal of providing candidates with significant opportunities to 
synthesize and apply knowledge as well as to practice and develop the skills identified in national 
leadership standards as measured by substantial, sustained work in real settings, planned and guided 
cooperatively by university and school district personnel. The Framework also determined what 
guidance should be 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) aligned 
to the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards. IHEs are required to 
ensure the alignment of their administrative programs to these standards as well as to sufficiently 
prepare their candidates to pass this rigorous exam. 
 
Does the SEA plan to evaluate its current assessments and increase the rigor of those 
assessments and their alignment with the Stateõs college- and career-ready standards, in 
order to better prepare students and teachers for the new assessments through one or more 
of the following strategies: 
 
Raising the Stateõs academic achievement standards on its current assessments to ensure 
that they reflect a level of postsecondary readiness, or are being increased over time to that 
level of rigor? (E.g., the SEA might compare current achievement standards to a measure of 
postsecondary readiness by back-mapping from college entrance requirements or 
remediation rates, analyzing the relationship between proficient scores on the State 
assessments and the ACT or SAT scores accepted by most of the Stateõs 4-year public IHEs, 
or conducting NAEP mapping studies.) 
 
Augmenting or revising current State assessments by adding questions, removing 
questions, or varying formats in order to better align those assessments with the Stateõs 
college- and career-ready standards? 
 
A.R.S. (Arizona Revised Statutes) §15-741 requires the State Board of Education (SBE) to adopt and 
implement a test to measure student achievement. A new assessment aligned with the fully 
implemented College and Career Ready Standards was selected the 2014-2015 School Year. 
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On March 6, 2014, the SBE adopted a statement of values (Attachment 1AA -adopted-essential-
assessment-values-6mar14) that was used as the basis for the requirements of the Request for 
Proposals (RFP) (https://procure.az.gov/bso/external/bidDetail.sdo?bidId=ADED14-00004144 ). 
Feedback from parents, educators, and business and community leaders was incorporated in the 
document. 
 
In June 2014, the RFP for the new statewide assessment was released, and responses were due in 
July 2014. At the time of the release, Arizona withdrew as a governing state from the Partnership for 
Assessment of Readiness for College and Career consortium. As allowed by Arizona procurement 
law, an independent evaluation team was assembled to review vendor proposals, assess the extent to 
which proposals address the requirements listed in the RFP, and recommend contract award to 
vendor that best addressed the stateõs requirements. The evaluation team unanimously 
recommended the private, not-for-profit American Institutes for Research (AIR) 
(http://www.azed.gov/state-board-education/new-statewide-assessment) to the State Board of 
Education, which announced the selection of AIR. The new state assessment, Arizonaõs 
Measurement of Educational Readiness to Inform Teaching (AzMERIT), is managed by ADE and 
measures Arizonaõs standards (http://www.azed.gov/assessment/azmerit/). 
 
AzMERIT is being developed with the intent that scoring proficient on AzMERIT, or passing 
AzMERIT, has a similar meaning to scoring proficient or passing other tests aligned to the Arizonaõs 
College and Career Ready Standards. The development of Performance Level Descriptors (PLDs) 
has been designed to support this intent. 
 
The State Board will adopt the names for the 4 proficiency levels of AzMERIT and the policy level 
PLDs. The wording of these policy PLDs has been informed by the wording of the policy PLDs for 
other assessments aligned to the Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Draft PLDs for use with standard setting and reporting are being written based on the existing 
PLDs for other assessments aligned to the Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards. ADE will 
offer a virtual training on the uses and purposes of PLDs to all Arizona educators who are interested 
in participating. From that group of Arizona educators, up to 100 subject matter experts per grade 
and content area will review and endorse or revise the draft PLDs, ensuring they represent Arizonaõs 
expectations for student proficiency and demonstrate the appropriate rigor to demonstrate that 
students are on track to be college-and career-ready upon graduation. In addition to Arizona 
educators reviewing the PLDs, representatives from IHEs will be invited to review the 11th grade 
PLDs and provide input about the proficiency expectations and how it matches what students need 
to know when entering credit bearing post-secondary courses. 
 
Implementing another strategy to increase the rigor of current assessments, such as using 
the òadvancedó performance level on State assessments instead of the òproficientó 
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 exploring the possibility of giving a òreach for college- and career-readinessó score to students, 
but we have not finalized the research to support this information. The College and Career Ready 

https://procure.az.gov/bso/external/bidDetail.sdo?bidId=ADED14-00004144
http://www.azed.gov/state-board-education/new-statewide-assessment
http://www.azed.gov/assessment/azmerit/
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Partnership meetings will also investigate postsecondary pathways to ensure student success. 
 
If so, is this activity likely to result in an increase in the rigor of the Stateõs current 
assessments and their alignment with college- and career-ready standards? 
 
All of these strategies are designed to increase the rigor of the current assessment system, AIMS. 
The goal is to have educators and students in the state to be aware of the rigor of Arizonaõs College 
and Career Ready Standards ð ELA and Mathematics and its impact on an aligned assessment 
system. 
 
Does the SEA propose other activities in its transition plan? If so, is it likely that these 
activities will support the transition to and implementation of the Stateõs college- and 
career-ready standards? 
 
ADE is working to align and integrate efforts to implement and support both the implementation of 
the new college- and career-ready standards, and teacher and principal evaluation initiatives. 
Currently, ADE is developing a single, integrated plan to bring strategic cohesion to these major 
initiatives, which would include (but are not limited to) the development of aligned, common 
messaging and the integration of professional development and technical support efforts. A specific 
example of an action step from this process would include the collaborative (ADE standards and 
educator effectiveness staff, Regional Centers, and other stakeholders) development of a common 
tool/rubric for measuring the fidelity of implementation of the standards, which aligns with 
observation tools/instruments needed to support educator evaluation systems. In addition, ADE 
held six Arizona Evaluation Summits from Fall 2011 to Spring 2015, focusing on bridging  Arizonaõs 
College and Career Ready Standards instructional shifts and educator evaluation. The most recent, 
Summit VI - Designing Comprehensive Evaluation Systems: Leading the Design and Implementation of a 
Comprehensive System to Improve Teaching and Learning, was held in collaboration with the West 
Comprehensive Center (WCC) on March 1-2, 2015. 
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1.C      DEVELOP AND ADMINISTER ANNUAL , STATEWIDE , ALIGNED , H IGH -
QUALITY ASSESSMENTS THAT MEASURE STUDENT GROWTH    

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

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

 
i. Attach the Stateõs 

Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) 
under that competition.  

 

Option B 
  The SEA is not 
participating in either one 
of the two State consortia 
that received a grant under 
the Race to the Top 
Assessment competition, 
and has not yet developed 
or administered statewide 
aligned, high-quality 
assessments that measure 
student growth in 
reading/language arts and 
in mathematics in at least 
grades 3-8 and at least once 
in high school in all LEAs. 

 
i. Provide the SEAõs plan 

to develop and 
administer annually, 
beginning no later than 

the 2014-2015 school 
year, statewide aligned, 
high-quality assessments 
that measure student 
growth in 
reading/language arts 
and in mathematics in at 
least grades 3-8 and at 
least once in high school 
in all LEAs, as well as 
set academic 
achievement standards 
for those assessments. 

Option C   
  The SEA has developed 
and begun annually 
administering statewide 
aligned, high-quality 
assessments that measure 
student growth in 
reading/language arts and 
in mathematics in at least 
grades 3-8 and at least once 
in high school in all LEAs. 

 
i. Attach evidence that the 

SEA has submitted these 
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. 
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Overview 
 
Arizona initially satisfied principle 1.C via Option A above through its participation in the 
Partnership for the Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) consortium. Arizona 
participated in PARCC from its inception until May 29, 2014. Upon entering into a formal 
procurement process, ADE, in consultation with the Arizona governor, elected to withdraw from 
PARCC for reasons related to the procurement process required by Arizona law. Arizona retains the 
Arizona College and Career Ready Standards (ACCRS) adopted in 2010, and that satisfy the 
requirements of Principle 1.A. The State Board of Education has procured an assessment aligned to 
those standards in accordance with Arizona law. Because Arizona is no longer a member of PARCC, 
the following will outline Arizonaõs plan to adopt and implement an assessment aligned with 
Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards. 
 
Historical Context 
 
The Arizona State Board of Education (SBE) adopted Arizonaõs College and Career Ready 
Standards, based on the State Standards, in 2010. In June 2010, ADE entered into the PARCC 
consortium for development of a next-generation assessment. Arizona remained a governing state in 
PARCC through the field test conducted in the Spring of 2014. Throughout 2013 and into 2014, 
Arizona representatives to PARCC repeatedly raised concerns that the stateõs procurement laws 
would not allow SBE to unilaterally award a testing contract to PARCC without a competitive bid 
process, and that despite Arizonaõs status within PARCC, the consortium would likely have to 
compete against other commercial vendors in a public bidding process.  
 
Concurrently, political pressure against the standards and the PARCC consortium in particular 
continued to build within the state, such that even if a unilateral contact award were possible, it 
became clear that such a maneuver would all but certainly provoke immediate legislative action to 
block its implementation. In addition to a flurry of standards-related legislation, three different 
members of the Arizona Legislature introduced measures aimed directly at new standards-aligned 
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 bidding on a 
new statewide assessment to respond. This RFI clearly stated the SBEõs intent that the assessment 
be aligned to the ACCRS, and that it be fully implemented in the 2014-2015 academic year. SBE 
received six responses to the RFI, including one from Pearson on behalf of PARCC. 
 
In early to mid-2014, SBE began preparing for the release of the request for proposals (RFP) to 
solicit bids for the statewide assessment. At the same time, following the 2014 field test, discussions 
at PARCC were moving toward full implementation for 2014-2015. ADE felt that continued active 
participate in the PARCC consortium would make the outcome appear pre-ordained should PARCC 
win the contract. This would almost certainly spark at the very least a procurement challenge by a 
competing vendor, at worst a new round of political backlash, further endangering or at least 
delaying the new assessment system rollout and perhaps threatening the standards altogether. It was 
at this point that ADE, SBE, and the governorõs office jointly agreed to formally withdraw from 
PARCC prior to the release of the RFP. It was felt that Arizona had gained all the value it could gain 
from the consortium without fully implementing PARCC and, given the necessity of conducting a 

http://www.azleg.gov/legtext/51leg/2r/bills/sb1095p.pdf
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competitive bid and awarding a contract before implementation of any assessment, it seemed the 
responsible thing to do. 
 
Responses to 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 high 
quality assessment aligned to Arizonaõs College and Career Ready Standards in the 2014-2015 school 
year, selected from the respondents to the RFP issued by the State Board. The specific requirements 
for all respondents are listed in the solicitation, and comply with the requirements set forth in option 
B, according to the table below: 
 
Table 1.2 Arizona Statewide Assessment RFP Provisions 
 

Requirement Corresponding RFP 
Provision 

RFP Reference 

Implementation in 2014-2015 Supply criterion referenced 
summative assessments for 
grades 3 through 8, and 
criterion referenced End-of-
Course assessments in 
identified high school 
mathematics and English 
language arts courses for 
implementation in the 2014-15 
school year  
 

Pp. 20, Sec. B 

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, Sec. 
C.3.3, pp. 36, Sec. C.3.5, pp. 
51, Sec. C.6, Sec. C.6.2, pp. 63, 
Sec. C.7.2 

Measure growth in ELA/L and 
mathematics 

establish vertical scales for 
ELA/L and mathematics 
assessments,  
 

equate the tests across years 
and equate test forms within 
years, as appropriate,  

Pp. 51, Sec. C.6 
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 assist in defining achievement 
level descriptors,  

Measure growth in ELA/L and 
mathematics 

As the State transitions to the 
new assessments in spring 
2015, the Department requires 
technical assistance from the 
contractor so that the scales of 
these assessment systems can 
be linked to the current 
assessments through a special 
and defensible psychometric 
operation. The results of such 
linking would be used by ADE 
to inform and support 
decisions during the transition 
period. 

Pp. 52, Sec. C.6.3 

Grades 3-8, at least once in 
high school 

1. CBT and PBT in ELA/L 
and mathematics in Grades 3-8  
2. EOC CBT and PBT (a) in 
ELA/L in Grades 9-11 and (b) 
in mathematics in high school 
Algebra 1, Geometry, and 
Algebra 2 

Pp. 21, Sec. C 

Set academic achievement 
standards for those 
assessments 

 
build cut scores with criterion-
referenced meaning on the 
new scales,  

Pp. 51, Sec. C.6 

 

 
As allowed by Arizona procurement law, an independent evaluation team was assembled to review 
vendor proposals, assess the extent to which proposals address the requirements listed in the RFP, 
and recommend a contract award to the vendor that best addressed the stateõs requirements. The 
evaluation team unanimously recommended the private, not-for-profit American Institutes for 
Research (AIR) to the State Board of Education, which confirmed the selection of AIR in 
November 2014. 
 
Attachment 1AB ð Double-testing waiver request: Additionally, the Arizona Department of 
Education (ADE) is requesting a waiver from requirements in ESEA sections 1111(b)(1)(B) and 
1111(b)(3)(C)(i) 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 achievement of all students. The ADE 
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 coursework to include both mathematics and 
English/Language Arts. ADE has no state level policy that prohibits students to access advanced 
level courses prior to high school. Individual LEAs can provide the opportunity for middle school 
students to take advanced-level courses. The ADE would assess such a student with the 
corresponding advanced, high school level assessment in place of the mathematics or English 
language arts assessment the ADE would otherwise administer to the student for the grade in which 
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the student is enrolled. For Federal accountability purposes, the ADE will use the results of 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, consistent with the Stateõs mathematics content 
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 instructional approaches such as block scheduling, accelerated 
coursework, etc. A waiver from double-testing 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 four years of mathematics and ELA in order to graduate, all high school students will 
also be required to take the End of Course assessments ð the historical AYP requirement for 
assessment in ELA and mathematics at least once while enrolled in high school grades. Although 
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, including these advanced students, in at least one high school 
level End of Course test by Grade 11. 
 
ADE makes this waiver request beginning with the 2015-2016 school year. If approved, the ADE 
will include this option in its Accountability Workshops, which are held annually state-wide and in 
the annual Assessment Coordinators trainings, which are available as archived webinars on the 
AzMERIT web page for testing coordinators. The AzMERIT web page has additional guidance 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 
requirements. Middle school students taking high school credit courses aligned to the course content 
during the 2014-2015 school year will be assessed on both the high school  End of Course (EOC) 
test for Math and/or English language arts as well as the enrolled grade-level assessment. The data 
will be reported for relevant federal accountability purposes and Arizona will continue to calculate 
participation rates for students as outlined in Principle 2. 
  

http://www.azed.gov/assessment/azmerit/
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2.A        DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A STATE -BASED SYSTEM OF DIFFERENTIATED  
RECOGNITION , ACCOUNTABILITY , AND SUPPORT 

 
2.A.i Provide a description of the SEAõs differentiated recognition, accountability, and support  

system that includes all the components listed in Principle 2, the SEAõs plan for 
implementation of the differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system no later 
than the 2012ð2013 school year, and an explanation of how the SEAõs differentiated 
recognition, accountability, and support system is designed to improve student achievement 
and school performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for 
students. 
 

Overview 
Arizonaõs ultimate goal is for all studentsñregardless of race, ethnicity, income, language or special 
needsñto receive an education that prepares them for the opportunities and demands of college, 
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 2010-2011 school year, Arizona has used the A-F Letter Grade Accountability System to 
hold schools accountable during the 2011-2012, 2012-2013, and 2013-2014 school years. The ADE 
has implemented the A-F system approved by the SBE and within parameters outlined in 
A.R.S. §15-241.  
 
The formula used to calculate A-F Letter Grades was based on a point system where academic 
outcomes and academic growth are weighted equally. The stateõs ultimate goal for the Flexibility 
Request remains to hold schools accountable using a comprehensive accountability system putting 
ALL students on track to college- and career-readiness. With Arizonaõs state accountability system as 
the foundation, the state can enhance the identification and recognition system and further 
differentiate school performance. Taken together, these changes allows us to support every school 
where students are struggling and create a system focused on college- and career-readiness to 
support continuous improvement. 
 
In the 2011-12 school year, Arizona public schools received multiple labels designed to promote 
accountability: AYP/NCLB Improvement Status and Persistently Lowest-Achieving (Tier I or Tier 
II); an AZ LEARNS-Legacy achievement profile, Arizona Charter Schools Board Academic 
Dashboard labels, and an A-F Letter Grade. Each label primarily utilized statewide assessment data 
but emphasized different criteria, resulting in confusing and mixed signals for educators, parents and 
the public about Arizona schools. By reducing the many systems under which schools were held 
accountable, the decrease in disparate information increased the reliability and credibility of the 
information provided to the public.  
 
In our initial application for ESEA Flexibility, Arizona wrote: òIt is clear that the current 
accountability systems are not connected and fail to provide Arizonaõs parents, educators, or 
Arizona communities with a consistent message about school quality.ó This position holds true. 
Arizona still strongly believes an accountability system must be coherent, provide meaningful 
measures and reliable results to inform instruction and strengthen schools and provide accurate 
information to the public.  
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Under ESEA Flexibility 2012 through Present 
Since Arizona received its first ESEA waiver, significant strides were taken to strengthen and 
validate the accountability system on an annual basis and the system has evolved in order to include 
and/or increase accountability for several measures such as test participation, on-time graduation, 
and credit recovery effectiveness (Figure 2A.i). 
 

Figure 2A.i Evolution of Arizonaõs State Accountability System 

 
 
In order to ensure all schools were held accountable and received the necessary support under a 
parallel and/or supplemental system, Arizona developed a differentiated recognition, accountability, 
and support system for all schools. These schools were identified as Not Rated prior to the 2014-
2015 school year and were often not evaluated under AYP or the AZLEARNS (pre-2011) system 
due to insufficient and/or unique data.  
 
For extremely small schools which do not have sufficient data to receive an A-F letter grade (at least 
30 test records pooled over the current year and two prior years) a parallel monitoring system 
piloted in the 2014-2015 school year. ADE created a Supplemental Accountability Committee to 
prepare recommendations for SBE. The committee was composed of ADEõ accountability, school 
improvement, research and evaluation, and policy development units, a representative from the 
Arizona State Board for Charter Schools (ASBCS), and a representative for alternative charter 
schools. Using a similar system applied to Arizona charter schools by the ASBCS, the Measure of 
Academic Progress (MAP) for Schools will monitor an extremely small schoolõs curriculum, 
instruction, assessment, and teacher quality. Ultimately, the MAPs may evaluate schools which serve 
untested grades as well. Given their unique characteristics, the MAPs will identify extremely small 
schools and other schools with insufficient data in need of support or interventions. The MAPs will 

2012 

ωA-F model for alternative schools, K-2 schools 

ωSunsetting of multiple, less transparent acountability labels 

2013 

ωLetter grade cap for low test participation 

ωConceptualize a multiple measure College/Career Ready Index 

2014 

ωIncreased graduation rate accountability 

ωHold credit recovery chools accountable for academic persistence  

2015 

ωDefine A-F model for online schools 

ωEstablish qualitative accountability system for schools with insufficient data 

2016 

ωDisaggregated data reporting  

ωStatewide identification of Reward, Focus, Priority schools 
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be released for comment to some potentially affected schools in the fall of the 2014-2015 school 
year followed by necessary revisions. The survey was sent to over 100 schools that were contacted 
twice over a two 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 experienced K-12 school administrators to volunteer their 
professional experience to the review and rate MAP submissions. The Department partnered with 
the ASBCS in order to utilize the charter schoolõs submission of their Demonstration of Sufficient 
Progress (DSP) for state accountability purposes as well.    
 
For schools that do not meet the criteria for an accountability determination under the stateõs 
standard A-F Letter Grade Accountability System, ADE must use substitute criteria to ensure 
accountability for student outcomes in the 2013-2014 school year. The Department began 
researching different methods of accountability for schools with extremely insufficient student 
achievement data by creating of a cross-divisional committee tasked with piloting various 
methodologies and surveying the field for input on the development of a new system that would not 
increase schoolsõ administrative burden. The result, the Measure of Academic Progress (MAP), was 
created to apply to: 
 
Á Schools with less than 30 test records in the last three years OR 

Á Brick and mortar schools that did not receive an A-F Letter Grade OR 

Á Schools where 95% of students or more are enrolled only up to half-time 

 
As described in Arizonaõs 2014 ESEA Flexibility Request, Arizona has been developing and piloting 
the MAP system. Schools which do not meet criteria for accountability determinations under the A-
F Letter Grade system ð or for which the A-F substantive appeals committee deems necessary ð will 
demonstrate the quality 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 [DSP]). In order to reduce administrative burden for charter schools, the achievement 
profile determined by the Arizona State Board for Charter Schools (ASBCS) will be utilized by ADE 
includes:   
 

Á Academic Program Introduction - Brief description of the schoolõs history and mission. 

Á Professional Development ð An appropriate and robust Professional Development Plan  
and evidence showing teachers are appropriately evaluated, qualified to teach and meet state 
and federal guidelines for teaching in their content areas. 

Á Curriculum - Process used to create and implement a curriculum aligned to Arizonaõs 
College and Career Ready Standards (ACCRS) and how systemic processes are used, and 
evidence is collected, for monitoring, evaluating and implementation.  

Á Instruction - System used to monitor the integration of the ACCRS into instruction, 
including ensuring instruction is aligned and how students not at grade level are supported. 

Á Assessment - How student performance data is used to monitor their progress, especially 
underperforming students, during the year and to plan for teaching and learning. 
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The increased collaboration and communication between the ASBCS and ADE allows schools to 
focus more attention and resources on student achievement. To streamline accountability systems 
and reduce the administrative burden on schools, the Department developed MAP as a truncated 
version of the DSP to adequately cover content universal to all schools. For all schools not receiving 
a 2014 A-F letter grade or ASBCS label the following process will be applied: 
 

Á ADE notification of schools with no A-F grade of the use of MAP or the ASBCS DSP label 
as displayed on ASBCS label ð ADE will coordinate DSP label with ASBCS. 

Á ADE verifies and provides all available data within related to student achievement and 
student outcomes for a MAP label.  

Á Schools submit narrative on their history, mission, professional development, instruction, 
curriculum, and assessment areas. 

Á ADE Accountability identifies qualified and experienced education practitioners to review 
and evaluate schoolsõ submissions.  

Á The four areas will be independently evaluated and aggregated, (Table 2A.1.), the reviewersõ 
ratings will be confirmed, and final MAP label will be assigned by ADE Accountability. 

 
Table 2A.1a. Proposed MAP Accountability Ratings for Schools with Insufficient Data 

 

 
 
ADE worked with LEAs, as well as the ASBCS, in finalizing the MAP data collection tool 
(Attachment 2A Measures of Academic Progress). LEA personnel provided comments on multiple 
drafts to ensure MAP was a fair and successful accountability method for schools which lacked the 
quantitative data required in any A-F accountability formula. Because of a low response rate, ADE 
also collected survey data from schools for a two month period, which resulted in an overall 
agreement for MAPõs purpose, methodology, and expectations. Because the MAP, as it relates to 
charter schools, depends on a cooperative and communicative relationship with the ASBCS, the 
ADE will closely monitor the alignment between MAP and ASBCS standards used for charter 
school accountability. At their March 2015 meeting, the State Board of Education voted 
unanimously to adopt this qualitative system of holding schools with insufficient assessment data 
accountable within the state system. Stakeholders acknowledged ADEõs effort 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 which will rely on a MAP or DSP for accountability purposes are not 
Title I 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 achievement is included 
the evaluation of a MAP submission. The 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 schoolõs submission. For example, the schoolõs graduation rate data are compared to the state 
rate. ADE may include other indicators of student achievement including information related to 
Title III and IDEA monitoring in evaluating a MAP label. Especially when the indicators suggest 
below average performance, the school must address these data points in their MAP submission and 
include any current state-required improvement plan. Regardless of narrative descriptions of 
Professional Development, Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment, the following data included 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 

 

Indicator  
School  
Result  

State  
Average  

Percent tested on statewide assessment    

3-Year percent passing on statewide assessment    

Average Daily Membership    

Average Daily Attendance    

4-Year Graduation rate    

5-Year Graduation rate    

Dropout rate    

Percent tested on AZELLA    

ELL reclassification percentage    

 
In the absence 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 the key areas of the MAP nor would the school 
be able to demonstrate effectiveness of the overall academic program on student achievement. In 
addition to Accountability, the cross-divisional collaboration with units such as Exceptional Student 
Services and the School Improvement division ensure more comprehensive and thorough 
consideration regardless of the self-reported information a school may choose to include.  
 
To further demonstrate Arizonaõs commitment to the tenets of ESEA Flexibility and shared goals in 
accountability for all schools, Arizona pioneered state-developed accountability for online schools at 
a time when traditional accountability lags and misaligns with new modes of educational instruction 
(Attachment 2B- Accountability In The Digital Age). Other schools previously classified as Not 
Rated (NR) are online schools, serving less than 100 FAY students. Many online schools serve 
concurrently enrolled students in non-tested subjects. Consequently, ADE developed an 
accountability model specifically for online schools, which places a larger emphasis on accountability 
for non-FAY students as well as a more appropriate measure for concurrently-enrolled students. 
The end-of-year data gathered from all Arizona Online Instruction schools (AOI) on July 17, 2014 
will be used with data from prior years to pilot an accountability framework developed in 
collaboration with AOI stakeholders. The end goal is an A-F label for AOI schools based on their 
unique student data and instructional services.  
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Key issues in AOI accountability: 
Á Growing number of online schools ð charter and district 

Á Legislative requirements for student mobility adjustment (FAY) 

Á Dual enrolled students; retention/attrition 

Á AOI schools for academic remediation/acceleration/supplementation 

Á Ratio of Non-FAY to FAY enrollment 

Á Measurement of and accountability for graduation rate  

Á Measurement of and accountability for test participation rates 

Á Inclusion of parents/student satisfaction regarding technology, support, etc. 

Á Indicators of College and Career Readiness of AOI graduates  
 
In spring 2013, the State Board of Education took the first step toward recognizing the unique 
nature of the Arizona Online Instruction option by amending the Full Academic Year (FAY) 
definition to address ôextent of instructional exposureõ rather than ôcalendar days enrolled.õ In the 
2012-2013 school year, less than a quarter of approved AOIs (both district and charter) were 
included in the A-F Letter Grade Accountability System, which primarily utilizes 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 under A.R.S. §15-808 and addressed the student 
mobility issues unique to online education.  
  
While most brick and mortar schools evaluated in the A-F Letter 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 statewide, students choose online instruction for a 
variety of reasons, including:   

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

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

ü Meeting local-level graduation requirements 

ü Temporary or permanent preference for online instruction 

ü Other reasons such as health, environment, etc.  
 
Unlike extremely small schools or schools with very few test records, most online schools provide 
instruction to students on an òas neededó basis and may have student achievement results which can 
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 online school.  
 
Since December of 2013, ADE conducted two dozen meetings on AOI accountability with external 
stakeholders in order to vet various methodologies which could fairly capture and reflect their 
unique data. ADE worked with schools who received A-F letter grades in prior years, as well as 
those who were not rated in prior years. In the end, AOI operators advocated for an accountability 
determination which addressed their concurrently enrolled students, high student mobility, and put 
an emphasis on growth. In order to ensure the accountability system was fairly applied to AOI 
schools for the 2013-2014 school year, only measures available to all schools were included. 
Importantly, this new model reinforces Arizonaõs position as a pioneer in not only school choice but 
also accountability systems specific to the unique educational options available to students. The 
model establishes comparability and accountability for K-12 online education and holds AOI 
schools to the same expectations for student achievement and growth as all other schools in 



 

 

 

 
 

47 
 

  

ESEA FLEXIBILITY ð REQUEST                                   STATE OF ARIZONA 

Arizona, while addressing their unique attributes. Most importantly, the model for AOI schools 
includes students considered to be non-full academic year (FAY) within the accountability system; 
school accountability has typically excluded non-FAY students from all measures of student 
achievement (Figure 2A.ii). 
 

Figure 2A.ii Comparison AOI Students Included in Accountability Models 

 
On March 23, 2015, the SBE voted unanimously to adopt a letter grading proposed methodology 
specific to AOI schools. AOI letter grades denoted by a -DL  (i.e. B-DL) will be assigned to the 2014 
A-F letter grade accountability determinations. This important decision establishes Arizona as a 
pioneer in developing an array of accountability models to accommodate the multiple school 
configurations of school choice options, which correspond with a system of accountability unique to 
those schools. This decision also sets the precedent for any future state-developed system of 
accountability to reflect accountability specific to the growing number of AOI providers. Through 
collaboration with stakeholders, ardent research of defensible accountability systems, and focus on 
inclusion in a state-developed system of accountability, Arizona can proudly match its diverse 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 
2013-2014 school year.  
 
The AOI model does not deviate from the letter grading methodology required by A.R.S §15-241; 
however, measures like SGP used in the accountability for all other Arizona schools are adjusted to 
accommodate the limitations previously discussed. (Although the 2014 A-F AOI model (described 
in Attachment 2I) was only used for letter grades for the 2013-2014 school 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 development of this particular formula for online 
schools sets the precedent for any future accountability system developed for Arizona. 
 
In April 2013, the Arizona State Board of Education added a college-and career-readiness index 
(CCRI) to the A-F Letter Grade accountability model for traditional high schools. The State Board-
approved index introduces a multiple measure component to the Arizona accountability system that 
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is not reliant solely on the state assessment. Assuming a weight of 25% overall in a high schoolõs 
accountability determination, the full CCRI consists of a weight of 15% for graduation rate (i.e., 4- 
and 5- years, with additional points for a benchmark reached for 6-, and 7-year rates); 5% for 
participation in college- and career-readiness classes or examinations; and 5% for success in college-
and career-readiness classes, examinations, and professional certification (see Table 2A.2). This 
index incentivizes schools to offer courses that will prepare students for success beyond high school. 
As ADEõs data system matured over the 2012-2013, 2013-2014, and 2014-2015 school years, CCRI 
indicators will be clearly defined and will be applicable to all Arizona high schools.  
 

Table 2A.2 CCRI Components and Points 

Weight Item and Points 

10% Annual 4-year grad rate  

5% Annual 5-year grad rate  

 6-year grad rate and 7-year grad rate* 

Cap of 30 points (15%) permitted for graduation rate 

5% òOn-trackó to be College and/or Career Ready 

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 cohorts ð particularly those six and seven year graduates. These 
delayed graduates tended to be disproportionately from economically disadvantaged and minority 
backgrounds and/or receiving special education services. Hispanic students comprised 46 and 48% 
of 5- and 6-year graduates respectively. Arizona boasts the countryõs largest Native American 
reservation; however, Native American students had the lowest 4-year graduation rate, though they 
were the highest subgroup to graduate within five years. Of all 7-year graduates, 59% were students 
participating in special education.  
 
ADE continues to collaborate with stakeholders and develop data capacity 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 
scale. This will address the condition on Arizonaõs Flexibility Request, as specified in the November 
2013 letter, to be effective for the 2013-14 school year, understanding that the final adoption of 
policy is a duty constitutionally and statutorily vested with the State Board of Education. The State 
Board approved the use of a modified CCRI for alternative schools with low graduation rates, 
because of their intended purpose to serve over-aged, under-credited students. Therefore, the CCRI 
for alternative schools considers the òbetter-ofó the 4, 5, 6, or 7 year cohort rate as well as the 
overall academic persistence rate for students in grades 6-12 for a total of 30 A-F 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 received credit for academic persistence, if 
eligible, students (non-graduates) 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 project designed to make data related 
to college- and career-readiness accessible for schools and the public alike. For full transparency, 
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ADE worked to provide external vendor assessment data to schools in a series of reports related to 
their studentsõ postsecondary readiness and postsecondary outcomes. Providing the 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 allow schools access to 
information for their own formative purposes. In order to make the CCRI universally accessible to 
all schools, ADE built the capacity to consume data from multiple vendors so as not to weight 
particular postsecondary assessments or preparation activities over others. Arizonaõs significant 
investment minimizes the amount of self-reported data needed for a multiple measure system, unlike 
other state accountability systems, which may consume multiple measures via self-report only. The 
following reports exemplify Arizonaõs on-going efforts to use longitudinal data for a state 
accountability system, which parallels the College and Career Ready Standards applicable to all 
students.  
 
The first example, the Postsecondary Enrollment Report, summarizes the number of students who 
graduated from an individual school and enrolled in postsecondary education and/or training. To 
protect student privacy, this report is only provided at a summary level. After the student graduates 
from an Arizona high school, the National Student Clearinghouse provides the Department with 
enrollment information. ADE matches the SAIS ID number for each student to the high school 
which enters a valid end of year 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 data. Below is a sample report for a small, alternative Arizona high school: 
 

 
 
 
Another example, the Postsecondary Assessment Report, contains summary and student-level data 
for non-statewide assessment results. Schools may review a variety of assessment results for students 
who have a valid enrollment at the school within the same fiscal year as the test date. The studentõs 
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 matched 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 year code. Assessments reported in this 
sample include: 
 

Á ACT 

Á SAT 

Á PSAT 

Á Advanced Placement(AP) 

Á CTE End of Program Skills Assessment 

Á GED 
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ADE will only provide GED results for former students if the high school indicates the studentõs 
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 and Career Ready Course Completion reports 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 used by ADE for accountability 
purposes 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 
student-level. This report will reflect changes to enrollment information entered into STC. For 
accountability purposes, only students who have completed the course as indicated by an End-of-
Course grade entry as well as an indication of number of credits earned may be included. Schools 
with concurrently enrolled high school students will only be able to review their own submissions to 
STC ð 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 including Indicator 14 Postsecondary 
Outcomes Survey for all high school students who exit with an IEP; this data collection, required by 
34 CFR 300.601, 300.602 and 300.640 and Title I B section 618, provides the ability to ensure 
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students with disabilities are represented within the determination of high school students who exit 
College and Career Ready. International Baccalaureate and Cambridge assessments used in the 
awarding of Arizonaõs Grand Canyon Diploma for academically advanced students will also be 
included. In an effort to ensure access and ability to collaborate, schools have the ability to utilize 
this data and consider different elements, which should be included in a comprehensive College and 
Career Ready school accountability system. This increased data transparency and availability 
provides the opportunity to report more college and career ready data in annual school report cards.  
 
Arizonaõs investment will minimize the amount of self-reported data needed for a multiple measure 
system by developing the capacity to consume data from multiple vendors and provide longitudinal 
data to schools ð some of which have never had access to this level of student outcomes reporting. 
Schools no longer have to dedicate their limited resources to individually contracting with vendors 
for data which requires some level of data management and sophistication not available to all 
schools. The development of a CCRI graduation index and reports proves Arizonaõs commitment to 
implementation of a state accountability system oriented to measuring studentsõ College-and Career-
Readiness. This effort also illustrates Arizonaõs commitment to using actionable data relevant to 
schools in school and district accountability. Preservation of the CCRI and maintaining the 
momentum of effort and collaboration gained thus far remains a strategic goal throughout the 
transition of our assessment and accountability system.  
 
Transition of Arizonaõs A-F Letter Grade Accountability System 
The efforts outlined above demonstrate ADEõs commitment to òensure that all schools are held 
accountable and receive necessary support under a parallel and/or supplemental systemó as 
described in its conditional ESEA Flexibility approval for the 2014-2015 school year. The growth 
and refinements of Arizonaõs accountability system in the last few years has resulted in increased 
accountability for all schools and all students more so than AYP or the AZLEARNS system each 
accomplished alone. However, stakeholder feedback given at several State Board of Education and 
subcommittee meetings warranted pursuing legislative relief from the 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 1289 establishes a transition process and prohibits ADE and the SBE from assigning schools and 
LEAs letter grade classifications during the 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 school years (transition 
period) as prescribed in A.R.S §15-241. This bill also requires the SBE and ADE to submit a report 
to the Governor, Speaker of the House of Representatives and the President of the Senate 
proposing legislation to implement the revised accountability system for schools and LEAs by 
December 15, 2015. The impact of a new assessment, the desire to include multiple measures, and 
the need for a rigorous letter grading scale justifies a meaningful and thorough review of the stateõs 
A-F system during this transition period.  
 
Arizona has no intention of discounting low achievement during this transition period. The interim 
method to monitor student achievement and school progress preserves underlying components of 
the original A-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 areas ripe for improvement otherwise obscured by the compensatory 
model of the A-F 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 

http://www.azleg.gov/legtext/52leg/1r/laws/0076.pdf
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grades, in this transition period Arizona will utilize the existing components of its letter grade system 
and assign consequences based on performance on those components.   
 

Figure 2A.iii Three Scenarios - òAó Letter Grade Schools

 
 
Figure 2A.iii illustrates how three different schools could earn an òAó; however, this single letter 
grade may not adequately identify shortcomings in specific areas ð nor does a significantly lower 
letter grade convey strengths within a school. A hiatus from aggregating several components into a 
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 
Arizona schools earning an òAó letter grade has increased; however, measures underlying the letter 
grading system such as proficiency and growth have not grown in parallel. The Table 2A.3 below 
shows the distribution of letter grade over the past three years. 
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Table 2A.3 Letter Grades 2012 ð 2014 

 
 
Many Arizona families taking advantage of the school choice system trust these labels to reliably 
inform their enrollment decisions, so 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, it is also important to ensure the 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 measurement versus academic 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 can achieve 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 rate ð well below the state and national average. Furthermore, an above average 
school labeled a òBó may graduate only half of its students within four years and show average 
student growth scores (see Table 2A.4). 
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 Table 2A.4 Graduation Rates Within Arizonaõs A-F Letter Grade Accountability System 

By Letter Grade; 15% as 

approved by SBE 

4-year  

Grad rate 

5-year  

Grad rate 

6-year  

Grad rate 

7-year  

Grad rate 

Percent 

passing 

Growth 

points 

A 

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 

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% 

B 

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 14.209 10.942 12.940 7.690 5.657 

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% 

C 

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 14.988 14.083 14.846 12.508 7.870 6.318 

Std. Error of Mean 1.874 1.760 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% 

D 

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 19.392 23.660 22.136 25.180 13.221 6.771 

Std. Error of Mean 3.958 4.830 4.518 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% 

Total 

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 

Std. Deviation 14.998 16.293 14.582 15.055 16.050 10.085 

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.5 shows the range of points for each A-F Letter Grade level, and a description of each A-F 
Letter Grade as described in A.R.S §15-241. Under state statute, a letter grade of ôFõ is designated if 
a school or district receives a letter grade of ôDõ for three consecutive years. HB 2663 
(underperforming school districts: reclassification), requested by the State Board of Education and 
signed by former Governor Brewer, enabled the State Board of Education to expedite the process of 
determining that a òDó school should become an òFó school, if the Board determines that the 
school is not reasonably likely to achieve an average level of performance. 
 

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

Rating 
Total 
Score 

Description 

A 140-200 
LEA/school demonstrates an excellent level of 

performance 

B 120-139 
LEA/school demonstrates an above average level of 

performance 

C 100-119 
LEA/school demonstrates an average level of 

performance 

D 0-99 
LEA/school demonstrates a below average level of 

performance 

F  Those schools earning a òDó for three consecutive years 

 
The letter grade scale and thresholds used to determine a schoolõs final letter grade were derived 
through a rigorous, iterative process in collaboration with ADEõs Technical Advisory Committee 
and guidance from the State Board of Educationõs AZ-LEARNS subcommittee. The adoption of 
the A-F Letter Grade scale was done by the State Board of Education. This scale 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 the beginning of Arizonaõs A-F System ð with the exception of Arizonaõs A-F point 
scale for alternative schools. While the descriptive meaning of each letter grade remained constant, 
opportunities for schools to earn points toward a letter grade expanded over the years. To 
demonstrate, Arizona increased graduation rate accountability for the A-F Letter Grades of high 
schools, pursuant to conditions under the 2013 ESEA Waiver. Unlike other A-F states like Florida, 
which is statutorily required to monitor the robustness of their letter grading scale on a regular basis, 
there is no such provision in A.R.S §15-241, which mandates a rescale of Arizonaõs A-F point 
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 accountability for on-time 
graduation in the 2013-2014 school year ð a measure Arizona believes to be essential in the 
accountability of high schools, as demonstrated in Table 2A.6.  
 

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

  
Letter Grades 

Average High School Proficiency Rates 

2012  2013  2014 

A 86 86 83 

B 73 73 69 

C 62 60 57 

D 45 45 39 

file:///C:/Users/nkonitz/Desktop/HB%202663%20Chaptered%20Version
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Table 2A.7 demonstrates how annual changes in the A-F System are not reflected in primary 
components, which determine a schoolõs letter grade. Through the multiple opportunities to gain 
points attributed to a fixed scale using fixed criteria, Arizona schoolsõ performance on the scale grew 
while student outcomes failed to grow in parallel. Table 2A.7 was presented to the State Board of 
Education in August 2014 to demonstrate how an overall A-F label can mask performance 
decreases, increases, and stagnancy in key areas when the number of points drives school 
accountability. High schools earned five additional points on average when accountability of 
graduation rate was increased to 15% within the A-F model; furthermore, over 90% of high schools 
under the traditional A-F model received an additional 3 òbonusó points based on meeting dropout 
rate criteria, which had not been re-scaled based on markedly lower dropout rates throughout the 
state.   
 

Table 2A.7 2013 to 2014 Average Change on A-F Model Components by School Type 

 Percent 
Passing 

Median Student 
Growth 

Growth 
Points 

Total 
Points 

Alternative Schools +1% point +2 +2 +8 

Traditional Non-High 
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 opposite end of the A-F spectrum concerns 
high-stakes, low letter grades, which can discount a schoolõs academic growth and exacerbate factors 
like poverty which impact student achievement. A low letter grade may steer a family away from 
enrolling their student in a school; however, a low letter grade also triggers consequences intended 
to improve the school in any areas of deficiency, even if those areas are predicated on 
socioeconomic conditions surrounding the school. Researchers at an Arizona-based non-profit 
specializing in Arizona charter schools found that Arizonaõs A-F model failed to adequately control 
for the effect of poverty on indicators of achievement in order to measure the schoolõs contribution 
to learning, therefore limiting its utility as an indicator of school quality (Attachment 2C. Aportela 
and Laczko-Kerr 2013).  
 
All LEAs and schools, both district and charter, are held accountable under the A-F System but 
charter schools are held accountable to additional requirements laid out in an Academic 
Performance Framework adopted by the ASBCS. The Academic Performance Framework examines 
Operational, Financial, and Academic Performance. Although it utilizes student achievement and 
growth data processed by ADE, the ASBCS Framework holds charter schools accountable in a 
much more demanding and nuanced manner. When the A-F Letter Grade system was compared to 
ASBCSõs Academic Performance Framework, the results revealed that charter schoolsõ data were 
applied to an additional, more rigorous set of business rules which produced less inflated labels 
compared to the A-F system. For example, under the A-F System 170 charter schools received an 
òAó or òA-ALTó but only 28 of those schools received an òExceeds Standardó rating from the 
ASBCS. Similarly, 133 charter schools received a òBó or òB-ALTó which is defined as òabove 
averageó by statute, but 36 of those received a òDoes Not Meet Standardó label from the ASBCS. 
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Alignment between the two systems occurs mainly at the lowest performance band ð òFalls Far 
Below Standardó and the òDó or òD-ALTó grade ð  all charter schools that received a òDó from the 
A-F Letter Grade system (49) received either a òDoes Not Meet Standardó (31) or òFalls Far Below 
Standardó (18) rating from the ASBCS. (Table 2A.8.) These inconsistent labels and conflicting 
information reported to the public regarding a schoolõs performance disregards the intent of the A-F 
system as Arizonaõs primary method of holding schools accountable in a single, coherent manner. 
 

Table 2A.8 Comparison - 2014 A-F Letter Grades and ASBCS Academic Performance Framework 
 Falls Far 

Below 
Standard 

Does 
Not 
Meet 

Standard 

Meets 
Standard 

Exceeds 
Standard 

Total 

A-F 
Letter 
Grade 

A 0 0 135 27 162 

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 ASBCS and ADE. To date, all schools assigned òFó letter grades have done so 
due to three year of performing òbelow averageó rather than intervention by the State Board of 
Education ð which is statutorily permitted under A.R.S §15-241. After the third full year of 
implementation, the number of schools labeled òFó after a third òDó more than tripled, based on 
2013-2014 assessment data. The point band for a òDó letter grade spans 99 points; almost two 
dozen schools received òFó grades, despite implementing interventions for three years, which 
resulted in academic gains as evidenced by gains up to 33 points.  
 

Table 2A.9a 3 year Change of A-F Points for FY 2014 òFó Schools 

School 
Improvement 
Implementation 

Number of 
School Year 2013-
2014 òFó Schools  

Average Difference of FY2014 Points and 
FY2012 Points  

NO 25 -1.08 

YES 40 4.7 

Grand Total 66 2.393939394 

 
The A-F school letter grades of Arizona charter schools initiates an intensive evaluation process 
which may lead to extreme high stakes consequences. The Academic Performance Framework 
(ASBCS label) aligns with the A-F letter grade accountability system in the identification of 
extremely underperforming schools, as evidenced by testimony made to the ASBCS in January 2015; 
the disposition of the schools of the 17 charter holders sponsored by the Board and one sponsored 
by the SBE that received a letter grade of F in FY14 due to earning 3 consecutive Dõs was: 
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 6 schoolsõ performance was reviewed by the ASBCS with only 3 schools providing evidence of 
systemic improvement; 

¶ 3 charters were not renewed when their applications were considered last summer; 

¶ 2 charters were required to close the sites that received an F, as part of the Boardõs approval 
for renewal of their charter contract, allowing them to continue operating their other 
schools;  

¶ 4 chose to surrender their charter and close schools during the review process,  

¶ 2 also earned F letter grades in FY13, 1 of those is appealing revocation and the other 
surrendered their charter;   

¶ 1 withdrew its renewal application and the original charter expired at the end of FY14, and 

¶ 1 SBE-authorized charter failed to submit a transfer application to ASBCS and their contract 
expires on June 8, 2015.  

 
An intensive, lengthy confirmation of these schoolsõ poor performance was initiated after three years 
of a òDó letter grade in order to determine the schoolõs ability to continue operating. An overhaul of 
A.R.S. §15-241 after the transition period may decrease the number of years students remain in very 
low achieving schools, so they suffer from minimal academic regression. Still, the ability to evaluate 
schools on disaggregated data will help inform the criteria used to define a òfailingó school in 
Arizona without putting so many students at risk of struggling academically for multiple years. 
Roughly 46,000 students were enrolled in schools with a failing label in the 2013-2014 school year; 
the current system used to identify a failing school has the potential to stifle a studentõs academic 
progress for up to three years before the school receives a failing label. The need to address these, 
among other issues, has been widely documented throughout the state (Attachment 2D- Robb 
2014). 
 
Given the information above, Arizona plans to use the summer and fall of 2015 to develop 
proposed legislation to address the unintended consequences which threaten both the validity and 
reliability of the A-F labels assigned to schools. During this same period of time, standard setting 
will occur on the inaugural administration of Arizonaõs new statewide assessment to measure 
studentsõ growth toward college- and career-readiness. Due to the standard setting process, as well as 
the policy decisions required to identify and adopt achievement levels on the new assessment, 
schools and parents expect a delay in student achievement results for this year with scoring returning 
to a normal cycle in the subsequent year. SB 1289 and the transition plan gives Arizona schools the 
same thoughtful consideration afforded to students in the standard setting and policy adoption 
process. The State Board of Educationõs pursuit of a two-year transition of the state accountability 
system was widely supported by stakeholders (Attachment 2E. State 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 performing schools regardless of Title I 
status. While Arizona transitions both its assessment and accountability systems, the state can also 
focus on ensuring academic quality for all students, regardless of subgroup membership, 
socioeconomic status, or other educational needs.  
 

http://www.azleg.gov/legtext/52leg/1r/laws/0076.pdf
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After three full years of implementation of the A-F letter grade accountability system, Arizona 
schools and stakeholders have identified several areas to improve within the stateõs accountability 
system. Still, Arizona schools, parents, and policy makers have realized tangible benefits and 
favorable outcomes under ESEA Flexibility. 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 criteria statewide to both Title I and non-Title I schools. Components contained within 
Arizonaõs A-F Letter Grade Accountability System will continue in the interim application of the 
Reward, Focus, Priority criteria statewide. The stateõs ultimate goal for continued flexibility is to 
carefully merge to one seamless accountability system that measures all schoolsõ ability to prepare 
students for college- and career-readiness. With Arizonaõs state-developed accountability system as 
the foundation, the state can enhance 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 where students may 
be struggling and create a system focused on college- and career-readiness that supports continuous 
improvement and early interventions. 
 
As indicated before, the legislature amended statute to prohibit ADE assigning letter  grades to 
schools during the 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 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 an A-F Letter Grade or A-F Letter Grade points, ADE will 
amend the current criteria in order to use the underlying accountability measures to identify 
qualifying Reward, Focus, and Priority schools. This transition period allows ADE to work with 
stakeholders to gain input and analyze the criteria for developing a more robust A-F system once the 
transition period ends. 
 
Accountability in the Absence of A-F Letter Grades 
 
To continue the state-developed accountability system, ADE devised methodology to differentiate, 
identify, and support schools statewide during the transition to new assessments without the 
issuance of an A-F letter grade. In order to demonstrate a commitment to holding all schools 
accountable for the performance of all students, Arizona will continue to track and report school 
progress in order to Reward schools with high progress or performance, Focus on schools where 
subgroups demonstrate need, and ensure the lowest performing schools are a top Priority for 
receiving support.   
 
Without aggregating to a final, value-laden, letter grade, ADE developed a differentiated recognition, 
accountability, and support system for schools, which accounts for the transition to a new 
assessment and identifies schools with òbelow averageó performance based on several measures. 
Without issuing a letter grade during the 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 school years, ADE will continue 
to track and report school progress as described. Even in the absence of the A-F letter 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). Recognizing the importance of a state 
system, the revised Reward, Focus, Priority labels will be applied statewide.  
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Figure 2A.iv Identifying Criteria for Reward, Focus and Priority During Transition   

 
 
Arizona believes the primary tenets of the system to identify schools for Reward, Focus, and Priority 
status are crucial for protecting the equitable access and progressive outcomes of students, 
regardless of all possible socioeconomic disadvantages or exceptional needs. As such, Arizona will 
preserve the intent of the A-F Letter Grade System by applying many of the core measures to the 
criteria used to identify Reward, Focus, and Priority schools (see Attachment 2J updated). All 
Arizona schools, regardless of Title I status, will be evaluated using the described criteria and receive 
corresponding labels in order to identify schools in need of support as well as schools which 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 for non-Title I schools. Also 
consistent with previous practice, schools which do not meet the AMOs in the current year would 
not be eligible for any Reward distinction as a safeguard from recognizing schools with persistent 
and/or growing achievement gaps. The new criteria will also integrate additional measures currently 
absent from the A-F system. 
 
 
 
 
 

Reward 
Schools3 

High Performing 

ωaŜǘ h±9w![[ !ah ŀƴŘ ǘŜǎǘŜŘ җ фр҈ AND 

ωPercent passing in state top quartile  AND  

ωALL growth in state top quartile  AND 

ωB25 growth in state top quartile  AND 

ω4 year grad rate1 in state top quartile  AND 

ωELL reclassification in state top quartile  OR 
ω Science Percent passing  >  State Average 

High Progress 

ωaŜǘ h±9w![[ !ah ŀƴŘ ǘŜǎǘŜŘ җ фр҈ AND 

ωLess than 140 A-F points in 2014  AND 

ωPercent passing in top half of state  AND 

ωGrowth in state top quartile for ALL Students  OR 
ωB25 Subgroup  AND 

ωELL reclassification1 in state top quartile  OR 
ωScience Percent passing  >  State Average Science 
Percent passing   AND 

ω4-year grad rate1 Avg. Annual Change                    

(2011 to CY) in state top quartile  OR 
ω4 year grad rate > state average 

Focus Schools 

Within-School Gap 

ωNOT identified as REWARD school AND 

ωCCRI Grad Avg. Annual Change                       
(2014  to CY) < 0  

ωPercent passing of All Students group in 
the top half of the state  AND 

ωPercent passing of B25 subgroup in the 
lowest quartile of state 

ωFEP1 & 2 percent passing in the           
lowest quartile  

Low Achieving Subgroup 

ωHighest quartile of overlap between the 
ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ .нр ǎǳōƎǊƻǳǇ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ 
Bottom 25%  AND 

ωELL Reclassification rate in the lowest 
quartile  

ωtŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ .нр ǿƛǘƘ {DtҔтр ƛƴ 
the lowest quartile of the state 

Low Graduation Rate2 

ω4-year graduation rate less than 60% for CY AND two prior years  

ωCCRI Grad Җ 22  AND 

ω4-year grad rate Avg. Annual Change (2011 to CY) < 0 

Priority Schools 

Lowest Performing Schools 

ωLess than 100 points in 2014 A-F               
(all models) 

ωCY Percent passing in the lowest 
quartile  AND 

ωPercent passing in the lowest 
quartile for two prior fiscal years  OR 

ωCY ALL growth in lowest quartile  OR 
ωCCRI Grad Average Annual Change 

(2014  to CY) < 0   

Low Graduation Rate2 

ω4-year graduation rate less than 60% 
for CY AND two prior years  AND 

ωDropout rate in the highest quartile 

1

If applicable; ELL n-count җ 10 
2

Credit Recovery Alternative Schools exempt 
3

All Reward schools must meet overall AMO (All students and all subgroups 
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Table 2A.9b Arizonaõs Accountability Transition 

Arizonaôs Accountability Transition Years: Reward, Focus, & Priority 

School 

Year 
August 

October-

November 
December January February March June July 

2
0

1
4-

2
0
1

5 

Year 1 of new Assessment aligned to Arizona standards 

 

Suspend A-

F for FY15 

and FY16 

based on 

SB1289; 

Develop 

criteria for 

Reward, 

Focus, & 

Priority 

SBE adopts 

new 

Priority 

criteria to 

identify 

ñbelow 

averageò 

schools for 

FY15 and 

FY16  as 

required by 

SB1289  

Request 

ESEA 

Waiver 

with 

updated 

criteria, 

current 

priority & 

focus 

schools 

Begin 

reporting 

available 

2014-2015 

data ASAP 

2
0

1
5-

2
0
1

6 

Development of Arizonaôs new state accountability system 

 

2014-2015 

student 

achievement 

data 

available, 

reported 

Submit 

revised 

accountability 

legislation 

Submit 

AMOs 

Use new 

criteria  to 

exit Cohort 

1 Focus & 

Priority 

schools 

based on 

14-15 data.  

 

Use new 

criteria  to 

identify 

and/or exit 

qualifying 

Reward, 

Focus, & 

Priority 

schools 

using FY14 

(Priority), 

FY15, and 

FY16 data.  

PILOT new 

state 

accountability 

system based 

on 2015-2016 

data 

(informational 

purposes) 

2
0

1
6-

2
0
1

7 

First year of Implementation of Arizonaôs Revised State Accountability System 

Begin Year 1 

of 

implementation 

for newly 

identified 

Focus & 

Priority 

schools 

    
 

  Use new 

criteria  to 

identify 

and/or exit 

qualifying 

schools 

using FY14 

(Priority A-

F points) 

thru FY17 

data.  

Issue 2017 

Accountability 

determinations 

based on 

2016-2017 

data; Request 

to realign 

ESEA criteria 

with new state 

system. 

 
In 2014, Arizona policymakers added performance on the statewide Science assessment as a 
component of A-F Letter Grades. Pursuant to A.R.S §15-241 G., Arizona must integrate assessment 
results from the 2014-2015 AIMS and AIMS A Science administration into state accountability. 
Previously, the A-F System only incorporated Mathematics and Reading assessment results. These 
two subjects showed small gains annually during the operationalization of A-F accountability; 
despite the absence of an assigned A-F letter grade for schools, Arizona will fulfill the intent of the 
legislation by incorporating Science performance into the criteria for recognition as a Reward school.  
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In 2014, all tested grades (8, 9 and 10) experienced decreased pass rates for AIMS Science, while 
Grade 4 was the only grade to increase from 2013. Grade 10 continues to show a downward trend 
line since 2010 of 39% passing AIMS Science in 2014. This is the second year Grade 9 students were 
permitted to take the AIMS Science assessment, so when comparing their percent passing to last 
yearõs results, they showed a slight decrease in percent passing (61%) than the previous year. 
 
With the ultimate goal of weighing Science 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 this content area as part of the criteria to be among 
the top performing schools in the state. Approximately one-third of Arizona schools achieved 
accountability determinations describing their overall performance as òExcellentó without 
consideration of achievement on AIMS and AIMS A Science. Arizonaõs interim method will 
consider student achievement on Science in order to retain a label suggesting exceptional 
performance.  
 
The criteria for Reward schools include schools receiving over 140 points in 2014 ð or letter graded 
òAó ð cannot be eligible for òhigh progress status.ó Schools may demonstrate high progress over the 
2013-2014 school year through high academic achievement as well as high student growth for either 
the Bottom 25% subgroup or all students. This produces 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 upward trajectory exists. Schools showing high progress may have areas identified for 
improvement; regardless, a school that exhibits high growth for their Bottom 25% subgroup wonõt 
be identified as a Focus school. Focus criteria will be run annually; high growth of a schoolõs lowest 
achieving students indicates progress to correct any gaps in student achievement.  
 
In addition to student achievement in Science, the interim method developed to hold schools 
accountable for the achievement of subgroups will utilize the success of Arizonaõs large population 
of reclassified ELL students, or Fluent English Proficient (FEP) students. English language 
acquisition, as measured by Arizonaõs English proficiency assessment, AZELLA, can contribute up 
to 1.5% to a schoolõs overall letter grade. During ADEõs outreach to practitioners of English 
Language services to evaluate areas of improvement for services to and accountability of LEAs, the 
continued and improved inclusion of AZELLA results, in addition to other academic outcomes of 
this subgroup, were emphasized. Therefore, the interim accountability method will maintain a focus 
on English language acquisition and increase accountability for academic achievement of students 
deemed to be Fluent English Proficient (FEP).  
 
Arizona has an obligation to monitor FEP students for a minimum of two years following their exit 
from an ELL program (reclassification). This obligation is clearly defined in Federal law and Arizona 
Administrative Code R7-2-306 (I)(1). Arizonaõs Structured English Immersion (SEI) Models are 
designed to ensure rapid English language acquisition. Therefore, it is imperative to monitor 
students after reclassification to ensure students are receiving any necessary supports or intervention 
services to be successful in the mainstream classroom. FEP students are monitored on their 
academic performance, as well as the statewide assessment. Unlike the A-F system, the interim 
accountability method will account for their continued progress and incentivize the upward mobility 
of ELL and former ELL students. Additionally, it recognizes an important part of a schoolõs ability 
to serve all students and ensure ELL and FEP students are acquiring English and succeeding in 
grade level classes.  
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In FY 2013, achievement on AZELLA became more rigorous, requiring students to score proficient 
in Reading, Writing, and the Total Combined scores. If all three expectations are met, a student will 
be classified with an Overall Proficiency Level of òProficient.ó Despite these changes, 72% of 
students who were first year ELL in FY 2012 (ELL Cohort 2012) reclassified within three 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 2A.v ELL Cohort Percent Reclassified Within 3 Years 

 
 
 

Figure 2A.vi Statewide Reclassification Rate 

 
Notes: AZELLA 1 began in FY 2007, AZELLA 2 began in FY 2009, AZELLA 3 began in FY 2013 

 
Arizonaõs Structured English Immersions Models improved the reclassification rates of ELL 
students when comparing rates of exit from years prior to the implementation of the Models,  
72% of all English language learners receive services in a Structured English Immersion (SEI) 
classroom, where the teacher provides instruction using the English Language Proficiency (ELP) 
standards. The areas of reading, writing, listening, speaking, vocabulary, and grammar are the foci of 
this instruction. The remaining 27% receive services through an Individualized Language Learner 
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Plan (ILLP). The plan specifies the ELP standards the teacher will then use for differentiation 
during the lessons in the mainstream classroom. 
 
Additionally, FEP students out perform their native speaking peers on state academic assessments. 
Specifically, in FY 2014 all FEP students (FEP 1 ð first year after reclassification; FEP 2 ð second 
year after reclassification; FEP 3 ð third year after reclassification; FEP 4+ - four or more years after 
reclassification) students matched or exceeded 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 outperformed non-ELLs. 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 Mathematics with 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 and Mathematics occurred due to the new exit 
criteria. See figures below for details of aggregated statewide FEP performance compared to non-
ELL performance on AIMS.  
 

Figure 2A.vii Comparison ð FEP and Non-ELL AIMS Reading Performance 
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Figure 2A.viii  Comparison ð FEP and Non-ELL AIMS Math Performance 

 
 
Arizona must continue to ensure these FEP students (roughly 98,000 in FY 2014) continue to grow 
academically alongside their peers. The observed decline in this past year on Arizonaõs statewide 
assessment by FEP 4+ students in addition to the FEP 1, FEP 2, and FEP 3 students overall in the 
state performing below the non-ELL students warrants the inclusion of FEP performance in order 
to identify and close achievement gaps.  
 
Moreover, when comparing ELL student growth on the statewide assessment to non-ELL 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 AIMS Reading and AIMS Mathematics compared to non-ELL 
students.  
 

Figure 2A.ix Comparison ð ELL and Non-ELL AIMS  Reading Performance  
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Figure 2A.x Comparison ð ELL and Non-ELL AIMS Math Performance 

 
 
While ELL students continue to show immense improvement on the statewide assessment, their 
scores remain well below non-ELLs. Schools with exaggerated gaps in ELL and FEP student 
achievement yet rated highly overall suggest that the exceptional education program may not benefit 
all students to the fullest extent possible.  
 
The primary method for incorporating subgroup performance in Arizonaõs A-F letter grade 
accountability system had been demonstration of student growth scores. Operationalization of SGP 
in the A-F formula utilized a method which exacerbated residuals to the mean in efforts to identify 
òtypicaló student growth at the school level for all students as well as overweighting of the Bottom 
25% subgroup. Independent research of Arizonaõs SGP model explored other methods for inclusion 
in the A-F formula in hopes of more adequately controlling for the relationship among a schoolõs 
socioeconomic factors and the number of A-F points assigned (Attachment 2C-. Aportela and 
Laczko-Kerr 2013). The criteria to identify Reward, Focus, and Priority schools throughout the state 
utilizes both the òtypicaló growth identified by the median as well as the percentage of growth scores 
considered to be exceptionally high. Regardless 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 

 
Students considered to be in the Bottom 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 
achievement gaps, whether they exist among extremely affluent schools or extremely impoverished 
schools. Still, non-Title I schools show greater proportions of students with high growth scores even 
when considering subgroup membership (Figure 2.A.xi.). For this reason, 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 the 25th percentile in the state in its determination of Focus schools. These two 
pieces of data were absent from the A-F 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 as an increase in potential utility for Arizona educators to use these data for formative as well as 
summative purposes. Part of the criteria to identify a Focus school includes students who perform in 
the lowest quartile within the school level and the lowest 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 lowest achieving students, which will better align school accountability with student 
achievement.  
 
Table 2A.10 shows the number of students excluded in 2014 from AYP calculation because of the 
òn-countó rule, by subgroup. The state system does not allow schools to forego evaluation for any 
qualifying student. The Department pools two additional years of data in order to increase the n-
count appropriately for any school with less than 30 FAY test records in a single fiscal year. The 
state system also differs from ESEA in that all schools are accountable for the academic 
achievement of their combined subgroup ð the schoolõs Bottom 25%. The interim state system also 
prioritizes the gaps between the lowest performing students and their peers and maintains the high 
rate of inclusion not possible under ESEA/AYP.  
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Table 2A.10 FY 2011 Title I Schools - # of Students Excluded from AMO Determinations and # of 
Schools not held Accountable for Subgroups under ESEA for Reading 

Subgroup 
Number of 
Students 
Excluded 

Number of Schools with 
Any Students Excluded 

Percent of Schools with 
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 represent reading; however, the numbers from the mathematics data did 
not vary greater than 3 students in any category ð with the exception of the number of students 
with disabilities excluded (i.e., Reading = 3,967; Mathematics = 3,864). 

 
Assessment Participation Rates 
 
ADE strongly believes schools should administer the statewide assessment to all students, as 
mandated in state statute (A.R.S. §15-241 and §15-755), because we believe compliance is essential 
to a robust accountability system. The A-F Letter Grade System holds all schools accountable to 
testing at least 95% of their students on the statewide assessments in the current year. Table 2A.17 
11 below illustrates how schools are held accountable to the percentage of students tested.  
 

Table 2A.11 Maximum Allowable Points and Letter Grades based on Percent of Students Tested 

Percentage of  

Students Tested 

Maximum Letter Grade 

Allowed 
Eligible Points 

95% or more A 200 

85-94% B 139 

75-84% C 119 

Less than 75% D 99 

 
If a school tests greater than 95% of their students, they are eligible to earn an ôAõ letter grade. 
However, the highest letter grade a school can earn is limited if the percentage of students tested is 
less than 95%. For example, schools testing between 85% and 94% of its students are only eligible 
to receive up to a letter grade of ôBõ. Schools testing fewer than 75% of its students are only eligible 
to receive up to a ôDõ letter grade. It is also possible for an ôAõ school to earn a ôDõ, if the school tests 
fewer than 75% of its students. This consequence is intentional because schools failing to account 
for all students during testing are excluding substantial proportions of their students from state-
mandated testing,  which limits their ability to gauge school and student achievement. In an effort to 
reinforce this policy of LEAõs testing at least 95% of their student population, starting school year 
2012-2013 a criterion was added to the final determinations of AMOs, so if a school is out of 
compliance, the school and LEA will be designated as òNot Metó for AMOs. 
 
In the initial year of the AzMERIT assessment, Arizona will hold all schools accountable for testing 
all students enrolled in grades 3-8 in Mathematics and ELA on the corresponding grade level 
assessment. Arizona will use the grade level assessment in Mathematics and Reading only in order to 
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measure test participation rates for students enrolled at these grade levels. Whereas AIMS was 
administered after a studentõs second year in high school, the shift to a new assessment for high 
school students requires student enrollment in a high school level course corresponding to an 
appropriate End-of-Course test 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 students. To ensure 
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 of End-of-Course testing in high school for the 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 
school. However, this means students with significant cognitive disabilities currently in Grade 11 will 
assess on NCSC after subsequently testing on AIMS A in the 2013-2014 school year.  
  
With the introduction of End-of-Course testing and a new high school content assessment for 
students with significant cognitive disabilities, Arizona pledges to ensure all students are assessed in 
Mathematics and English/Language Arts at least once during their high school tenure. While 
schools will be held appropriately accountable for student achievement on all End-of-Course tests 
administered, all End-of-Course tests correspond with the minimum course credits needed for an 
Arizona high school diploma. Until all students eligible to enroll in high school level courses can 
assess on the corresponding AzMERIT End-of-Course exam, Arizona will build a longitudinal bank 
of AzMERIT assessments for students to ensure test participation in grades 3 through 8 as well as 
high school, beginning in the 2014-2015 school year. Cohort 2018 will be the first graduating cohort 
eligible to assess on all End-of-Course assessments. At this point, Arizona can use a bank of End-of-
Course tests to establish if the high school student had been assessed the appropriate number of 
times by Grade 11. 
 
Due to the nature of End-of-Course testing, as 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 Arts for all students 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 prior to the 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 assessed on any End-of-
Course exam, students who assess on an End-of-Course exam 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 record is counted. 
 
Arizona will incorporate the same process used under IDEA to identify any LEA who exceeds the 
1.0 percent cap into the stateõs A-F Letter Grade System. LEAs will be notified if they have 
exceeded the 1.0 percent cap and which proficient scores will count as non-proficient 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) assessed with AIMS A (IEP and MET). ADE will assist any 
LEA who meets the criteria in 34 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, a schoolõs proficiency rates would be impacted if the 
school tests less than 95%. The method to calculate the schoolõs passing rate might affect the ability 
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 assessment, there is no major deviation 
statewide by counting untested students as a òzeroó or not passing, so that the percent passing is 
based on 95% of students who should have assessed at the school.  
 
The treatment of schools with small n-counts could result in a òpassó for AYP and AMO 
evaluation; however, the A-F System 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 former criteria. 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 only up 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 prior yearõs data allowed for a greater 
adjusted proficiency rate when the method for holding traditional 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, adjusting 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 size are held accountable for testing up to 
95% of students and the proficiency rates used for accountability purposes are directly associated 
with this requirement. Arizonaõs criteria for identifying Reward, Focus, and Priority schools ensure 
all schools are evaluated regardless of size and type. 

 
 

Table 2A.12 Comparison - Average Statewide Assessment Proficiency Rates for 3 Years with 95% 
Adjustment 

 

School Year Mean Std. Deviation 

2013-2014 (2014 A-F calculation) .70 .149 

 2013-2014  (New 95% adjusted) .70 .158 

2012-2013 .70 .147 

2011-2012 .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% of all students required to assess. Test 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 Learners and at-risk students 
attending Alternative (Credit Recovery) schools. Although 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 rates and the adjusted proficiency rates are minimally impacted for even our ELL 
subgroup (Table 2A.13). 
 

Table 2A.13 Comparability of Proficiency Rates Adjusting for > 95% Test Participation 
Percentage of schools by type which tested Ó 95% on assessment Pearson correlation  

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) 
 
Arizonaõs move to new assessments measuring College and/or Career Ready Standards will impact 
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 allows for 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 data is provided by the test 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 relate to the mode of test administration. Given the SGP prove valid and 
reliable for purposes of estimating normed student growth, these SGP data based on the 2014-2015 
test administration will be reported publicly in the winter of 2016. Figure 2A.xii outlines the annual 
impact of a schoolõs growth score in relation to proficiency for each letter grade for the last four 
years. Compared to proficiency, the use of SGP does offer more reliability across fiscal years and 
performance levels. 
 

Figure 2A.xii  Annual Impact of School Growth Scores versus Proficiency Scores on A-F Letter 
Grades 
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Researchers of Arizonaõs A-F system posit SGP as a fairer method to measure a schoolõs 
contribution to student learning, but òits use in the A-F Letter Grading system does not 
meaningfully alter the negative relationship between the level of poverty in the school and the final 
school ratingó (Attachment 2C- Apportela and Laczko-Kerr 2013). Until Arizonaõs final system is 
adopted, growth scores outside a letter grade will be utilized in a less processed manner by 
evaluating the distribution of students with high versus low growth scores across the achievement 
spectrum. Regardless of Title I status and/or other demographic data, alternative application of 
SGPs in the state accountability system can impact the overall accountability determination. 
 
The purpose of the growth component is to acknowledge the academic growth of students within a 
school or LEA, even if a student has not yet reached grade-level proficiency. Arizona uses a student-
level growth measure ð Student Growth Percentiles ð to describe each studentõs academic gains 
relative to other students who begin at the same starting point. Including a longitudinal student 
growth component into an accountability system is particularly important because it recognizes the 
degree to which the lowest achieving students strive to ògain groundó academically from one year to 
the next. 
 
Conceptually, a student growth percentile represents the amount of academic growth for an 
individual student compared to other students in the same grade who share the same AIMS scale 
scores. This establishes a studentõs peer group that takes into account test performance in reading 
and mathematics in the five most recent years in order to establish more precise peer groups. An 
individualõs growth is then compared to his or her peers who scored the same or similar in 
subsequent years. The growth percentile represents how much growth an individual student has 
made relative to academic peers so that only academic achievement is compared from one year to 
the next. Every student attending the stateõs public schools (e.g., ELL, students with disabilities, etc.) 
who takes the AIMS is included in the SGP calculation. Arizona originally proposed use of Student 
Growth Targets to chart each studentõs path to proficiency by identifying the necessary growth 
percentile a student needs to reach in order for each student to get on- or stay on-track toward 
proficiency. SGT can be calculated after three complete test administrations of Arizonaõs new 
assessment. 
 

To determine each studentõs Student Growth Targets, the state begins with their current grade-level 
performance. Using this as the starting point, we can then project the growth each student would 
need in order to maintain or attain proficiency within 3 years or grade 10, whichever comes first. 
These student growth targets are criterion-based because individual growth is relative to state 
performance standards by measuring academic growth toward proficiency against state standards.   
 
To illustrate how the SGT can be understood, take the example provided in Figure 2.A.xiii. The 
state begins by identifying the studentõs current year status. In this case, the student indicated by the 
red star is below grade level, having performed in the òApproachesó category, below the proficiency 
mark. In order to reach proficiency within 3 years, this student would need relatively high growth. 
To reach academic excellence, indicated by scoring in the òExceedsó category, this student would 
need extremely high growth. Now, take for example, the student indicated by the gold star. This 
student was proficient in the current year, having scored in the òmeetsó category on the AIMS test. 
However, without high levels of growth in the next three years, this student will not be college- and 
career-ready in mathematics by grade 10.  
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Figure 2A.xiii Examples of Student Growth 

 
To reach these targets, a lower status student will need very high, sustained growth to get on track 
for college- and career-readiness. For 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 their best students and 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 this information, school leaders, teachers, and parents can understand not just a 
studentõs current status, but the direction in which this student is headed, and can intervene in time 
if necessary. This focus on individual students provides incentives to acknowledge and count the 
growth of ALL  students. Achievement gaps are measured for each student against the mark of 
college- and career-readiness, rather than just measuring differences between groups. In this way, the 
state sets high, on-going expectations for all subgroups. ADE strives for all students who move 
through Arizonaõs system, today and into the future, to be ready for higher education and the careers 
that await them.  
 
Student Growth Targets data can help LEAs and school administrators guide appropriate 
instructional interventions and supports based on site-specific 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 particular, 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 proficiency to move 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 used to measure 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 compared to their prior yearsõ scores. To illustrate dual usage, a low-
achieving student might require significant gains in order to òcatch upó to peers using the SGT 
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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 
prior year. For example, 2010 AIMS scores are used to identify the bottom quartile of a schoolõs 
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 when students start the school year, so 
that they can target academic interventions to bring those students back on track to college- and 
career-readiness.  
 

The focus on accountability for traditional ESEA subgroups is predicated on a false premise that a 
student who 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 the focus of Arizonaõs 
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 it ð the struggling students. Interventions should be targeted to individual student needs and be 
formulated based on the studentõs status, not the traditional status of their subgroup. If schools 
focused their attention on serving students in these subgroup populations, that could be to the 
detriment of struggling students who were not in òhistoricallyó low performing subgroups. 
 
However, the data from 2011 does illustrate the students who struggle academically in Arizona are 
disproportionately minority, low income, English Language Learners, and special education 
students. Arizonaõs bottom quartile is comprised of a high percentage of the students in these 
traditional NCLB subgroups, and a focus on this single combined subgroup will promote clarity and 
increase the proportion of schools held accountable for subgroup performance.  
 
In data from the 2010-2011 school year, the state found within the ESEA subgroups of ELLs and 
special education, students were predominantly in the bottom quartile (Table 2A.14). Over two-
thirds the SPED students were in the bottom quartile 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 ELL students 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.14 Percentage of Students by Subgroups in Each Quartile - Reading and 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/ethnicity groups was not uniform (Table 2.A.15.). The lower the 
quartile, the higher the proportion of minority groups, with the exception of Asian students. As an 
example for Reading shown in Figures 2.A.xiv and 2.A.xv, the bottom quartile has more African-
American, Hispanic, and Native American students, relative to the remainder of quartiles.  

 
Table 2A.15 Percentage of Students by Race/Ethnicity in Each Quartile - Reading and Mathematics 

 

 

 

Quartile Asian 
African-

American 
Hispanic 

Native 
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.xiv Bottom Quartile                                          Figure 2A.xv Quartiles 2-4  
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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 three-quarters of all other students who were 
proficient in the same content areas. Additionally, in mathematics 77% of the students who were in 
the òFalls Far Belowó category in 2010 (the lowest performance level) on AIMS remained in that 
category in 2011. For reading, 46% of the students who were in the òFalls Far Belowó category in 
2010 on AIMS remained in the same category in 2011 and over 50% of students staying in the 
òApproachesó category in both 2010 and 2011. As stated previously, the bottom quartile represents 
the lowest performing students within a school based on prior year test scores. Thus, ADE asserts 
that the stateõs bottom quartile is representative of the student subgroups that need the most 
academic attention and the stateõs proposal intends to serve them well.  
 
Identifying the Bottom Quartile Student Subgroup 
 
A continued intention of Arizonaõs ESEA Flexibility Request is to meet the needs of more students 
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 combination, the grade/subgroup combination was 
given an automatic òpassó from the AYP determination. Essentially, if a school had 10 grade 5 
SPED students, none of those students would be counted in the schoolõs AYP determination. 
Comparatively, under the methodology described, ALL SCHOOLS will be held accountable for 
reading and mathematics performance of the bottom 25% of students, regardless of the studentsõ 
race, ethnicity, socio-economic status, or any other subgroup membership. The combining of these 
subgroups to consider all students in the bottom 25% will hold schools accountable for more 
students since they will not have to meet the òn countó threshold (40 or more students) for each 
grade/subgroup combination.  
  
Calculating the bottom quartile of students is based upon 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 quartile of students is identified, the 
median growth percentile for 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 grades 3-8 and 10, the first step is to calculate the difference between each 
studentõs prior year AIMS scale score and prior year grade level AIMS passing cut score (cut score for 
Meets) in mathematics and reading separately.  
 
Difference = (Prior Year Scale Score ð Prior Year Grade-Level òPassó Cut Score) 
Next, a mathematical transformation is used to remove 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 does not alter the essence of the data because each data point 
receives the same treatment and is reversible when the data need to be brought back to their original 
structure. 
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In this transformation, each studentõs Difference score is weighted by the prior year AIMS 
òperformance leveló. There are four performance levels for each grade, with vertically scaled cut 
scores. In this analysis, a numeric value between 1 and 4 is assigned to the grade-appropriate 
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 
the Difference score but keeps the students in the same ordinal ranking. This step is calculated 
separately for high schools. 
 
Adjusted Difference = (Difference + [AIMS performance level x 1,000]) 
For each school, across all grades served, studentsõ Adjusted Difference scores are rank ordered from 
low to high by subject and separated into quartiles. The lowest quartile of students in reading and 
mathematics represent a schoolõs lowest performing students ð the bottom 25%. The growth 
percentiles of each student in this group are 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 Arizonaõs new statewide assessment.  
 
ADE is committed 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 academic success of their students toward 
the goal of becoming career- and college-ready. 
 
A.R.S §15-241 requires that the accountability determination for a school include the schoolõs lowest 
achieving students. The A-F Letter Grade Accountability System emphasized the growth 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. Arizona will continue to emphasize the importance of 
supporting the lowest achieving students by identifying the scale score at the 25th percentile for each 
subject and grade level and identifying the percentage of a schoolõs Bottom 25% Subgroup which 
also fall below statewide Bottom Quartile at each subject and grade level (Table 2.A.16.). 
Furthermore, Arizonaõs focus on increasing the scale score at the 25th percentile at each subject and 
grade level as a measure for improving student performance statewide aligns with other efforts for 
results-driven accountability.  
 

Table 2A.16 2012-2014 AIMS Pass Score and Scale Score at 25th Percentile 

AIMS 
Grade/ 
Cohort 

Pass Score FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 

M
a

th
e

m

a
ti
c
s 

3 347 335 335 337 

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 

9-12 487 468 470 474 
R

e
a

d
in

g 
3 431 428 429 435 

4 450 449 452 452 

5 468 473 473 476 

6 478 486 488 487 

7 489 503 503 509 

8 494 494 492 494 

9-12 674 681 688 689 

 
 
Still, the scale score at the 25th Percentile in both Mathematics and Reading show small upward 
projections from 2012 through 2014. Over the last three AIMS administrations, the 25th percentile 
scale score across all grades for Mathematics and Reading increased only 1 and 2 points respectively. 
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. To illustrate, the percentage of a schoolõs bottom 25% 
subgroup which also falls below the 25th percentile statewide may range anywhere from 0 to 100%. 
Schools where a large percentage of their Bottom Quartile Student Subgroup score under the 25th 
percentile statewide may implement more drastic interventions than those schools where only a 
portion of their subgroup also performed under the 25th percentile. Traditionally disadvantaged 
groups of students over represent the percentage of students who score under the 25th percentile in 
the state at each subject and grade level. These data which were not previously reported through A-F 
accountability are especially important for Title I schools; specifically, the percentage of FRL and 
SPED students who scored under the 25th percentile 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 
emphasis on our schoolsõ lowest achieving students as well as the stateõs lowest achieving students 
upholds the true intent of NCLB in a more data-driven, results-oriented manner than was afforded 
by AYP.  
 
Arizona schools can make a collective effort to ensure all students 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 I status, will meet criteria which 
are clearly identified based on multiple measures absent from the A-F Letter 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 disaggregated focus on 
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 statewide. In the 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 
educators and schools. 
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Figure 2A.xvi Increased Focus on the Bottom 25% 

 
In Figure 2A.xvi, the State Bottom 25% refers to all students who scored under the 25th percentile in 
their respective subject and grade level in that single year (Table 2.A.16.). School 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 B25%) and 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 their academic 
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 the student 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 focus on Arizonaõs bottom 25% subgroup will recognize high growth of 
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 directly crediting schools for effective interventions on its lowest 
achieving students. The underlying tenets of Title I and No Child Left Behind align with the 
assumption that targeted supports and interventions can bolster student achievement; although not 
explicitly 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 I and non-Title I schools. Title I 
schools tended to outperform non-Title I schools in the percentage of Bottom 25% students (school 
subgroup) with high SGPs (Figure 2A.xvii); the percentage of students in an NCLB subgroup with 
high SGPs also played a larger role in the letter grade performance of Title I schools which further 
validates the expanded yet modified inclusion of SGPs in the state accountability system. 
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Figure 2A.xvii Percentage of High SGP Students by Grade Level and Subgroup - Non-Titl e I 
Schools vs. Title I Schools 

 
 
 
Inclusion of English Language Learnersõ Achievement on AZELLA 
 
All students with an ELL Need in the current or prior fiscal year must be tested on the spring 2015 
AZELLA Reassessment (see ARS 15-756.05). 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 English proficient (FEP), which means that students 
obtain an Overall Proficiency Level of proficient on the AZELLA. ADE will adjust the percentage 
of students tested in order to acquire an accurate percentage of AZELLA Percent Proficient. First, 
the percentage of students with an ELL Need tested will be calculated using the following formula: 
 

Percentage of students 

with an ELL need tested 

on AZELLA 

=   100 *  

No. of Students with an ELL need Tested on the 

Spring 2015 AZELLA Reassessment 

No. of Students with ELL Need Enrolled on Last 

Day of Spring AZELLA Reassessment 

 
Schools testing less than 95% of their students with an ELL Need on the spring 2015 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 Need on the spring 2015 AZELLA 
Reassessment will receive no adjustment. This adjustment 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 
students required to test and the number of students tested will count as òzeroó or not passing in the 
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 number of students required to test will 
be added to the denominator:  
 

Percentage of ELL 

students proficient 
= 100 *  

No. of ELL students with an Overall Proficiency Level of 

Proficient on the Spring 2015 AZELLA Reassessment 

No. of ELL students with an Overall Proficiency Level on the 

Spring 2015 AZELLA Reassessment 

 
Quartiles will be identified with the adjusted percent proficient data. Schools identified in the 
lowest quartile have the potential to be Focus schools specifically for low-achieving subgroup. With 
a total number of 85,042, ELLs accounted for approximately 7% of all K-12 students in Arizona 
during FY 2014. 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 III of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as Amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), State 
Educational Agencies (SEAs) and LEAs are to ensure that students who have limited English skills 
òattain English language proficiency, attain high levels of academic achievement in English, and 
meet the same challenging State academic content and student academic achievement standards that 
all children are expected to meet.ó ADE is committed to providing guidance, assistance, and support 
to all of Arizonaõs school districts and charter schools charged with the educational needs of 
Arizonaõs ELL population.  
 
Arizona will continue to monitor the progress of English Language Learners during the A-F hiatus 
by integrating results of the AZELLA in the identification 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 rates of ELL 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 rigorous with students needing to score proficient 
in Reading, Writing, and the Total Combined scores. If all three of these criteria are met, a student 
will be classified with an Overall Proficiency Level of òProficient.ó Despite these changes, 72% of 
students who were first year ELL in FY 2012 (ELL Cohort 2012) reclassified within three years. 
After reclassifying, fluent English proficient (FEP) student performance is compared to non-ELL 
students on the statewide assessment (AIMS in FY 2014). Specifically, in FY 2014 all FEP students 
(FEP 1 ð first year after reclassification; FEP 2 ð second year after reclassification; FEP 3 ð third 
year after reclassification; FEP 4+ - four or more years after reclassification) students matched or 
exceeded 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 outperformed non-ELLs. 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 Mathematics with FEP students by grade. When comparing ELL student growth on the 
statewide assessment to non-ELL 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 AIMS Reading and AIMS 
Mathematics compared to non-ELL students.     
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Schools have ample opportunity to appeal an accountability determination which may impact their 
ability to operate a charter or afford students and teachers rights for schools deemed òbelow 
averageó according to criteria adopted by the State Board of Education. In the past, a òDó or òD-
ALTó letter grade defined these schools. As required by A.R.S. 15-241(N), ADE affords local 
education agencies (LEAs) an opportunity to substantively appeal (see Attachment 2F. 
Accountability Determination Appeal Documents) its accountability profile before it is finalized. 
The process, which was approved by the State Board of Education in spring 2014, allows LEAs to 
challenge the accountability determination assigned by the ADE. FY 2014 was the inaugural year of 
the Expedited (desktop review) and Non-Expedited (in-person) appeals process. ADE expanded the 
appeals process allowing for appeal of final letter grade, to increase transparency and guidance in the 
appeals process, and to give schools more opportunity to demonstrate their appeal by conducting 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, 
demographic make-up of student population, data within the control of the school/LEA at any 
point in time, and individual student characteristics. Appellants who selected the Non-Expedited 
appeal were given an opportunity to appear before a committee of Arizona education professionals 
to present the basis for the appeal. The committee may engage the appellant in questioning and also 
reviews data to determine whether the appeal should be granted. Determinations of the committee 
become the final decision of Arizona for the LEA. The committee conducts both the desktop 
review and the in-person appeals making final decisions for all appeals submitted. Additionally, the 
committee determines if the appeal is substantive and whether it should be discussed; appeals that 
are deemed non-substantive are not reviewed. All substantive appeals are reviewed on a standard 
rubric that was returned to the appellant with any notes taken by the committee members, if 
applicable. Non-substantive appeals were reviewed on a separate rubric that was also returned to the 
appellant. The committee is comprised of members of K-12 Academics in Arizona. Committee 
members were selected from the pool of applicants who applied. Additionally, committee members 
were sought from diverse backgrounds and levels (i.e., traditional schools, alternative schools, 
charters schools, Superintendents, Directors of Research, etc.) to ensure that all school types were 
represented. Committee members were asked to recuse themselves from an appeal if a conflict of 
interest existed. This thoughtful review process exemplifies Arizonaõs commitment to 
operationalizing the soundest system possible while still affording rights to schools based on high 
stakes decisions.  
 
The multiple criteria which compose an aggregate label may reduce the number of schools appealing 
a letter grade since those will no longer be issued under SB 1289. However, the new criteria 
quantitatively align with the 2014 A-F Letter Grades where expected; for example, all Reward High 
Performing schools received the òAó letter grade. Among alternative schools, only schools rated òA-
ALTó or òB-ALTó qualified as high performing. However, no alternative schools qualified as 
Reward High Progress label whereas 34 traditional schools rated òBó received the High Progress 
recognition. The lack of emphasis of subgroup achievement within the A-F system was most evident 
when 58 schools previously rated as òAó or òBó under the traditional model qualified as Focus 
schools. 
 
The criterion for High progress status requires a 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 schools, this represents the lower end of the òB-ALTó letter grade span. 
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Arizona is prepared to address achievement gaps which may exist among its higher rated schools ð 
approximately 26% of schools identified as a Focus school were rated A or B.  
 
Of the 15 òAó rated schools, the criteria used to identify these schools as meeting the Focus criteria 
found areas of concern. For example, although one òAó rated high school had proficiency rates in 
the top half of the state and median growth of all students at the school were rated in the top 
quartile of the state, the school averaged a 4-year graduation rate of 58% with their most recent four 
year cohort posting a graduation rate of only 31%. Despite their 82% pass rate, their 4-year 
graduation rate decreased annually by 11 percentage points on average since 2011. Furthermore, 
two-thirds of the students in this òAó rated high schoolõs Bottom 25% subgroup scored below the 
25th percentile in the respective subject and grade level. The criteria used to identify a Focus school 
based on their graduation rates effectively detected this schoolõs area of deficiency which did not 
impact the overall A-F letter grade. The state-developed Focus criteria prove to be much more 
rigorous and fulfill the intent of supporting schools which may struggle in key areas.  
 
The relatively low achievement of the FEP students compared to all students qualified 13 òAó 
schools for Focus status. Similar to business rules employed for ELL accountability within the 
stateõs former A-F formula, only schools which met the stateõs n-count criterion of 10 students were 
evaluated on the academic achievement of FEP students. While 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 these schools recognized for high 
achievement. FEP students in non-focus 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 performance for this particular group of students (Figure 2.A.xviii.).  
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Figure 2A.xviii  Comparison - FEP Percent Passing by Letter Grade and NEW Focus Status 

 
This is particularly distressing considering the overall performance of FEP students tends to 
outperform non-ELL peers statewide. Disaggregation 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 attained the highest 
label possible in the state system of accountability. Arizona 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 schools qualified for Focus status due to Low Achievement of the subgroup; 275 
out of 285 of these schools were rated C or D under the A-F system. For both alternative and 
traditional schools, low Achievement of a subgroup was the primary reason for identification. 
However, traditional schools tended to be identified just as often for low graduation rate as they 
were for a within school gap whereas alternative schools were exempt from this criterion. Arizonaõs 
lowest performing schools will be identified based on their low performance for multiple years.  
 
The transition to a new assessment and a new accountability system requires thoughtful 
identification of Priority schools. ADE will recommend the Priority criteria outlined here for the 
identification of below average schools as outlined in SB1289. Several state laws depend on the 
identification of a òbelow averageó school ð a òDó school under the former A-F system. Rights 
afforded to teachers, students, and the community within a school deemed òbelow averageó will 
ideally match the Priority criteria for Title I support and school improvement purposes. However, it 
is the prerogative of the State Board of Education to adopt the Departmentõs ultimate 
recommendation that the Priority criteria replace the òDó letter grade implications. The policy 
decision to streamline the Title I Priority criteria with the identification of below average schools 
does not impact the Departmentõs ability to identify Priority Low Performing or Priority Low 
graduation rate schools for support and intervention. The priority criteria currently outlined 
identifies schools which were among the lowest performing under the A-F system and showed no 
signs of upward trajectory on a new assessment and over multiple years. The priority criteria also 
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consider any negative drop in CCRI composite graduation points. Whereas the A-F system may 
have omitted extremely high dropout rates in the identification of the lowest performing schools, 
the priority criteria for low graduation rate captured 7 schools previously rated as average in the A-F 
system ð though the typical dropout rate among this handful of schools was 19%. Although these 
schools were not identified as òalternative schoolsó in 2014, these schools averaged less than 40% 
four year graduation rates in each of the last four fiscal years. Although the statewide application of 
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 which perform excellently 
or above average as measured by the former A-F system. 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 Priority criteria 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 accountable in a manner which 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). 
 
Traditional Reward Schools 
 

Á High Performing  

Å Tested Ó 95% (1.00/0.01) AND  

Å Percent passing in state top quartile (0.91/0.05) AND   

Å ALL growth in state top quartile (62.92/5.78) AND  

Å B25 growth in state top quartile  (67.81/7.69) AND  

Å 4 year grad rate* in state top quartile  (96.10/2.88) AND  

Å ELL reclassification in state top quartile  (0.48/0.18) OR 

Å Science Percent passing  >  State Average (84.01/10.71)  

Á High Progress 

Å Tested Ó 95% (1.00/0.01) AND  

Å Met overall AMOs (including subgroup AMOs) 

Å Less than 140 A-F points in 2014 (135.59/2.81) AND  

Å Percent passing in top half of state (0.74/0.02) AND  

Å Growth in state top quartile for ALL Students (55.06/4.40) OR 

Å B25 Subgroup (58.16/5.83)  AND  

Å ELL reclassification* in state top quartile (0.33/0.16) OR 

Å Science Percent passing  >  State Average Science Percent passing   
(62.18/12.74) AND  

Å 4-year grad rate* Avg. Annual Change (2011 to CY) in state top quartile (3/3) OR 4 
year grad rate > state average (73.00/15.59)  
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Traditional Focus Schools 
 

Á Within-School Gap 

Å CCRI Grad Avg. Annual Change (2014 to CY) < 0  OR (TBD/TDB)  

Å Percent passing of All Students group in the top half of the state (0.77/0.06) AND  

Å Percent passing of B25 subgroup in the lowest quartile of state (34.31/14.18) 
OR 

Å FEP1 and 2 percent passing in the lowest quartile (0.46/0.11) 

Á Low Achieving Subgroup 

Å Highest quartile of overlap between the schoolõs B25 subgroup and the state Bottom 
25% (0.90/0.06) AND  

Å ELL Reclassification rate in the lowest quartile  (0.13/0.11) OR 

Å Percentage of schoolõs B25 with SGP>75 in the lowest quartile of the state 
(0.17/0.07) 

Á Low Graduation Rate** 

Å 4-year graduation rate less than 60% for CY AND two prior years (Cohort13: 
33.17/19.10; Cohort12: 41.12/26.09; Cohort11: 41.33/27.78) OR 

Å CCRI Grad Ò 22 (12.87/6.12) AND  4-year grad rate Avg. Annual Change (2011 to 
CY) < 0 (-4.92/8.88) 

 
Traditional Priority Schools 
 

Á Lowest Performing Schools 

Å Less than 100 points in 2014 A-F (all models) (85.96/13.02) AND  

Å CY Percent passing in the lowest quartile (0.44/0.10) AND  

Å Percent passing in the lowest quartile for two prior fiscal years (FY13: 
0.48/0.12; FY12: 0.48/0.14) OR 

Å CY ALL growth in lowest quartile  (35.80/8.40 )OR 

Å CCRI Grad Avg. Annual Change (2014  to CY) < 0  (TBD/TDB) 

Á Low Graduation Rate** 

Å 4-year graduation rate less than 60% for CY AND  two prior years (Cohort13: 
26.74/15.08; Cohort12:28.63/18.98; Cohort11: 26.93/17.33) AND  

Å Dropout rate in highest quartile (16.89/12.31) 
 
When applied statewide, 256 distinct schools (Title I and non-Title I) 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 I participating schools as Priority 
status and at least 10% of schoolwide Title I participating schools as Focus. Again, any school which 
posts a negative CCRI score due to a lower graduation rate and/or persistence rate in the 2014-2015 
or 2015-2016 school year could qualify for Focus status.  
 
Additional evidence of concurrent 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 currently submitted in 
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 Progress school under 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 within the school as opposed to 
the normed growth of a subgroup or the combined points under all measures within the A-F system, 
32 schools previously identified as Focus schools received neither a Focus nor Priority label under 
the new system. None of these schools received less than a C in 2014; none of these schools 
decreased a letter grade over the prior year; one-third of 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 average of 6 points in the A-F 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 schools formerly labeled as òfocusó. 
 
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 increased a letter grade over the prior year so none of these schools received a 
òDó in 2014. These 12 schools jumped in AIMS Mathematics and Reading proficiency rates from 
43% in 2012 to an average of 56% in 2014. None of these 12 schools qualified under the low 
graduation rate criteria either. These data do not categorize the alternative schools formerly 
identified as Priority. The 8 of the 13 remaining alternative schools previously identified as priority 
would be captured with a focus or priority label under the new 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 B-ALT letter grade in 2014. None of these schools were qualified for Reward status, 
however. Two schools labeled as Focus under the former criteria became priority schools under the 
new criteria based on 2014 achievement data. Both schools declined in A-F points despite the credit 
of a CCRI composite score in 2014. One school, rated D-ALT in the last two fiscal years, became a 
Priority Lowest Performing school based on the fact its students scored in the bottom quartile for 
the last three fiscal years with an average of 21% of students passing in each of those years. The 
other school also showed declining performance; proficiency remained in the lowest quartile for the 
last two fiscal years and the typical student growth was at the 28th percentile ð the lowest quartile for 
student growth among alternative schools. Two schools formerly labeled Priority based on prior 
years achievement data will be evaluated on the recently approved qualitative framework ð the 
Measure of Academic Progress ð due to untested grades and/or other insufficient data.   
 
  



 

 

 

 
 

89 
 

  

ESEA FLEXIBILITY ð REQUEST                                   STATE OF ARIZONA 

Table 2A.17 Reward, Focus and Priority Categories by Letter Grade ð Alt Status 

  2014 Letter Grade (+ Alternative)   

RFP Category 
A B C D P 

Grand 
Total 

Reward High Performing 161(3) 0(3) 0 0 0 161(6) 

Reward High Progress 0 34 0 0 0 34 

Focus Within-School Gap 14 33(5) 2(8) 0(1) 0 49(14) 

Focus Low Achieving Subgroup 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 receive alternative status, schools undergo a thorough vetting process to ensure a 
mission aligned with credit recovery for students in need of non-traditional academic settings 
(Attachment 2G- Alt 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 as Focus and Priority are impacted. However, this allows for alternative 
schools to demonstrate Reward status. Performance of alternative schools qualifying under each 
criterion is described below (Mean/SD). 
 
Alternative Reward Schools   

High Performing  
Á Tested Ó 95% (0.99/0.02) AND  

Á Percent passing in state top quartile (0.59/0.10) AND   

Á ALL growth in state top quartile (57.33/8.62) AND  

Á 4 year grad rate* in state top quartile  (59.00/13.80) AND  

Å ELL reclassification in state top quartile  OR 

Å Science Percent passing  >  State Average (28.67/16.67)  
 
Alternative Focus Schools 

Within-School Gap 
Á CCRI Grad Avg. Annual Change (2014 to CY) < 0  (TBD/TDB) OR 

Á Percent passing of All Students group in the top half of the state (0.39/0.03) AND  

Å Percent passing of B25 subgroup in the lowest quartile of state (0/0) OR 

Å FEP 1 and 2 percent passing in the lowest quartile (0.35/0.21) 
 
Low Achieving Subgroup 
Á Highest quartile of overlap between schoolõs B25 subgroup and state Bottom 25% (1/0) 

AND  

Å ELL Reclassification rate in the lowest quartile  (0.25/0.19) OR 

Å Percentage of schoolõs B25 with SGP>75 in the lowest quartile of the state 
(0.01/0.08) 




