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INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Education (Department) is offering each State educational agency (SEA)
the opportunity to request flexibility on behalf of itself, its local educational agencies (LEAs), and its
schools, in order to better focus on improving student learning and increasing the quality of
instruction. This voluntary opportunity will provide educators and State and local leaders with
flexibility regarding specific requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) in
exchange for rigorous and comprehensive State-developed plans designed to improve educational
outcomes for all students, close achievement gaps, increase equity, and improve the quality of
instruction. This flexibility is intended to build on and support the significant State and local reform
efforts already underway in critical areas such as transitioning to college- and career-ready standards
and assessments; developing systems of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; and
evaluating and supporting teacher and principal effectiveness.

The Department invites interested SEAs to request this flexibility pursuant to the authority in
section 9401 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), which allows the
Secretary to waive, with certain exceptions, any statutory or regulatory requirement of the ESEA for
an SEA that receives funds under a program authorized by the ESEA and requests a waiver. Under
this flexibility, the Department would grant waivers through the 2013—2014 school year, after which
time an SEA may request an extension of this flexibility.

REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF REQUESTS

The Department will use a review process that will include both external peer reviewers and staff
reviewers to evaluate SEA requests for this flexibility. This review process will help ensure that each
request for this flexibility approved by the Department is consistent with the principles described in
the document titled ESEA Flexzbility, which are designed to support State efforts to improve student
academic achievement and increase the quality of instruction, and is both educationally and
technically sound. Reviewers will evaluate whether and how each request for this flexibility will
support a comprehensive and coherent set of improvements in the areas of standards and
assessments, accountability, and teacher and principal effectiveness that will lead to improved
student outcomes. Each SEA will have an opportunity, if necessary, to clarify its plans for peer and
staff reviewers and to answer any questions reviewers may have. The peer reviewers will then
provide comments to the Department. Taking those comments into consideration, the Secretary
will make a decision regarding each SEA’s request for this flexibility. If an SEA’s request for this
flexibility is not granted, reviewers and the Department will provide feedback to the SEA about the
components of the SEA’s request that need additional development in order for the request to be

approved.
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

An SEA seeking approval to implement this flexibility must submit a high-quality request that
addresses all aspects of the principles and waivers and, in each place where a plan is required,
includes a high-quality plan. Consistent with ESEA section 9401(d)(1), the Secretary intends to
grant waivers that are included in this flexibility through the end of the 2013-2014 school year. An
SEA will be permitted to request an extension of the initial period of this flexibility prior to the start
of the 2014-2015 school year unless this flexibility is superseded by reauthorization of the ESEA.
The Department is asking SEAs to submit requests that include plans through the 2014-2015 school
year in order to provide a complete picture of the SEA’s reform efforts. The Department will not
accept a request that meets only some of the principles of this flexibility.

This version of the ESEA Flexibility Request replaces the document originally issued on September
23,2011 and revised on September 28, 2011. Through this revised version, the following section
has been removed: 3.A, Option B (Option C has been renamed Option B). Additions have also
been made to the following sections: Waivers and Assurances. Finally, this revised guidance
modifies the following sections: Waivers; Assurances; 2.A.1i; 2.C.i; 2.D.1; 2.E.1; Table 2; 2.G; and 3.A,
Options A and B.

High-Quality Request: A high-quality request for this flexibility is one that is comprehensive and
coherent in its approach, and that clearly indicates how this flexibility will help an SEA and its LEAs
improve student achievement and the quality of instruction for students.

A high-quality request will (1) if an SEA has already met a principle, provide a description of how it
has done so, including evidence as required; and (2) if an SEA has not yet met a principle, describe
how it will meet the principle on the required timelines, including any progress to date. For
example, an SEA that has not adopted minimum guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation
and support systems consistent with Principle 3 by the time it submits its request for the flexibility
will need to provide a plan demonstrating that it will do so by the end of the 2011-2012 school year.
In each such case, an SEA’s plan must include, at a minimum, the following elements for each
principle that the SEA has not yet met:

1. Key milestones and activities: Significant milestones to be achieved in order to meet a given
principle, and essential activities to be accomplished in order to reach the key milestones. The
SEA should also include any essential activities that have already been completed or key
milestones that have already been reached so that reviewers can understand the context for and
tully evaluate the SEA’s plan to meet a given principle.

2. Detailed timeline: A specific schedule setting forth the dates on which key activities will begin
and be completed and milestones will be achieved so that the SEA can meet the principle by the
required date.

3. DParty or parties responsible: Identification of the SEA staff (e.g., position, title, or office) and, as
appropriate, others who will be responsible for ensuring that each key activity is accomplished.
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4. Evidence: Where required, documentation to support the plan and demonstrate the SEA’s
progress in implementing the plan. This ESEA Flexibility Reguest indicates the specific evidence
that the SEA must either include in its request or provide at a future reporting date.

5. Resources: Resources necessary to complete the key activities, including staff time and
additional funding.

6. Significant obstacles: Any major obstacles that may hinder completion of key milestones and
activities (e.g,, State laws that need to be changed) and a plan to overcome them.

Included on page 19 of this document is an example of a format for a table that an SEA may use to
submit a plan that is required for any principle of this flexibility that the SEA has not already met.
An SEA that elects to use this format may also supplement the table with text that provides an
overview of the plan.

An SEA should keep in mind the required timelines for meeting each principle and develop credible
plans that allow for completion of the activities necessary to meet each principle. Although the plan
for each principle will reflect that particular principle, as discussed above, an SEA should look across
all plans to make sure that it puts forward a comprehensive and coherent request for this flexibility.

Preparing the Request: To prepare a high-quality request, it is extremely important that an SEA
refer to all of the provided resources, including the document titled ESFE.A Flexibility, which includes
the principles, definitions, and timelines; the document titled ESE.A Flexibility Review Guidance, which
includes the criteria that will be used by the peer reviewers to determine if the request meets the
principles of this flexibility; and the document titled ESE.A Flexzbility Frequently Asked Questions,
which provides additional guidance for SEAs in preparing their requests.

As used in this request form, the following terms have the definitions set forth in the document
titled ESEA Flexibility: (1) college- and career-ready standards, (2) focus school, (3) high-quality
assessment, (4) priority school, (5) reward school, (6) standards that are common to a significant
number of States, (7) State network of institutions of higher education, (8) student growth, and (9)
turnaround principles.

Each request must include:

e A table of contents and a list of attachments, using the forms on pages 1 and 2.

e The cover sheet (p. 3), waivers requested (p. 4-6), and assurances (p. 7-8).

e A description of how the SEA has met the consultation requirements (p. 9).

e FEvidence and plans to meet the principles (p. 10-18). An SEA will enter narrative text in
the text boxes provided, complete the required tables, and provide other required
evidence. An SEA may supplement the narrative text in a text box with attachments,
which will be included in an appendix. Any supplemental attachments that are included
in an appendix must be referenced in the related narrative text.

Requests should not include personally identifiable information.
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Process for Submitting the Request: An SEA must submit a request to the Department to receive
the flexibility. This request form and other pertinent documents are available on the Department’s
Web site at: http://www.ed.gov/esea/flexibility.

Electronic Submission: 'The Department strongly prefers to receive an SEA’s request for the
flexibility electronically. The SEA should submit it to the following address:
ESEAflexibility(@ed.gov.

Paper Submission: In the alternative, an SEA may submit the original and two copies of its
request for the flexibility to the following address:

Patricia McKee, Acting Director

Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs
U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Room 3W320

Washington, DC 20202-6132

Due to potential delays in processing mail sent through the U.S. Postal Service, SEAs are
encouraged to use alternate carriers for paper submissions.

REQUEST SUBMISSION DEADLINE

SEAs have multiple opportunities to submit requests for the flexibility. The submission dates are
November 14, 2011, February 28, 2012, and an additional opportunity following the conclusion of
the 2011-2012 school year.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MEETING FOR SEAS

The Department has conducted a number of webinars to assist SEAs in preparing their requests and
to respond to questions. Please visit the Department’s Web site at:
http://www.ed.gov/esea/flexibility for copies of previously conducted webinars and information on
upcoming webinars.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

If you have any questions, please contact the Department by e-mail at ESEAflexibility@ed.gov.
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WAIVERS

By submitting this flexibility request, the SEA requests flexibility through waivers of the ten ESEA
requirements listed below and their associated regulatory, administrative, and reporting requirements
by checking each of the boxes below. The provisions below represent the general areas of flexibility
requested; a chart appended to the document titled ESE.A Flexibility Frequently Asked Questions
enumerates each specific provision of which the SEA requests a waiver, which the SEA incorporates
into its request by reference.

X 1. The requirements in ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(E)-(H) that prescribe how an SEA must
establish annual measurable objectives (AMOs) for determining adequate yeatly progress (AYP)
to ensure that all students meet or exceed the State’s proficient level of academic achievement
on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics no later than the end of the
2013-2014 school year. The SEA requests this waiver to develop new ambitious but achievable
AMOs in reading/language arts and mathematics in order to provide meaningful goals that are
used to guide support and improvement efforts for the State, LEAs, schools, and student
subgroups.

X 2. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(b) for an LEA to identify for improvement,
corrective action, or restructuring, as appropriate, a Title I school that fails, for two consecutive
years or more, to make AYP, and for a school so identified and its LEA to take certain
improvement actions. The SEA requests this waiver so that an LEA and its Title I schools need
not comply with these requirements.

X] 3. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(c) for an SEA to identify for improvement or
corrective action, as appropriate, an LEA that, for two consecutive years or more, fails to make
AYP, and for an LEA so identified and its SEA to take certain improvement actions. The SEA
requests this waiver so that it need not comply with these requirements with respect to its LEAs.

X] 4. The requirements in ESEA sections 6213(b) and 6224(e) that limit participation in, and use of
funds under the Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) and Rural and Low-Income School
(RLIS) programs based on whether an LEA has made AYP and is complying with the
requirements in ESEA section 1116. The SEA requests this waiver so that an LEA that receives
SRSA or RLIS funds may use those funds for any authorized purpose regardless of whether the
LEA makes AYP.

X 5. The requirement in ESEA section 1114(a)(1) that a school have a poverty percentage of 40
percent or more in order to operate a schoolwide program. The SEA requests this waiver so
that an LEA may implement interventions consistent with the turnaround principles or
interventions that are based on the needs of the students in the school and designed to enhance
the entire educational program in a school in any of its priority and focus schools that meet the
definitions of “priority schools” and “focus schools,” respectively, set forth in the document
titled ESEA Flexibility, as appropriate, even if those schools do not have a poverty percentage of
40 percent or more.

X] 6. The requirement in ESEA section 1003(a) for an SEA to distribute funds reserved under that
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section only to LEAs with schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring. The SEA requests this waiver so that it may allocate section 1003(a) funds to its
LEAs in order to serve any of the State’s priority and focus schools that meet the definitions of
“priority schools” and “focus schools,” respectively, set forth in the document titled ESE.A
Flexibility.

X] 7. The provision in ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) that authorizes an SEA to reserve Title I, Part
A funds to reward a Title I school that (1) significantly closed the achievement gap between
subgroups in the school; or (2) has exceeded AYP for two or more consecutive years. The SEA
requests this waiver so that it may use funds reserved under ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) for any
of the State’s reward schools that meet the definition of “reward schools” set forth in the
document titled ESEA Flexibility.

X 8. The requirements in ESEA section 2141(a), (b), and (c) for an LEA and SEA to comply with
certain requirements for improvement plans regarding highly qualified teachers. The SEA
requests this waiver to allow the SEA and its LEAs to focus on developing and implementing
more meaningful evaluation and support systems.

X 9. The limitations in ESEA section 6123 that limit the amount of funds an SEA or LEA may
transfer from certain ESEA programs to other ESEA programs. The SEA requests this waiver
so that it and its LEAs may transfer up to 100 percent of the funds it receives under the
authorized programs among those programs and into Title I, Part A.

X] 10. The requirements in ESEA section 1003(g)(4) and the definition of a Tier I school in Section
I.A.3 of the School Improvement Grants (SIG) final requirements. The SEA requests this
waiver so that it may award SIG funds to an LEA to implement one of the four SIG models in
any of the State’s priority schools that meet the definition of “priority schools” set forth in the
document titled ESEA Flexibility.

Optional Flexibilities:

If an SEA chooses to request waivers of any of the following requirements, it should check the
corresponding box(es) below:

[ ] 11. The requirements in ESEA sections 4201(b)(1)(A) and 4204(b)(2)(A) that restrict the
activities provided by a community learning center under the Twenty-First Century Community
Learning Centers (21st CCLC) program to activities provided only during non-school hours or
periods when school is not in session (i.e., before and after school or during summer recess).
The SEA requests this waiver so that 21st CCLC funds may be used to support expanded
learning time during the school day in addition to activities during non-school hours or periods
when school is not in session.

X 12. The requirements in ESEA sections 1116(a)(1)(A)-(B) and 1116(c)(1)(A) that require LEAs
and SEAs to make determinations of adequate yearly progress (AYP) for schools and LEAs,
respectively. The SEA requests this waiver because continuing to determine whether an LEA
and its schools make AYP is inconsistent with the SEA’s State-developed differentiated
recognition, accountability, and support system included in its ESEA flexibility request. The
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SEA and its LEAs must report on their report cards performance against the AMOs for all
subgroups identified in ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C)(v), and use performance against the AMOs
to support continuous improvement in Title I schools that are not reward schools, priority
schools, or focus schools.

X 13. The requirements in ESEA section 1113(a)(3)-(4) and (c)(1) that require an LEA to serve
eligible schools under Title I in rank order of poverty and to allocate Title I, Part A funds based
on that rank ordering. The SEA requests this waiver in order to permit its LEAs to serve a Title
I-eligible high school with a graduation rate below 60 percent that the SEA has identified as a
priority school even if that school does not rank sufficiently high to be served.
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ASSURANCES

By submitting this application, the SEA assures that:

X 1.1t requests waivers of the above-referenced requirements based on its agreement to meet
Principles 1 through 4 of the flexibility, as described throughout the remainder of this request.

X1 2. It will adopt English language proficiency (ELP) standards that correspond to the State’s
college- and career-ready standards, consistent with the requirement in ESEA section 3113(b)(2),
and that reflect the academic language skills necessary to access and meet the new college- and
career-ready standards, no later than the 2013-2014 school year. (Principle 1)

X 3.1t will develop and administer no later than the 2014—2015 school year alternate assessments
based on grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate assessments based on
alternate academic achievement standards for students with the most significant cognitive
disabilities that are consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(a)(2) and are aligned with the State’s
college- and career-ready standards. (Principle 1)

X 4. It will develop and administer ELP assessments aligned with the State’s ELP standards,
consistent with the requirements in ESEA sections 1111(b)(7), 3113(b)(2), and 3122(a)(3)(A)(ii).

(Principle 1)

[X] 5. Tt will report annually to the public on college-going and college credit-accumulation rates for
all students and subgroups of students in each LEA and each public high school in the State.

(Principle 1)

IX] 6. If the SEA includes student achievement on assessments in addition to reading/language arts
and mathematics in its differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system and uses
achievement on those assessments to identify priority and focus schools, it has technical
documentation, which can be made available to the Department upon request, demonstrating
that the assessments are administered statewide; include all students, including by providing
appropriate accommodations for English Learners and students with disabilities, as well as
alternate assessments based on grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate
assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards for students with the most
significant cognitive disabilities, consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(2)(2); and are valid and reliable
for use in the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system. (Principle 2)

X] 7. It will report to the public its lists of reward schools, priority schools, and focus schools at the
time the SEA is approved to implement the flexibility, and annually thereafter, it will publicly
recognize its reward schools as well as make public its lists of priority and focus schools if it
chooses to update those lists. (Principle 2)

X 8. Prior to submitting this request, it provided student growth data on their current students and
the students they taught in the previous year to, at a minimum, all teachers of reading/language
arts and mathematics in grades in which the State administers assessments in those subjects in a
manner that is timely and informs instructional programs, or it will do so no later than the
deadline required under the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund. (Principle 3)
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X 9. It will evaluate and, based on that evaluation, revise its own administrative requirements to
reduce duplication and unnecessary burden on LEAs and schools. (Principle 4)

X] 10. It has consulted with its Committee of Practitioners regarding the information set forth in its
request.

X] 11. Prior to submitting this request, it provided all LEAs with notice and a reasonable
opportunity to comment on the request and has attached a copy of that notice (Attachment 1) as
well as copies of any comments it received from LEAs (Attachment 2).

X] 12. Prior to submitting this request, it provided notice and information regarding the request to
the public in the manner in which the State customarily provides such notice and information to
the public (e.g., by publishing a notice in the newspaper; by posting information on its website)
and has attached a copy of, or link to, that notice (Attachment 3).

X 13. It will provide to the Department, in a timely manner, all required reports, data, and
evidence regarding its progress in implementing the plans contained throughout this request.

X] 14. It will report annually on its State report card, and will ensure that its LEAs annually report
on their local report cards, for the “all students” group and for each subgroup described in
ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C)(v)(1I): information on student achievement at each proficiency
level; data comparing actual achievement levels to the State’s annual measurable objectives; the
percentage of students not tested; performance on the other academic indicator for elementary
and middle schools; and graduation rates for high schools. It will also annually report, and will
ensure that its LEAs annually report, all other information and data required by ESEA section

1111(h)(1)(C) and 1111(h)(2)(B), respectively.

If the SEA selects Option A in section 3.A of its request, indicating that it has not yet
developed and adopted all the guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support
systems, it must also assure that:

X 15. It will submit to the Department for peer review and approval a copy of the guidelines that
it will adopt by the end of the 2011-2012 school year. (Principle 3)
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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 State’s 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.

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI), Wisconsin’s state education agency, actively sought input
from teachers representing various student populations on the contents of this request in a variety of
ways, including a survey that accompanied a draft of this waiver request, which was posted for a two-
week public review and comment period (see Attachment 1). In addition, a number of presentations,
briefings, and additional meetings, conversations, and written communications with a variety of
stakeholders took place (See Attachment 2, A-H). Below is a summary of the education stakeholders that
were consulted in the development of this waiver request.

Working with Wisconsin’s Unions
The state superintendent was involved in a statewide process conducted by the Wisconsin Education
Association Council (WEAC) and the American Federation of Teachers-Wisconsin (AFT-Wisconsin), the
state’s educator unions which collectively represent over 100,000 educators. Throughout fall 2011,
WEAC and AFT-Wisconsin organized eight listening sessions, called Speak Out for Wisconsin Public
Schools, to discuss the future direction of accountability in Wisconsin. The state superintendent attended
every Speak Out event held around the state. Additional input was gathered through a Facebook page:
www.facebook.com/SpeakOutWisconsin. WEAC and AFT-Wisconsin proposed recommendations
regarding Wisconsin’s accountability reform as a result of a number of emerging themes. The resulting
recommendations, The ABCs of School Accountability, informed this request for flexibility. The
recommendations can be found in Appendix 1 and are summarized here:
¢ Wisconsin should create a holistic system of school accountability.
¢ Wisconsin should develop specific criteria for assessing non-tested subject areas.
¢ Wisconsin should assess key indicators of school quality, including class size, the quality and
availability of staff professional development programs, the availability of vital student support
services, and school climate.
e Wisconsin should link educator evaluation systems to professional development programs that
promote teaching effectiveness.
¢ Wisconsin should provide parents with access to meaningful information regarding the strengths
and weaknesses of their schools.

The recommendations mirror many of the elements outlined in this proposal.

To follow-up and follow-through on the findings of these listening sessions, DPI continued to reach out to
WEAC and AFT-Wisconsin through meetings and other communications to gather their perspectives on
the plans found in this request. Their feedback confirmed that this waiver request is necessary, and that
teachers support Wisconsin’s direction and the plans found in this request. In addition, WEAC’s president
testified at a joint legislative hearing in support of DPI’s proposal on February 2, 2012 (Attachment 2F).
As a result of these meetings, DPI proposes to change state statute to reflect more rigorous graduation
requirements that also honor the importance of electives. Additionally, as part of the ongoing evaluation
of the proposed Accountability Index, DPI intends to complete impact analyses that look carefully for
potential negative unintended consequences such as narrowing of curriculum. Advances in data and
reporting systems will also enable DPI to produce report cards that provide a fuller representation of the
rich and varied educational programs offered in schools.
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School Administrator’s Alliance

Consultations with the School Administrator’s Alliance—which includes the state organizations
representing principals, superintendents, administrators of special services, and school business
officials—resulted in refinement to the accountability labels resulting from the accountability index
(discussed in Principle 2). Offering the ACT Suite statewide is a key priority for the Association of
Wisconsin School Administrators, and DPI is requesting funds in the 2013-15 biennial budget to make
EXPLORE, PLAN, ACT, and WorkKeys available across the state.

Educators of Special Populations

Educator engagement also focused on the needs of students with disabilities. DPI heard from leading
advocates in the state, including the Quality Education Coalition (QEC), a coalition of educators, parents,
and advocates working to improve the quality of special education in Wisconsin, with whom DPI met two
times. DPI also received specific feedback from Disability Rights Wisconsin and the Wisconsin Board for
People with Developmental Disabilities. Wisconsin’s Disability Policy Partnership provided input to the
state superintendent and other members of the School and District Accountability Design Team early on
in conversations about Wisconsin’s new school accountability system. The Wisconsin Disability Policy
Partnership includes three of the state’s leading disability agencies: the Wisconsin Board for People with
Developmental Disabilities, Disability Rights Wisconsin, and the University Center for Excellence in
Developmental Disabilities. Further, the Survival Coalition of Wisconsin Disability Organizations
submitted specific comments in response to the public waiver draft. QEC also provided a letter, this one
prior to release of the public draft. Overlap in membership of these organizations allowed for an ongoing
conversation and DPI looks forward to continued partnership with groups advocating for individuals with
disabilities.

The Wisconsin Council of Administrators of Special Services (WCASS) also provided valuable input on
the contents of this request. WCASS is chiefly concerned with the educational experience of students
with disabilities, English language learners, and students in poverty. As a member of the School and
District Accountability Design Team, WCASS provided input on the design of Wisconsin’s new school
accountability system. WCASS provided their support for this request, along with their concerns in writing
(Attachment 2B).

Meetings with representatives from the organizations above included briefings on the waiver and invited
feedback on issues related to cell size, transitions to new assessments, incorporation of subgroups in the
accountability index, and the importance of Universal Design for Learning principles, among other issues.
The change in minimum group size used for accountability calculations from 40 to 20 is a direct result of
input from the organizations listed above. Further, DPI paid particular attention to Universal Design for
Learning and the importance of addressing specific needs of students with disabilities in developing
transition plans for new standards and new assessments in the narrative of this application.

Educators of English Language Learners

English language learners (ELLs) represent 5.7 percent of Wisconsin’s student population. DPI staff
specifically notified a number of stakeholders including district Title 11l coordinators, bilingual-bicultural
coordinators, a regional ELL network, and a variety of district and school-based educators of the public
comment period and requested their input via the waiver survey that accompanied the draft. Additionally,
the survey accompanying the waiver draft for public review included multiple specific questions about
how DPI can ensure the plans proposed in this application better meet the needs of English language
learners and educators of English language learners.

Educators at Milwaukee Public Schools

DPI staff engaged a number of administrators in Milwaukee Public Schools (MPS), Wisconsin’s largest
district. DPI staff held teleconferences and briefings with a number of MPS staff, including administrators,
researchers, their business manager, and director of school improvement on the contents of the proposal.
Additionally, the Title | coordinator from MPS participated in the webinar that DPI held for the Committee
of Practitioners.
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DPI received a letter from MPS that highlights multiple components of the draft waiver that the district
supports, including increasing proficiency expectations; considering both achievement growth and
proficiency; emphasizing the importance to closing achievement gaps and basing achievement gap
analysis on the highest performing subgroup rather than defaulting to the performance of white students;
provision of opportunities for extended learning days for students in low-performing schools; and
establishment of statewide student information and reporting systems. The letter also requested clarity on
a few points, which DPI has addressed: that plans for an early warning data system are underway, but
have a long-term timeline; providing clarity within the application narrative about when and which
subgroups are factored into the accountability index; and clarifying for MPS the role of DPI in directing
reform at a district level. The letter may be found in Attachment 2G.

DPI staff specifically consulted with Milwaukee educators on the issue of supplemental educational
services (SES) because MPS has been required to offer SES since 2003. MPS was very supportive of
the state’s proposal to waive the SES requirement (as outlined in Principle 2).

DPI briefed almost 200 private schools that participate in the Title | equitable participation process or the
Milwaukee Parental Choice Program. DPI also briefed over 20 suburban Milwaukee-area school districts
at the Southeastern Wisconsin Schools Alliance meeting.

Committee of Practitioners

The Title | Committee of Practitioners (COP) represents a broad range of education stakeholders from
across the state, including teachers, administrators, pupil services staff, parents, and school board
members. The COP provides recommendations to DPI around important Title | issues including
legislation, funding, and programming. The COP meets on a regular basis and members were specifically
consulted with regard to the need for this flexibility request, as well as the contents of Wisconsin’s
request. They confirmed that the changes outlined here are needed and will greatly improve Wisconsin'’s
accountability system.

Staff from DPI's Title | and School Support team held two webinars for the COP during the public
comment period, and there was broad geographic representation from participating district and regional
staff. The purpose of these webinars was to ensure these practitioners have a comprehensive
understanding of the waiver, and to offer an opportunity for questions and feedback to inform the final
waiver request.

Title | Network

In collaboration with 12 regional cooperative education service agencies (CESAs), the Title | Network
provides technical assistance and ongoing professional development to all Title | schools across the
state. With financial support from DPI, each CESA has a designated staff person who coordinates and
provides expertise around Title | programs. The Title | Network meets with a DPI liaison on a quarterly
basis. The Title | Network was updated and consulted at these regularly scheduled meetings on the
waiver request. Additionally, the Title | and School Support team provided two webinars during the public
comment to ensure a comprehensive understanding of the waiver.

Public Review

Prior to submission of this request, DPI posted the flexibility draft for a two-week public comment period
and directly invited a plethora of organizations to provide input. These organizations represent
Wisconsin’s teachers, principals, superintendents, practitioners focused on serving the neediest students,
English language learners, as well as charter schools and private schools. There were more than 700
respondents to the survey that accompanied the waiver draft. Of those responding to the waiver survey,
80 percent were educators:

e 50 percent teachers
e 16 percent administrators
¢ 14 percent other school/district personnel
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The results of the survey showed 75 percent of respondents were in favor of DPI submitting a waiver
request. In a number of areas, DPI received very favorable feedback on the contents of the request and
the new direction of accountability for the state, demonstrating that the request is in sync with Wisconsin’s
educators.

Recurring themes in survey responses, whether addressed in this waiver application or not, have been
noted by DPI and will inform ongoing work of the agency. Some of these themes include:

e The importance of more and even better professional development, especially targeted for
instruction of students with disabilities and English language learners, i.e., differentiating instruction

¢ Time should be allocated for teacher collaboration

Linking individualized education plans with college- and career-readiness planning to personalized

learning

The value of using technology to engage students

Including advanced students in planning as well as lower-performing students

The importance of Universal Design for Learning and how this relates to specific accommodations

Proposed use of portfolio assessments

Need for more bilingual programs

Increasing graduation requirements is important; consider including requirements for fine arts and

foreign language credits; financial literacy should be a graduation requirement

Linking graduation requirements to experiences outside the classroom (i.e., internships, work-

study, and service learning)

More vocational training is important

Parent participation is a key indicator in school and student success

There should be flexibility to have longer school years or days

Life skills are important in addition to academic skills

Consider requirements for pre-service teachers to have coursework in instruction of students with

disabilities and English language learners, and coursework in Universal Design for Learning

As a result of this engagement, and that highlighted in the next section, DPI is confident that the contents
of this request align to the priorities of Wisconsin’s teachers.

DPI will stay engaged with educators and key stakeholder groups beyond the public comment period, and
will continue to do so as the single statewide accountability system evolves. DPI has established a
communications plan that includes a variety of outreach and mediums, and is scheduled to present at a
number of educator conferences in the coming months to review the contents of this request. Continued
engagement with these practitioners is critical to the successful implementation of the system and will,
therefore, remain a priority for the state.

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.

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI), Wisconsin’s state education agency, sought input from
stakeholders from all areas of education in production of this Request for ESEA Flexibility. Input,
questions, and comments were collected in a variety of formats, including meetings over the last year
with the Educator Effectiveness and the School and District Accountability Design Teams;
recommendations from the Read to Lead Task Force, which also met in 2011; a survey that
accompanied a draft of this waiver request, which was posted for a two-week public review and comment
period; a number of presentations, briefings and additional meetings, conversations, and written
communications with myriad stakeholders.
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School and District Accountability Design Team

The work of the School and District Accountability Design Team (Accountability Design Team) greatly
informed this request, particularly the proposals contained in Principle 2. A draft report of their
recommendations is included in Appendix 2. While the report is not final, it was the origin of many of the
proposals in this request, including the selection of four sub-scale areas, the use of an accountability
index, the intervention and support processes, and the reporting of accountability performance. DPI
solicited specific feedback on a number of issues with the Accountability Design Team, including

what it means to be college- and career-ready in today’s world;

developing a definition of college- and career-readiness to guide the work;

how to meaningfully report student performance (attainment and growth);

how to meaningfully report on school and district performance;

how to engage the public in school improvement efforts;

the design of new report cards including specific engagement over the contents of the school and

district report cards;

o what the appropriate interventions would be for schools identified along the performance
continuum;

¢ how interventions might differ based on school type (public, charter, choice); and

¢ how to move forward in building, piloting, evaluating, and sustaining the accountability system.

The members of the Accountability Design Team included key stakeholders from the business
community, parent organizations, philanthropic representatives, elected officials, student advocacy
groups, and education leaders, including tribal leaders. The Accountability Design Team was chaired by
State Superintendent Evers, Governor Walker, and the chairs of the legislature’s education committees,
Senator Olsen and Representative Kestell.

Collaborative Council

Outreach continued with multiple presentations to the State Superintendent’s Collaborative Council,
which includes representatives from school boards, school administrators, district administrators, the
Wisconsin Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, regional cooperative educational
service agencies (CESAs), the Commissioner of the CESA Statewide Network, institutes of higher
education, and aforementioned educator unions, WEAC and AFT-Wisconsin. A recommendation
resulting from this briefing was to develop a broad communication plan to educate stakeholders, parents,
and the community at large. DPI is currently developing this plan that will involve multiple resources and
talking points in order to provide ongoing awareness of the waiver.

Legislators

Deep, sustained engagement around accountability reform occurred with key legislators for over a year.
As described in Principle 3, the Educator Effectiveness Design Team included staff from the governor’'s
office. The Coordinating Committee, which is currently serving as an advisory body to the implementation
process for educator effectiveness, includes staff from the Office of the Governor, the chair of the Senate
Education Committee, the chair of the Assembly Education Committee, and two additional legislators.
Design work on Wisconsin’s educator effectiveness system began over a year ago.

Building on the collaboration around educator effectiveness, the state superintendent and the governor
convened the Accountability Design Team, which they chaired along with the chair of the Senate
Education Committee and the chair of the Assembly Education Committee. The work of these two design
teams serve as the foundation of this request, particularly in terms of the details described in Principles 2
and 3.

In addition, the legislature held an informational hearing on this waiver request on February 2, 2012.
Testimony provided at this hearing is included in Attachment 2F.
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Parents

The State Superintendent’s Parent Advisory Committee was specifically notified of the two-week public
comment period. As part of a regularly scheduled meeting, the State Superintendent’s Parent Advisory
Committee received a briefing on the waiver, and committee members were highly encouraged to
provide input via the waiver survey. This group will be briefed on DPI's submission and involved in
ongoing conversations, particularly around efforts to increase parent involvement and building parent-
friendly accountability reports.

In addition, the Wisconsin Parent Teacher Association was represented on the Accountability Design
Team, which provided much of the foundation of the state accountability system. DPI will be presenting at
the PTA Convention this spring, as engagement with parent representatives is an ongoing priority for
DPI.

Public Review

Prior to submission of this request, DPI posted the flexibility draft for a two-week public comment period.
DPIl issued a press release http://dpi.wi.gov/eis/pdf/dpinr2012 15.pdf (Attachment 3) and conducted a
broad outreach effort to notify stakeholders of the posting and opportunity to provide feedback via the
survey. The outreach included distribution of a Waiver Overview document which served as a user-
friendly summary of some of the key proposals in DPI's draft application (Attachment 3A). A list of
organizations contacted, while not exhaustive, is included in Attachment 3H, and collectively represents
thousands of stakeholders:

teachers

administrators

district and CESA staff
advocacy organizations
parents

charter schools

private schools

institutes of higher education
legislators

media

During the public comment period, DPI publicized the Request for ESEA Flexibility, and the opportunity
for public input via the DPI homepage. In addition, the state superintendent issued an editorial
(http://dpi.wi.gov/eis/pdf/dpinr2012 22.pdf (Attachment 2), and led his weekly electronic briefing,
ConnectEd, (Attachment 3E) with this story.

More than 700 stakeholders responded to the survey. The survey requested feedback on each of the
principles contained in the waiver, and specifically asked what strategies, supports, and resources could
be provided to better address the needs of English language learners (ELLs) and students with
disabilities (SwD) in Wisconsin. Suggestions centered on inclusion of instruction explicitly for ELLs and
SwDs in both teacher training and professional development for all educators, regardless of grade level
or content area. A copy of the survey is included. (Attachment 3D)

Another recurring theme in the survey results was for smaller class size and small group instruction to
target student needs more effectively and to personalize instruction as much as possible. In addition, it
was clear the process of personalizing learning, and planning for student learning goals must include
more than the classroom teacher. Parents and students must be primarily involved, along with teachers
and library media specialists, and to whatever extent possible, business, industry, and community
leaders who also have an investment in the successful education of students should be involved in
personalizing learning, and creating a dynamic, engaging school experience directly tied to career and
college expectations. This important input is being taken into consideration as ongoing planning occurs
for refinement of the accountability system; supports, interventions, and rewards; and development of
resources and training for educators and educational leaders related to implementation of new, college-
and career-ready standards and assessments.
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Since posting the draft request, the state superintendent received a number of emails from parents,
educators, and concerned citizens. The great majority of these letters (near 90 percent) registered
support for Wisconsin’s plan to include all schools—pubilic, charter, and schools in parental choice
programs (vouchers)—in the state accountability system.

Peer Review

This request benefitted from the peer review processes sponsored by the Council of Chief State School
Officers (CCSSO). DPI staff attended the fall “pre-peer review” meeting in Chicago in November 2011
and the winter pre-peer review in Dallas in January 2012. These meetings provided structured feedback
to DPI staff on elements of their requests that were on track (i.e., development of a system that will
continue to evolve over time), and elements that were in need of clarification (i.e., the use of red flags to
accompany the accountability index) or reconsideration (i.e., the growth goals established in the public
review draft. These sessions included a summary analysis of ESEA Flexibility and an independent review
of the U.S. Department of Education’s (USED) letters to states in Round 1 and the accompanying peer
review notes and negotiations, which revealed several themes relevant to Round 2 states as they
finalized flexibility requests. The CCSSO meetings were designed to assist states in identifying
communication strategies and target audiences related to stakeholder engagement. Each state intending
to apply for ESEA Flexibility could attend, and each state had the opportunity to meet individually with a
group of educational experts to review strengths and weaknesses of the initial proposal, and make
recommendations to prepare for submission.

Additional peer review included outreach to other states, and participation in a number of flexibility
webinars sponsored by CCSSO and USED.

Throughout the development of this request, DPI consulted with a number of internal teams and each of
the Assistant State Superintendents overseeing the five divisions in the agency. The request benefitted

from this internal consultation in drawing connections across the reform areas and highlighting areas of

success from which to build as DPI moves forward.

Results of Consultation

The major design phases of both the new school accountability system and educator effectiveness
system were informed from the ground-up by stakeholder input. The entire system presented in this
waiver request represents a collaborative effort, the result of hundreds of hours of meetings and
briefings, email communications, and compromises. DPI continues to refine the initiatives described in
this Request for ESEA Flexibility in response to declared need from districts, feedback from other
stakeholders, technical expertise, and evaluation from experts.

This important work is complicated and it benefits greatly from the cooperation of so many diverse
stakeholders across the state and around the country. The outline of these systems and the direction this
waiver opportunity is taking Wisconsin has been affirmed many times over by stakeholders. The number
of refinements to this ESEA Flexibility Request based on DPI's extensive consultation effort is too many
to delineate in full, but there are several key ways in which DPI modified this proposal as a direct result of
input or feedback:

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

¢ In order that more students are recognized and included in this accountability system, and to avoid
the masking of small subgroup performance, DPI will change the cell size used for accountability
calculations from 40 to 20. This was a priority for the disability advocacy groups in Wisconsin.

¢ A combined subgroup will be used when the binary subgroups (ELL, SwD, economically
disadvantaged) do not meet cell size, in recognition of the need to closely monitor the performance
of these traditionally high-needs student groups.
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¢ DPI will continue to incorporate Universal Design for Learning principles into planning and
development of resources for standards implementation, assessments, and instructional practices.

o DPI will raise cut scores on current assessments to reflect higher expectations for students during
the two-year transition between current and next generation assessment systems.

¢ DPI confirmed support for the plans to waive SES in lieu of other extended learning opportunities
as well as having significant parental input as part of these plans.

¢ In serving Focus Schools, DPI will be significantly increasing the capacity of Wisconsin’s Rl
Center to ensure a high quality, multi system of support, including additional interventions/supports
for students with disabilities and English language learners.

DPI will remain engaged with educators and key stakeholder groups beyond the public comment period,
and will continue to do so as the statewide accountability system evolves. DPI has established a
communications plan that includes a variety of outreach and mediums, and DPI is scheduled to present
at a number of educator conferences in the coming months to review the contents of this request.
Continued engagement with these practitioners is critical to the successful implementation of the system
and, therefore, will remain a priority for the state.

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.

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

OVERVIEW OF SEA’S REQUEST FOR THE ESEA FLEXIBILITY

Provide an overview (about 500 words) of the SEA’s request for the flexibility that:

1. explains the SEA’s comprehensive approach to implement the waivers and principles and
describes the SEA’s 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 SEA’s and
its LEAS’ ability to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student
achievement.

Theory of Action

An education system will only impact every student’s future when it guarantees equal, yet individualized
opportunities for all students. Driven by this knowledge, the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) will
differentiate and personalize Wisconsin’s education system to transform teaching and learning across
the state. Differentiation and personalization—for both student and teacher—mark the difference
between successfully educating some and successfully educating all students.
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Accordingly, DPIl has committed to a robust, sensitive, and impactful statewide accountability system, as
demonstrated in the state’s plans across the four Principles of this request.

Principle 1: Transition to College- and Career-Ready Expectations for All Students

¢ A detailed, high-quality plan for implementation of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS)
that includes

¢ Foundational Guiding Principles for Teaching and Learning;

¢ Partnerships with educational leaders, regional service agencies, and institutions of higher
education;

e Formation of an innovative Center for Standards, Instruction, and Assessment to develop

rigorous, online instructional resources for the CCSS and assessment systems;

Universal Design for Learning Principles;

Alignment with Wisconsin’s Model Early Learning Standards (WMELS);

Development of essential elements of the CCSS;

Lessons learned from a productive partnership with the Wisconsin Response to Intervention

Center, which provides excellent methods for differentiation and personalization.

e Wisconsin is transitioning to next generation assessment systems through three assessment
consortia.

e SMARTER Balanced — developing an accessible, balanced assessment system with precision
and adaptive differentiation at the heart of the assessment; implementation in spring 2015;

e Dynamic Learning Maps — developing essential elements of the CCSS and an alternate
assessment system; implementation in spring 2015;

e ASSETS Consortium — developing new English Language Proficiency standards rooted in CCSS
expectations and an English language proficiency assessment; implementation in 2015-16.

¢ Recognizing that the early years provide the foundation for later school success, Wisconsin is
working through the Governor’s Early Childhood Advisory Council (ECAC) to align screening and
assessment structures and professional development practices for children from birth to third
grade.

¢ Additional changes in college- and career-ready expectations

o DPI will request funding for EXPLORE, PLAN, ACT, and WorkKeys to provide statewide
implementation, in recognition that these assessments provide important information regarding a
student’s trajectory toward college and career readiness, and allows flexibility in the trajectory by
honoring different pathways to college or career.

o DPI will change WKCE cut scores to reflect the more rigorous NAEP proficiency scale.

o DPI proposes changes to state graduation requirements to reflect an increased focus in STEM
fields, in recognition of their importance for 21 century learning.

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

e Wisconsin will differentiate how schools are characterized by accountability measures,
expectations, and interventions that result from accountability determinations; an approach that is
an extension of the belief in the power of differentiation and personalization.

¢ Wisconsin built an accountability index system using priority areas defined by stakeholders that
factor in multiple measures, including attainment and growth, to place schools on a differentiated
performance continuum while emphasizing the importance of continuous improvement for all
students.

e Rewards, interventions, and supports will begin with diagnostic reviews to individualize
appropriate next steps using the most effective and efficient school improvement actions.

Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership

¢ Wisconsin’s Educator Effectiveness Framework includes formative and summative elements and
is intended to link each educator’s professional development to their individual strengths and
weaknesses identified in the evaluation system.

e This Educator Effectiveness Framework applies to teachers in all content areas and all principals.
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The work outlined here is shaping DPI's strategic plan to make Every Child a Graduate, and ensure
- every student in Wisconsin graduates ready for college and career.

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
X] The State has adopted college- and career-

Option B
[] The State has adopted college- and careet-

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.

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.
1. Attach evidence that the State has
adopted the standards, consistent with the i. Attach evidence that the State has
State’s standards adoption process. adopted the standards, consistent with
(Attachment 4) the State’s 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. (Attachment 5)

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

Provide the SEA’s 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.

Wisconsin’s approach to Principle 1: Transition to College- and Career-Ready Standards, builds upon
DPI’s strong foundation of Common Core State Standards (CCSS) implementation plans, processes,
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infrastructures, and partnerships, while also building up from that foundation in innovative ways that will
produce and make available high-quality instructional resources for teachers and other instructional
leaders. It also recognizes the need to continually work to align standards, screening and assessment
practices, and professional development for all students, including children in pre-kindergarten through
high school, and including students of all backgrounds, skills, and interests. Work in the College- and
Career-Ready Standards arena is both far-reaching and long-term. It includes new standards, new
assessments, and it looks to the higher expectations (college- and career-ready) inherent in these
standards and assessments to develop a rigorous transition plan that reaches beyond CCSS
implementation.

Proactive Steps Taken Prior to CCSS Adoption

In the year prior to the release of the CCSS (2009), Wisconsin was deep into state-level revision of
English language arts and mathematics standards. The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) was
working with state-level leadership teams made up of expert educators from the two disciplines to
revise Wisconsin’s academic standards with assistance from Achieve and the Partnership for 21%
Century Skills. When CCSS discussions began midway through this project, what had initially seemed
like bad timing turned into the first of a series of proactive steps DPI was able to take to prepare
Wisconsin for the CCSS. Given the teams’ previous charge, the statewide English language arts and
mathematics teams were able to quickly shift gears from standards writing to CCSS standards
reviewing, doing so with a clear perspective of what Wisconsin was looking for in new standards. The
teams also turned their attention to considering the implementation of new standards, and began to
locate the partnerships needed to best ready the field for the monumental task of shifting to the CCSS.

Throughout the winter and spring of 2010, DPI hosted a series of statewide meetings for education
stakeholders, including representatives from regional service providers, cooperative educational
service agencies (CESAs); the state’s largest teachers’ union; the superintendents’ and principals’
associations; parent groups; and content area (mathematics, English and reading) professional
associations. The goal of these meetings was to craft common messages and approaches to the
adoption and implementation of the CCSS and to uncover the best ways to leverage the state’s
resources for success. The outcome of these early meetings was a jointly crafted plan for
implementation that was co-developed and shared statewide prior to the release of the standards
(Attachment 6). This plan charted a path that prepared the field for standards implementation as well
as the new Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) system. Phases of the CCSS
implementation plan focused on understanding, curriculum, instruction, and assessment, and provided
a consistent systems change approach. Given these proactive steps taken prior to the CCSS release,
Wisconsin was well poised to be the first state to officially adopt the CCSS upon their June 2, 2010,
release.

Investigation Year (2010-11)

After adopting the standards, DPI worked closely with several groups, including CESAs, the statewide
English language arts and mathematics leadership teams, and a newly formed DPI CCSS
implementation workgroup, to address the “Investigation” year of the CCSS implementation plan. With
assistance and feedback from DPI, the CESA School Improvement Services (CESA-SIS) statewide
group (representing all 12 CESAs) created two important statewide professional learning opportunities
for the K-16 field. The first, called “Foundations,” provided a consistent one-day overview of the CCSS.
Educators were encouraged to come in teams, and left with a local plan and resources for creating
foundational awareness of the standards, and for ongoing professional learning. The second series,
called “Investigations,” was a deeper look at individual grade level standards in both mathematics and
English language arts. Additional statewide implementation activities included learning opportunities
available in every CESA,; the learning was team-based and ongoing. Over the course of one year,
more than 70 percent of Wisconsin’s 424 districts participated in one of these series.

While CESAs were taking the lead with foundational professional learning for the field, DPI's statewide
English language arts and mathematics leadership teams (comprised of K-16 educators, instructional
leaders, and DPI staff) worked to draft discipline-specific guidance for implementation of the CCSS.
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This work was important for Phase 2 work around curriculum and instruction
(http://www.dpi.wi.gov/cal/pdf/ela-stds.pdf). Educators from districts and higher education worked
together with assistance from DPI's regional comprehensive center, Great Lakes West, to create
Wisconsin-specific guidance documents for each discipline that addressed the question, “What does
effective English language arts/mathematics teaching and learning look like in Wisconsin?” During this
content creation, English language arts and mathematics leaders echoed DPI's forward-looking
approach to the CCSS implementation process; the intent was not to connect the Common Core back
to Wisconsin’s Model Academic Standards (which are not grade-level standards) by conducting an
alignment, but rather to identify the significant changes between the two sets of standards. This
approach represented an intention to provide context for the major shift necessary in implementing the
CCSS. These teams also met to discuss teaching and learning in each discipline.

Guiding Principles for Teaching and Learning

During one meeting, the group realized that many of DPI’s core beliefs about teaching and learning
transcend English or mathematics; they are simply good practices for all classrooms. As a result, the
teams continued to meet across disciplines to create the beginnings of a new resource called
“Wisconsin’s Guiding Principles for Teaching and Learning,” six statements that help make clear the
core beliefs intrinsic to high-quality teaching and learning. (Appendix 3 and
http://dpi.wi.gov/standards/quiding-principles.html). The Guiding Principles are:

Every student has the right to learn.

Instruction must be rigorous and relevant.

Purposeful assessment drives instruction and affects learning.
Learning is a collaborative responsibility.

Students bring strengths and experiences to learning.
Responsive environments engage learners.

These guiding principles drive the work of DPI, particularly Principle 1: Every Student has the Right to
Learn, and specifically guides work on the Common Core Essential Elements, part of DPI's
participation in the Dynamic Learning Maps Consortium. It also includes DPI's work to align the CCSS
with English language proficiency standards, discussed below. The Common Core Essential
Elements—which will serve as the new alternate achievement standards—will be the foundation of
instruction and assessment for students with significant cognitive disabilities, comprising approximately
one percent of the total student population, and DPI is playing a key role in the development of those
elements. Throughout the 2011-12 school year, DPI will partner with Wisconsin’s regional service
agencies, special education leaders, institutions of higher education, and general education leaders to
develop an implementation timeline and plan for the Common Core Essential Elements (CCEE). A
cadre of these representatives guided development of this plan between February and June of 2011.
This implementation timeline aligns with that for the alternate assessment, which is slated for initial
implementation in the 2014-15 school year.

Framing CCSS and Essential Elements of the CCSS implementation within a full vision for improving
education, and linking the effort to other key initiatives as part of a system of high-quality educational
practices, is a major focus for DPI. As such, DPI has continued to work with a large internal CCSS
implementation workgroup to further develop and connect major initiatives, and to create consistent
language, materials, and presentations detailing the connections between standards, instruction, and
assessment, and other key initiatives, including Response to Intervention. Notably, DPI has worked to
ensure alignment of CCSS resources with early childhood standards, extended grade-band standards,
and college- and career-readiness expectations defined by institutions for higher education. As a result
of this work, DPI was selected to participate as one of the State Leadership Teams for the College
Readiness Partnership with the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), the American
Association of State Colleges and Universities, and State Higher Education Executive Officers to
promote broad implementation of CCSS in mathematics and English language arts, with a focus on
those issues at the intersection of K-12 and higher education systems.
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Furthering Wisconsin’s focus in making the CCSS accessible for all students, Wisconsin’s role as the
lead state for the World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) Consortium, recently
funded to build the next generation of English language proficiency (ELP) assessments, includes
development of ELP standards that directly correspond to the Common Core. Development of these
new standards will be a wide-reaching process that engages member states, the WIDA Consortium
housed at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, regional educational labs, and other institutions of
higher education.

These new, college- and career-ready English language proficiency standards and assessments
represent higher linguistic expectations for Wisconsin’s over 49,000 English language learners.
Together, the ELP standards and assessments will work to ensure this population is better prepared to
access the content of the CCSS. All of this aligns with Wisconsin’s focus on ensuring greater college
and career readiness for English language learners.

Literacy for All

One additional decision made by Wisconsin’s CCSS Implementation team that appears to set
Wisconsin apart from other states is DPI's approach to the CCSS for literacy in science, social studies,
history, and the technical subjects. Quite simply, Wisconsin’s CCSS Implementation workgroup
determined that all educators must see themselves as part of the CCSS literacy work. This decision
compelled DPI to convene a new statewide leadership team for Literacy in All Subjects, or Disciplinary
Literacy, in January of 2011. The Disciplinary Literacy team, made up of educators from career and
technical education, the arts, health studies, and the four core content areas, was charged with
broadening the scope of the grades 6-12 CCSS literacy standards to include all content areas and all
grade levels. The resulting materials parallel DPI's English language arts and mathematics guidance
documents and send a strong message about the need for every content area educator to identify the
meaningful expressive and receptive skills students must learn in order to access deeper and richer
content knowledge in that discipline (http://www.dpi.wi.gov/cal/pdf/las.pdf).

Currently, subgroups of educators from each content area are creating literacy-related Google sites
(http://dpi.wi.gov/standards/disciplinaryliteracy.html) for educators in their specific content area. This
“by us, for us” approach sets up Disciplinary Literacy as an initiative with more differentiation than
other, more generic literacy initiatives, and addresses the challenge for creating ownership for the
CCSS literacy standards. At this point, Wisconsin’s career and technical educators are some of the
most energetic proponents of this connected work.

This approach to disciplinary literacy recognizes that intentional consideration of both the discipline and
the reading and writing skills needed to demonstrate learning in that discipline will, in fact, improve
students’ access to content. This prioritization of content-specific knowledge and communication
skills—beyond reading and mathematics skills—enhances students’ readiness for college and career.
In forcing a deeper connection to the content and focusing on thinking, reasoning, speaking, listening,
reading and writing like an expert in any content area, students will be better prepared to succeed in
work and higher education.

A focus on literacy—in early grades especially—received particular attention through the development
and recommendations of the Read to Lead Task Force, convened for the first time in March 2011 by
the governor and state superintendent. The Read to Lead Task Force was charged with reviewing the
state of reading skills in Wisconsin and developing recommendations and a plan for improvement
(http://165.189.60.210/Documents/Read.pdf). The Read to Lead Task Force released its report in
January 2012.

The Read to Lead Task Force recommendations include:

e Early literacy screening for all four- and five-year old kindergartners;

¢ Improvements in teacher preparation programs around early learning, including a new, more
rigorous, reading exam (i.e., and updated Praxis) for reading educators;

e Aggressive professional development opportunities to enhance skills of current reading
educators, including a professional development portal and an annual reading conference; and
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e Creation of public-private partnerships to engage Wisconsin philanthropies and businesses
around the goal of ensuring every child can read by the end of the third grade.

While the Read to Lead Task Force concentrated its efforts primarily on reading in early grades, this
work, combined with DPI's broader efforts to increase literacy across all content areas and all grades,
demonstrates keen attention to the importance of reading skills for future education and career
success. The accountability system proposed in Principle 2.B reflects this prioritization.

Moving Forward

As Wisconsin moves into Phases 2 and 3 of the CCSS Implementation Plan, DPI has new strategies to
leverage existing resources in ways that connect initiatives for student learning. Most notably, DPI is
leveraging systems and structures successfully built over the past two years through the collaborative
creation of a statewide center for Response to Intervention (Rtl). The Wisconsin Rtl Center is a DPI-
CESA partnership that creates a statewide structure for equitable, high-quality content creation and
professional learning around Wisconsin’s vision for Rtl (http://dpi.wi.gov/rti/index.html), a vision that
includes all students. Wisconsin’s model for Rtl includes high-performing students needing additional
challenge, as well as low-performing students needing additional support.

The Wisconsin Rtl Center employs several statewide experts, ten regional coaches that work with
school districts, a statewide data coordinator, and a statewide coaching coordinator. The Wisconsin Rl
Center is built on a professional learning community model. The Center currently has 24 endorsed
trainers with 24 additional trainers being trained in the 2011-12 school year. The Wisconsin Rtl Center
has also created an online School-Wide Implementation Review tool that encourages ongoing data
evaluation and continuous review for schools.

A Center for Standards, Instruction, and Assessment

The model provided by the Wisconsin Rtl Center for development and dissemination of high-quality,
standardized materials across Wisconsin has guided DPI’s planning around the best process and
organizational structure for meeting emerging needs of districts, namely, the need for instructional
resources directly related to the CCSS. Building upon this model, DPI will create a Standards,
Instruction, and Assessment (SIA) Center. The SIA Center will centralize mathematics and English
language arts content and professional learning experts focused on the development of high-quality,
standardized CCSS resources and training plans that will be easily accessed at low- to no-cost across
the state. The SIA Center will serve as a hub of CCSS content experts to serve the whole state on a
regional basis.

The Center will also serve as a coordination point to assure that Wisconsin Model Early Learning
Standards, early childhood screening and assessment, and early childhood instructional practices align
with the structure beginning at 3" grade.

Design and plans for the SIA Center reflect these priorities:

standardization of materials and fidelity of implementation

low- to no-cost resources

increased access to content expertise across the state

centralized leadership connected to DPI

agility, speed, and responsiveness to needs across the state and DPI’s direction
partnerships with institutions of higher education

DPI’s planning for the SIA Center is underway, in conversation with institutions of higher education and
Wisconsin’s CESA Statewide Network. The goal in building plans for the SIA Center is to focus on
identifying the best organizational structure—one that brings together institutions of higher education,
CESAs, and other content and instructional experts—that provides CCSS and assessment-related
resources; a structure that, with sufficient DPI oversight, is empowered to address needs related to
high-quality instructional practices by quickly developing excellent online resources, training plans, and
virtual modules.

22 Updated February 10, 2012


http://dpi.wi.gov/rti/index.html�

ESEA FLEXIBILITY — REQUEST U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

With the goal of raising the bar and resulting outcomes for all students, the SIA Center will create
resources for classroom educators, principals, and other educational stakeholders with a focus on
improving instructional practices. For example, resources for classroom educators will focus on how
they can improve their practices; resources for principals will focus on how they can best support their
classroom educators’ improvement. The SIA Center’s focus on improving instruction situates it well to
provide resources that are focused on helping principals and other administrators serve as strong,
instructional leaders in their schools.

Ultimately, the SIA Center aims to produce resources that result in improved instructional practices that
embed

¢ a deep understanding of the CCSS and CCEE
e consistent, appropriate attention to data to inform decisions
e assessment practices that improve learning and inform instruction

The initial scope of work for the SIA Center will focus on two things:

1. Establishing a governance structure and relationships with stakeholders across the state
2. Building in-depth K-12 CCSS and CCEE content knowledge in disciplinary literacy, English
language arts, and mathematics
a. in general education
b. for special education
c. for English language learners

These foci require
= development of resources that provide representative samples of high-quality instruction that
includes purposeful, embedded assessment, based in the CCSS and CCEE
= online instrument, a bank of resources
o make resources available across the state
o forum for educators
» Instrument to gauge classroom-level implementation. This would be one of the first resources
the SIA Center would provide.

Further detail regarding scope of work, staffing, and timeline is available in Appendix 4, 4a, and 4b.

The SIA Center’s agility to respond to needs of districts and direction from DPI, combined with its
process of including educators in the design and development of high-quality resources and provision
of those resources through easy-to-use technology platforms, will result in access to instructional
materials grounded in the CCSS and CCEE for educators across Wisconsin.

As the primary source of statewide instructional materials aligned to Wisconsin’s college- and career-
aligned standards, DPI will ensure the SIA Center’s work is grounded in the Guiding Principles for
Teaching and Learning. As such, materials will support teaching and learning for all students, including
students with disabilities and English language learners. This intention is one reason why DPI is
interested in partnerships with the state’s institutions of higher education to produce high-quality,
content-rich resources and to create connections with higher education faculty between CCSS and
students outside the general education spectrum such as students with disabilities and English
language learners. This partnership will provide the SIA Center access to a strong research-based
institution rich with experts in fields including English language arts and mathematics, as well as
special education and English as a second language, not to mention incorporating technology into
education and differentiating instruction to reach the needs of both low- and high-performing students.

The Guiding Principles for Teaching and Learning also drive the intention for the SIA Center work,
which will include Universal Design for Learning (UDL) principles, to ensure that instruction and
instructional materials are not just made accessible for all populations, but are in fact designed
specifically to reach all students by removing potential barriers to learning. UDL follows naturally from
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the Guiding Principles, and is a necessary component of all standards, content, and assessment
planning in order to ensure that Wisconsin honors those principles.

Assessing the Common Core

Focused support and resources connect DPI’s vision of Every Child a Graduate Ready for College or
Career (http://dpi.wi.gov/sprntdnt/index.html) with the beliefs stated in the Guiding Principles for
Teaching and Learning. These resources, produced by the Standards, Instruction, and Assessment
Center, will be focused on CCSS and CCEE implementation and instruction and will be differentiated to
ensure access for educators of all students. They will be directly related to improving instruction and
assessment of college- and career-ready standards. The vision of ensuring students graduate college-
and career-ready starts early. As such, DPI's plans for creating resources for all students include
children from early kindergarten through high school.

Again, the Wisconsin Rtl Center serves as an example in this regard, having created resources in
partnership with DPI to promote how Rtl aligns with early childhood programs including community
medical providers, Head Start, early childhood special education, and four- and five-year old
kindergarten. The Wisconsin Rtl Center will build upon its successful foundation to continue to create
resources related to Rtl implementation and practices that reach every student.

One component of the Every Child a Graduate vision (http://dpi.wi.gov/sprntdnt/index.html) involves
two questions directly related to DPI's planning. The first, “What and how should students learn?”
relates directly to the CCSS and CCEE and development of higher standards for Wisconsin’s students
as well as providing guidance for educators in what great instruction of the CCSS and CCEE looks like
(the Wisconsin SIA Center). The second question points to transitions in the world of assessment,
which is, after all, a key component of high-quality instructional practices. That question, “How do we
know if they’ve learned it?” along with specific recommendations from the Next Generation
Assessment Task Force, convened in 2009, guided Wisconsin’s participation in three, next generation
assessment consortia: the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium, Dynamic Learning Maps (DLM)
Consortium, and ASSETS Consortium. These consortia, while developing assessments for different
populations of students, share a common goal of developing innovative, informative, rigorous
assessments to replace the current statewide assessment system, assessments that provide students
varying opportunities to demonstrate what they know and can do through a combination of assessment
types (formative strategies, benchmark, and summative) as well as item types (including performance
tasks and technology enhanced items).

Participation in these consortia ushers in replacements of the current battery of statewide
assessments:

Table 1.1. Implementation of Statewide Assessments

Gk Population LT Population Implementation
Assessment P Assessment P P
General
Wisconsin education Smarter
0,
Knowledge and students; all but Balanced All but thg 1% 2014-15
o Assessment population
Concepts Exam the 1% S
. ystem
population
. . Special
Wisconsin education Students with
Alternate ; . -
students with Dynamic significant
Assessment for L . o 2014-15
. significant Learning Maps cognitive
Students with o I
R cognitive disabilities
Disabilities SO
disabilities
ACCESS for . .
English language English language ASSETS for English language 2015-16
learners ELLs learners
learners
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These transitions represent a new day for assessment in Wisconsin, one in which assessments that
are used for accountability purposes are also designed in such a way as to provide useful, actionable,
and timely data directly to educators to help inform classroom practices in an ongoing manner. Further,
these assessment consortia, which are designing assessments using UDL principles, are dedicated to
considering accessibility issues before, during, and after assessment development to ensure the
assessments provide all students opportunities to demonstrate what they know and can do by
removing barriers that interfere with access to learning and content.

However, the implementation dates for the new assessments (provided in the table above) leave a
window that could easily slip by in the hurry to prepare for these big transitions. In Wisconsin, the DPI
has paid particular attention to these transition years, and proposes several important changes to
prepare Wisconsin for full implementation of the CCSS and CCSS-based assessments, changes that
also reflect the DPI's campaign to raise rigor in classrooms across the state (as well as within DPI).
This focus on “moving the needle” toward higher rates of college- and career-readiness, and
decreased graduation and achievement gaps, requires additional commitment from DPI. As such, DPI
has plans for three significant changes to Wisconsin’s current standard operating procedures:

¢ change high school graduation requirements to reflect the changing demands of college and
career,

e make the EXPLORE, PLAN, ACT, and WorkKeys assessments available to schools and districts
so that students, families, and educators can better understand a student’s progress toward
college- and career-readiness, and

e make changes to the cut scores for the current statewide assessment system to prepare for
upcoming transitions to the CCSS-based Smarter Balanced Assessment System

Changing Expectations in High School

DPI proposes to increase graduation requirements such that those requirements will place students in
a position of success for whatever path they choose beyond high school. DPI proposes to require that
statewide minimum graduation requirements include three years of mathematics and three years of
science, engineering, or technology credits, with two of those credits required science or science
equivalency courses, and the third year including the option to take an engineering or technology
credit.

Table 1.2. Changes to Wisconsin’s High School Graduation Requirements.

Subject Area Current Requirement Proposed Change
Mathematics 2 credits 3 credits
3 credits (2 of which would
Science 2 credits remain traditional science or
science equivalency credits)
Elective Courses 0 credits 6.5 credits

These changes have not yet taken place, and will require legislative change, but are a priority for DPI
and are being reflected in DPI’s strategic planning process currently underway. An analysis of current
district-level graduation requirements is available in Appendix 5.

Wisconsin currently requires four credits of English language arts, but the increased importance of
strong educational foundations in mathematics and science in order to be competitive in today’s career
and collegiate marketplaces cannot be ignored. DPI also recommends putting into statute an additional
6.5 elective credits for graduation, as recommended by the state superintendent last year. Elective
courses offer students important opportunities to build upon content-area knowledge and skills with a
focus on areas that interest them, and in ways that connect learning to 21% Century Skills. As such, this
proposal addresses both the DPI’s intention to personalize learning and to increase focus on preparing
students to graduate from high school prepared for both college and career.
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These recommended requirements would result in a total of 21.5 credits required for graduation (an
increase from the current requirement of 13 credits). This proposal aligns to national averages and
current local practice in Wisconsin. Additionally, this is a minimum requirement as many districts will
continue to require more credits, and most graduates will complete more credits than the proposed
requirement in statute.

As Superintendent Evers said in his 2010 State of Education Speech:

“We can make our high school graduation requirements more meaningful. Right now, Wisconsin law
only requires students to complete 13 credits, the lowest in the nation. Most of Wisconsin's graduates
already take at least 21.5 credits. DPI needs to change state law to hold all students to this higher
uniform standard, which would put Wisconsin’s requirements above the national average.”
(http://dpi.wi.gov/eis/pdf/dpinr2010_119.pdf)

The new graduation requirements will be in effect for students in the four-year adjusted cohort
expected to graduate in 2016-17, pending the legislative change mentioned above.

The graduation requirement described above represents one way in which DPI will raise expectations
around college and career readiness. DPI is also interested in exploring alternate pathways through
and past high school. Based on current legislation, districts may develop “equivalent coursework.” DPI
has been working for the past four years, and continues to develop new pathways, on a formal process
that streamlines the equivalency process, better ensures the rigor of the coursework, and assists in
connecting equivalent coursework to postsecondary institutions. This formal process is available in
math, science, English language arts, and social studies. Equivalent coursework is an excellent
opportunity for students to gain credits through alternative routes in areas such as agriculture,
business, and technology education.

Additionally, high school students can currently earn college credit in a variety of ways in Wisconsin,
including Advanced Placement exams, International Baccalaureate programs, Youth Options, College
Credit in High School programs through the University of Wisconsin System (UW System), and
transcripted credit through the Wisconsin Technical College System (WTCS). More information about
options for students to earn college credit in high school is available in this paper:
http://dpi.wi.gov/cte/pdf/dualenrollop.pdf.

While options for pursuing college credit in high school are many, they are not equally available across
the state, and present different challenges and barriers to students who would seek to take advantage
of them. DPI advocates increased availability of, and access to, innovative dual enrollment programs.
State Superintendent Evers spoke of this in a recent State of Education Speech: “To make these dual
enrollment opportunities a reality takes a new way of thinking about mission of education. It means
sharing ownership over college readiness. It means leadership and commitment to breaking down the
barriers between PK-12 and higher education and DPI's linear and divided approach to schooling. We
have long talked about seamless education from pre-kindergarten through the postsecondary level.
Let’s finally make it so.” The state superintendent has proposed that students have opportunities to
earn their high school diplomas early and be admitted directly into college to begin work on an
associate or bachelor’s degree. This kind of flexibility reflects that students should pursue their own
rigorous pathways to college, career, and beyond. While graduation requirements increase, DPI is also
focused on supporting innovation across the state that personalizes learning throughout a student’s
education.

Bridging Secondary and Postsecondary Programs and Opportunities

DPI's Career and Technical Education team, in partnership with postsecondary institutions and other
external work groups, has built a model for connecting secondary schools with postsecondary
instructional programs and 21 Century careers. Implementing a rigorous Programs of Study
framework (designed by the United States Department of Education) in Wisconsin has resulted in rich
connections between DPI, institutions of higher education, and public schools across the state.
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Career clusters and pathways, a critical component of Programs of Study, are grounded in principles
that mirror DPI's focus on college and career readiness and belief that, whatever choice a student
makes regarding his or her pathway after high school, that student absolutely must have equal
opportunity to all options. (Appendix 6) Some students will pursue a college degree; others enter the
work force or a specific career. The goal of DPI is that Wisconsin schools prepare each and every
student for all avenues those students might pursue following high school graduation: two- and four-
year college, certification programs, apprenticeships, formal job training, and military service.

Programs of Study are designed to produce higher levels of achievement in a way that eliminates
current practices that sort and track high school students in ways that limit options after high school.
They alter how core academic subjects are taught; they do not lower expectations about what is taught.
In fiscal year 2011, there are 365 districts (of the 378 with high schools) that are involved in the
development of Programs of Study. Over 3,800 Programs of Study have been published to the career
pathways website (www.wicareerpathways.org) within the first year of its operation, and over 5,000
students registered to use the site between September and December, 2011.

Wisconsin is one of six states awarded a four-year grant by the U.S. Department of Education to
develop model Rigorous Programs of Study (RPOS) for Career and Technical Education programs. A
model RPOS incorporates ten framework elements that support the development and implementation
of effective programs that prepare students for college and careers. The grant will also evaluate the
effect of student participation in rigorous programs of study that:

Link secondary and postsecondary education

Combine academic and career and technical education in a structured sequence of courses
Offer students the opportunity to earn postsecondary credits for courses taken in high school
Lead to a postsecondary credential, certificate, or degree.

hPonp=

Providing Measures of College and Career Readiness

DPI will include funding in the next (2013-15) biennial budget request for schools to administer the
EXPLORE, PLAN, ACT, and WorkKeys assessments. This assessment suite provides important
information about college and career readiness for students. It also allows for analysis of academic
growth during high school, data that are lacking in current assessments.

Further, DPI intends to change cut scores for performance levels on the current state summative
assessment, the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE), so that it provides an
indication of student performance on more rigorous assessments, prepping for the transition to the
Smarter Balanced Assessment System in 2014-15. Specifically, DPI will statistically align the cut
scores with National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) cut scores. This interim measure will
provide districts a sense of where cut scores may fall on the more rigorous Smarter Balanced
Assessment. The impact of this change will be dramatic and DPI intends to work with districts to field
test use of the new cut scores in comparison with current cut scores and as part of the DPI-developed
accountability index, discussed in Principle 2.B.

Following evaluation of the field tested index with new performance level cut scores, official reports will
be provided for the 2012-13 school year, in the spring of 2013. The index calculations in the 2013
reports will factor in a new baseline that accounts for cut score changes and back-maps this change
such that growth calculations are possible. The 2013 results will also be used for accountability
determinations that will result in the categorization of schools along a continuum, identification of
schools requiring specific interventions, and support as well as rewards. This reporting timeline
incorporates a year-long implementation that involves intensive communication and professional
learning for schools, districts, and the public. DPI has plans to provide support in the form of talking
points, letters to parents, and media outreach packets to schools in preparation for this transition.

The change to new cut scores, while it will certainly result in a drop in proficiency rates, at least in the
short term, represents DPI’s belief in the capacity of Wisconsin’s students and schools to perform at
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even higher levels. It also acknowledges the importance of raising rigor, and while this change will not
result in new test content for the WKCE, it does serve as an interim measure in line with cut score
expectations for the new consortium assessments.

Raising Rigor for Alternate Populations

DPI is dedicated to raising rigor for all students to ensure multiple pathways to success throughout
school and following high school graduation. At this time, DPI does not plan to change cut scores on
the Wisconsin Alternate Assessment-Students with Disabilities (WAA-SwD). The discussion of growth
for students with severe cognitive disabilities is one Wisconsin is engaging in with experts and
stakeholders from across the country through work in the Smarter and Dynamic Learning Maps (DLM)
consortia. DPI’s decision to delay the transition to higher rigor (through assessment) for Wisconsin’s
alternate population is driven by a desire to approach this work thoughtfully, and sensitive to the fact
that increased rigor and expectations for growth must look different for students with disabilities.
Instead, DPI's focus is on development of excellent SwD-focused resources for both educators in both
general and special education related to implementation of the Common Core State Standards and the
Common Core Essential Elements. Creating connections across the general special education areas is
integral to further work around raising rigor.

Additional Efforts to Raise Rigor and Improve Student Outcomes

DPI continues to invest significant effort not only to connect the dots between various initiatives at the
department—from CCSS implementation to current and future assessments, from Response to
Intervention to College and Career Pathways and 21% Century Skills—but in fact to braid those
initiatives together and, where appropriate, change or re-focus staff time, resources, and organizational
structures to create better efficiencies and improve the unity of Wisconsin’s approach to standards- and
instruction-related initiatives, projects, and activities. This braided initiatives approach is also evidenced
by the ways DPI is pursuing use of technology to create connections between people, resources, and
content, all while raising rigor and personalizing learning.

Moodle

Beginning in spring of 2012, DPI will create a statewide Moodle “instance,” a virtual
environment for educators to create, share, and learn about online classroom
resources. Moodle, which stands for Modular, Object Oriented, Dynamic Learning
Environment, is an online course management system and customizable environment
for educational communities (http://moodle.org/). It can be used by educators
interested in delivering course content outside of class time via online modules or in
using rich collaborative online communities during class to enhance learning. Moodle
is technology designed to support different learning and teaching styles, and its open-
source design makes it interoperable with e-portfolio systems that offer students
relevant ways to demonstrate what they know and can do.

In the spirit of shared standards and shared assessments, Moodle brings together
educators across the country (and globe). Implementation plans for Common Core
State Standards in English language arts and mathematics, as well as implementation
of new and updated standards in everything from science, to early learning, to world
languages, will benefit from this collaborative environment. Individual users each
benefit from a community of over nine million users, a collective environment that
contributes to personalization.

Individualized Learning Plans

Programs of Study are one part of an Individualized Learning Plan (ILP) that gives
students an opportunity to investigate the inter-relationship of educational
achievement, life goals, career planning, training and placement; evaluate the present
job market and analyze predictions of future trends at local, regional, state, national,
and global levels; and propose career options that reflect their interests, skills, and
goals. In contrast with a traditional four-year plan that serves more as a backward-
looking record of learning, ILPs identify what to achieve, and result in a fluid mapped
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academic plan that is forward-looking.

ILPs take into account a student’s life outside of school and provide a process that
opens students up to unique career opportunities. This deep personalization goes
beyond delivery of academic content and treats students as whole people,
personalizing long-term planning with the goal that all students will be set up for
postsecondary success in college and career.

The use of Programs of Study also has a direct tie to the required Transition Plan for all special
education students ages 14 and above. Currently, Wisconsin is investigating the possibility of
tying Programs of Study and/or the WiCareerPathways.org site directly into DPI’s special
education portal for Individualized Education Plan teams to use during transition planning
meetings.

While technology can be used in innovative ways to enhance in- and out-of-classroom academic
experiences as well as student academic and career planning, technology also helps teachers,
schools, districts, the public, and the DPI to connect and make informed decisions. Work to personalize
learning, implement college- and career-ready standards, and raise rigor in assessments and
accountability systems must be informed by a well-designed and widely-available data collection and
reporting system. Over the past several years, DPI has worked to expand Wisconsin’s longitudinal data
system and make more data accessible directly to district staff. Recent data system efforts are driven
by intent to get up-to-date, easy-to-understand, and relevant data into the hands of classroom
educators.

The result of the DPI’s efforts, beyond improved access to data that informs instruction, is reduced
duplication and data reporting burden for districts. This is discussed further below.

Reducing Duplication and Unnecessary Burden

While DPI has made significant strides over the past decade to increase district-level access to secure
student data, and to educate users across the state about how to access and interpret that data in
ways that result in better-informed school and district decisions, shortcomings in the structure of DPI’s
existing data collection system result in unfortunate consequences that dramatically impact access to
high-quality, timely data. In order to improve upon data quality and timeliness in Wisconsin, as well as
to grow DPI’s reporting capacity to include more relevant indicators in DPI's reporting systems (e.g.,
daily attendance as opposed to annual attendance), DPI will contract for a single, statewide student
information system to be implemented over the next five years. This system will link to the Wisconsin
Information System or Education dashboard (WISEdash)—DPI’s response to the need for a single
reporting portal—resulting in almost real-time reporting for the public as well as more relevant school-
and district-level reporting through secure portals.

Through advances such as these in data collection and reporting systems, DPI will be able to provide
districts with access to data and reports that provide timely information about student (individual and
group) progress toward graduation. This includes the all-important early warning system, the
technology for which has been outside DPI's grasp for some years. Recent approval and funding of a
statewide student information system, however, will allow DPI to provide districts across the state with
access to relevant, almost real-time data.

The two major technology and data reporting initiatives mentioned above, a Statewide Student
Information System (SSIS) and WISEdash, are key to provision of these reports. These initiatives will
significantly impact districts. WISEdash will provide districts with direct access to aggregate student-
level data in a secure format. Reports and dashboards will be available on a variety of topics. Initial
implementation of WISEdash will be with secure access only, for school- and district-level staff
authorized to see non-redacted or suppressed data, and possibly authorized to view student-level
information. Eventually, WISEdash will not only replace DPI's current, myriad public reporting systems,
updating and locating those reports in a single portal, but will add to the types and topics of available
public reports. Accountability reporting will be completed through WISEdash, but so will other public
reporting including information about postsecondary transitions, literacy, and other important statewide
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initiatives. More information about WISEdash is available here: http://www.dpi.wi.gov/Ids/wk12bi.html.

Currently, with many different student information systems in districts across the state, districts must
submit data they already maintain through separate, time-consuming methods. As data collection
requirements only increase in magnitude and number, the burden has a negative impact on districts. In
a year in which schools have seen the largest state cuts to education ever, districts are forced to parse
staff time from direct education toward data entry. This does not improve education and is not
acceptable. The transition from individual, disconnected data management systems to a statewide

system will:

save personnel time by requiring zero duplicate data entry,
create financial savings for districts via lower cost-per-pupil fees as part of a statewide contract,
improve timeliness of data reporting (from several months to a number of days or hours),
improve data quality by reducing duplicative data entry and translation errors,

allow schools to focus on accessing, interpreting, and using data to inform decisions, and
address data issues related to an increasingly mobile student population whose records lag as

those students move from one district to another.

More information about the statewide student information system project is available here:

http://dpi.wi.gov/ssis/.

Ultimately, the availability of data management and data reporting systems from a single location will
allow any interested data consumer to have easier access to important data that can play a part in

many decisions.

1.C DEVELOP AND ADMINISTER ANNUAL, STATEWIDE, ALIGNED, HIGH-

QUALITY ASSESSMENTS THAT MEASURE STUDENT GROWTH

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

selected.

Option A

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

1. Attach the State’s
Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU)
under that competition.
(Attachment 0)

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 SEA’s plan

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
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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.

review ot attach a
timeline of when the
SEA will submit the
assessments and
academic achievement
standards to the
Department for peer
review. (Attachment 7)

For Option B, insert plan here
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PRINCIPLE 2: STATE-DEVELOPED DIFFERENTIATED RECOGNITION,
ACCOUNTABILITY, AND SUPPORT

2.A DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A STATE-BASED SYSTEM OF DIFFERENTIATED
RECOGNITION, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND SUPPORT

2.A.i  Provide a description of the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support
system that includes all the components listed in Principle 2, the SEA’s plan for
implementation of the differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system no later
than the 2012-2013 school year, and an explanation of how the SEA’s 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.
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Theory of Action
The Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (DPI) is in the midst of a strategic planning process that
centers on college and career readiness. Specifically, the strategic plan contains three state goals:

o Raise Wisconsin’s graduation rate

¢ Close graduation and career- and college-readiness gaps

¢ Increase Wisconsin graduates’ career and college readiness

DPI is driven by the belief that increasing rigor across the standards and assessments (see Principle 1),
and the new, statewide accountability system (detailed in the following sections of Principle 2), will result
in improved instruction and student outcomes. This focus on increased rigor is the core of the three goals
above, and is supported by the resources, supports, and interventions outlined throughout this
application.

This waiver opportunity provides DPI the ability to implement new initiatives, policies, and practices to
meet these goals within an environment that recognizes each school and district exists within unique
circumstances and exhibits unique strengths and weaknesses, by moving beyond the uniform, one-size-
fits-all policies mandated by No Child Left Behind (NCLB). This understanding is evident within the
development of a new, differentiated system of accountability that values a comprehensive system of
education; prioritizes the closing of achievement gaps; and increases rates of college- and career-
readiness. Wisconsin’s system uses multiple measures, including improved assessments (Principle 1), as
well as an enhanced and expanded system of rewards, recognition, and customized, differentiated
systems of support. These supports will be the direct result of findings from diagnostic reviews designed
to target strategies around areas of greatest need. In short, DPI has initiated bold systemic changes at
the state, district, and school level.

A Statement about Systems Change

Accountability systems, even well designed ones, cannot alone improve education in a systemic,
sustainable way. Wisconsin’s accountability plan is a step forward, but only a part of a much larger effort
to incorporate the myriad critical components of a well-rounded education that effectively prepares all
Wisconsin students for success in college and career. Such an education prioritizes high performance,
while valuing personalized approaches to learning and different pathways to graduation and beyond, and
ensures student wellness and safety. The table below illustrates just some of the high-impact initiatives
DPI engaged in on a statewide level to improve the college- and career-readiness of each and every
student in Wisconsin.

Table 2.1. Accountability and Statewide Support Systems: Part of the Whole
Key Questions Related Efforts

What and how should kids learn? Common Core State Standards implementation
Standards, Instruction, and Assessment Center
Early Learning Standards Implementation
Individualized Learning Plans and Programs of
Study

Moodle technology

How do we know if they learned it? Smarter Balanced Assessment

Dynamic Learning Maps Assessment

ASSETS for English Learners

District benchmark assessments

The Wisconsin Information System for Education
(WISE) — a statewide data reporting system
available spring 2012

How do we support improvement? Wisconsin Statewide Accountability System
School and district report cards

Statewide System of Support for Schools
Educator Effectiveness System

WISE

Moodle technology

How should we pay for schools? Fair Funding for our Future (Appendix 7)
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Alone, any of the initiatives in the table—however well devised or well intended—uwiill ultimately not
achieve desired goals. Isolation suffocates sustainable improvement. The same is true for Wisconsin’s
statewide accountability system; it is but part of DPI’s work to support and improve education across the
state, work that is clearly focused on DPI’s three strategic goals (increasing graduation rates, closing
graduation and career- and college-readiness gaps, and increasing Wisconsin high school students’
career- and college-readiness). That work is comprised of individual efforts that range from reforming
school finance to providing nutritious school meals, from increasing academic rigor to fostering a vibrant
digital learning environment. Alone, the accountability plan described in this Principle will have limited
traction or focus. As part of integrated efforts that share a common goal of ensuring the college- and
career-readiness of individual students, this accountability system contributes to something greater and,
in doing so, becomes more meaningful and sustainable.

Reprioritization and Systemic Changes at the State Level

This ESEA Flexibility Request has provided DPI an opportunity to increase communication and
collaboration with key stakeholders regarding how best to enhance existing educational initiatives,
develop new initiatives designed to improve student outcomes, increase rates of students graduating
college- and career-ready, and close achievement gaps. DPI worked in collaboration with the School and
District Accountability Design Team (Accountability Design Team) to design the framework for a new
statewide system of accountability and support. The Accountability Design Team developed thirteen
principles to guide this work, which directly align to DPI’s strategic plan to raise graduation rates, close
graduation gaps, and graduate all students ready for college and career. As such, DPI is advancing the
following systemic changes.

Raising Expectations, Increasing Rigor

As noted in Principle 1, DPI has significantly raised expectations for schools and the proportion of
students who graduate ready for college and career, as indicated by the adoption of rigorous academic
standards, higher cut scores based on National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) as the state
transitions to the Smarter Balanced Assessment System, increasingly rigorous and adaptive assessment
systems, and increased graduation requirements. New accountability report cards and the new system of
support, rewards, and recognition will reflect these higher expectations.

While Wisconsin has previously emphasized graduation rates (and boasted one of the highest in the
nation), the state has significant achievement and graduation gaps. The accountability index prioritizes
achievement and attainment using measures which emphasize not only graduation, but also the
proportion of students graduating college- and career-ready. Additionally, the system examines
achievement gaps within and across schools as a means to address the state’s existing gaps. Using a
multifaceted index will help pinpoint areas of need within a school, as well as areas of strength, and help
schools track their progress at meeting the needs of all student subgroups. Within the system of support,
identified schools will participate in diagnostic reviews and needs assessments (Priority and Focus
Schools, respectively), to identify the instructional policies, practices, and programming that have
impacted student outcomes and to differentiate and individualize reforms and interventions. While
planning and implementing reforms, schools and districts will have access to increasingly expansive and
timely data systems to monitor progress. Additionally, DPI will require Priority and Focus Schools to
implement Response to Intervention (Rtl, with the support of the Wisconsin Rtl Center and its resources)
to ensure that all students receive customized, differentiated services within a least restrictive
environment, including additional supports and interventions for students with disabilities and English
language learners as needed, or extension activities and additional challenges for students exceeding
benchmarks.

Developing a Statewide System for Accountability and Support
Currently, Wisconsin’s system of support for schools identified for improvement serves Title | schools.
Due to funding and capacity, the state’s system currently classifies the performance of all traditional
public schools and charter schools as required by No Child Left Behind (NCLB), but only requires
interventions for Title | schools and districts. Wisconsin’s persistently low-performing schools do not
experience sanctions or implement targeted interventions prescribed by the state unless they receive
Title | funding.
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To address these issues, the Accountability Design Team developed a statewide accountability
framework that specifically includes all state schools, including traditional public schools and charter
schools, regardless of Title funding, as well as private schools participating in Parental Choice Programs
(PCP). All schools receiving state funds will be part of the state accountability and support system. DPI
will use this opportunity to not only include all schools, but also to increase accountability through the
implementation of aggressive policies designed to address persistently low-achieving schools in the state.

Aligning Relevant State Initiatives

DPI is committed to aligning existing and developing new state initiatives to inform each process and
avoid duplication of efforts. Accordingly, DPI is aligning agency work to support the recommendations
made by task forces regarding three current statewide educational reforms: 1) Early literacy; 2) Educator
Effectiveness; and 3) School and District Accountability. This alignment is informed by collaboration and
cooperation with key stakeholders, including the Governor and the chairs of legislative education
committees. Task forces for each statewide educational reform met throughout 2011 and have all
concluded their meetings. DPI has begun development of appropriate cross-agency workgroups to
support the coordinated implementation for each set of recommendations. The work of each of these
groups and their members is and will continue to inform the Statewide System of Support (SSOS).

DPI's approach to aligning these key initiatives is driven by the prioritization of statewide goals
established through a strategic planning process. Specifically, DPI has identified the three goals
mentioned above and five priority areas around which the agency will braid different initiatives and efforts:

Streamline the pathways from high school to career and college
Increase reading and mathematics performance

Improve student wellness and safety

Personalize learning

Build a statewide infrastructure to support learning

Addressing Capacity

The Accountability Design Team also indicated the state system should be developed based on
reasonable and realistic implementation goals that address capacity at the state, district, and school
levels. Informed by this recommendation, DPI's request for flexibility identifies the most efficient yet
effective means to effect change. For example, the proposal to focus reforms at the district level if a
district exhibits systemic barriers to improvement was informed by findings from school improvement
grant (SIG) monitoring visits. DPI deemed district level intervention more effective and efficient, and also
more likely to create change. The flexibility created through this ESEA Flexibility Waiver opportunity will
allow DPI to address these district-level needs to best serve schools and students.

Making Improvements as Necessary

A guiding principle of the Accountability Design Team was to remain open to feedback and findings about
potential system improvements. To ensure maximum effectiveness of the system, DPI will elicit feedback
from a variety of stakeholders and remain open to findings during implementation and evaluation of the
accountability system. In particular, DPI will work with its Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to validate
the technical aspects of accountability determinations and other psychometric components of the system,
and make adjustments where advised. DPI will also benefit from ongoing dialogue with the United States
Department of Education (USED), the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), and other states
applying for flexibility.

In addition to changes made during the evaluation and initial implementation, the proposed system will
undergo regular impact analysis and evaluation, identifying strengths and weaknesses in both the
measures used and the supports and interventions required, and will be adjusted appropriately. This
dedication to ongoing improvement will continue to hone in on the goal of a fair system that accurately
applies multiple measures, and provides a statewide system of support that results in improved
performance for all students.
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Newly Developed Statewide System of Accountability

The Accountability Design Team provided helpful guidance and recommendations concerning the
accountability system presented in this ESEA Flexibility Request. For example, the group not only
specified generally that growth and achievement should be factors in school accountability, but proposed
four sub-score areas of the accountability system: Student Achievement, Student Growth, Closing Gaps,
and On-track to Graduation (for elementary and middle schools) or Postsecondary Readiness (for high
schools). These sub-score areas form the foundation of an accountability index system that incorporates
multiple measures including achievement, growth, attendance, and graduation rates. The accountability
index results in a school-level score (on a scale from 0-100) that is used to place schools on a six-level
continuum. The index system is also used to identify the highest need schools based on overall
performance and gaps between subgroups, and to identify schools that demonstrate high performance
overall. Finally, the index system incorporates annual measureable objectives (AMOs) that reflect
Wisconsin’s focus on high expectations and balanced attention to achievement and improvement.

The accountability index system is currently under development. Over the coming months, DPI will work
with the TAC and use a standard-setting process to determine the specific cut points for each of the six
accountability levels.

New school and district report cards will be developed over the coming year, in consultation with
Wisconsin’s TAC, school and district staff, and other stakeholders. Report cards based on the
accountability index will be publicly reported beginning in summer 2013. DPI will set differentiated
expectations (AMOs) based on each school’s overall performance on the index. Schools further behind
will have more aggressive AMOs, requiring all schools to be at an acceptable level within four years,
regardless of their starting point. Reports highlight areas in need of improvement so schools can target
interventions to focus on specific indicators like improving graduation rates (the key indicator in the
postsecondary readiness sub-scale area) or closing achievement gaps. Additional AMOs for test
participation, dropout rates, and absenteeism will be the same across the state and represent that it is
important for all schools to achieve certain standards in these areas that impact each of the index’s sub-
scale areas.

Customized and Differentiated System of

Rewards, Recognition, and Support

The Accountability Design Team recognized that systems of accountability must be aligned to systems of
support in order to effect change. The Design Team recommended that the new statewide accountability
system provide differentiated, targeted systems of support to improve student outcomes. Additionally, the
Accountability Design Team recommended the state recognize high-performing schools to incentivize
improved outcomes and to disseminate exemplary practices statewide. These recommendations
represent a commitment to a statewide system of support (SSOS) aimed at providing differentiated
recognition, rewards, and interventions. Interventions will be built upon the core of high quality instruction,
collaboration, balanced assessments, and culturally responsive practices in order to successfully meet
the state’s three strategic goals.

Implementation of New Statewide Accountability

System: 2013-Ongoing

DPI recognizes that, in order to impact student outcomes, some schools will need comprehensive
support, while others will require more targeted interventions. This application provides Wisconsin the
opportunity to remove districts and schools from uniform, one-size-fits-all sanctions, and instead
implement differentiated, individualized supports and interventions designed to improve processes and
practices that are proven to directly impact student outcomes. Specifically, DPI proposes a SSOS that
provides individualized support to districts and schools identified through a diagnostic review, and that
promotes individualized support for students through commitment to high quality implementation of a
multi-level system of support known as Response to Intervention (Rtl).
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Timeline for Implementation

Following a field-test of the accountability index at the end of the 2011-12 school year, DPI will begin
implementation of its new accountability system with a Transition Year in 2012-13. During this year, DPI
will begin distribution of the new report cards using the accountability index system to inform schools and
districts of the new system (including reporting of assessment scores based on the NAEP scale), and
their own strengths and weaknesses within the new system in order to prepare for full implementation of
the system in 2013-14. Priority Schools currently implementing school improvement grants (SIGs) will
continue implementation of the turnaround models, and therefore must meet the requirement for
implementation of Priority School reforms in 2012-13. This transition year will represent the final year of
SIG implementation for most of these schools, allowing the state to transition to its new accountability
system, including plans targeted to the district and school level as appropriate. Additionally, schools
currently required to implement supplemental educational services as a consequence of NCLB will be
allowed to use this transition year to transition out of this program, provided support from appropriate key
stakeholders is received and submission of a detailed plan for transition is approved by DPI. DPI will
continue to implement its current system of recognition and rewards for the 2012-13 school year.

As presented in Table 2.2, the state will continue with full implementation of the proposed plan pending
approval by USED beginning in 2013-14.
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ESEA FLEXIBILITY — REQUEST

2.A.i  Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide the corresponding information, if
any.

Option A

X] The SEA includes student achievement only
on reading/language arts and mathematics
assessments in its differentiated recognition,
accountability, and support system and to
identify reward, priority, and focus schools.

Option B

[ ] If the SEA includes student achievement on
assessments in addition to reading/language
arts and mathematics in its differentiated
recognition, accountability, and support
system or to identify reward, priority, and
focus schools, it must:

a. provide the percentage of students in the
“all students” group that performed at the
proficient level on the State’s most recent
administration of each assessment for all
grades assessed; and

b. include an explanation of how the
included assessments will be weighted in a
manner that will result in holding schools
accountable for ensuring all students
achieve college- and career-ready
standards.

Wisconsin’s School and District Accountability Design Team indicated interest in including content areas
other than reading and mathematics as part of a statewide accountability system. This topic will be
revisited as new, common standards and assessments are developed for other content areas.

2.B SET AMBITIOUS BUT ACHIEVABLE ANNUAL MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES

Select the method the SEA will use to set new ambitious but achievable annual measurable
objectives (AMOs) in at least reading/language arts and mathematics for the State and all LEAs,
schools, and subgroups that provide meaningful goals and are used to guide support and
improvement efforts. If the SEA sets AMOs that differ by LEA, school, or subgroup, the AMOs
for LEAs, schools, or subgroups that are further behind must require greater rates of annual
progress.

Option A
[] Set AMOs in annual equal

Option B
[ ] Set AMOs that increase in

Option C
X] Use another method that is

increments toward a goal of
reducing by half the
percentage of students in
the “all students” group
and in each subgroup who
are not proficient within six
years. The SEA must use

annual equal increments and
result in 100 percent of
students achieving
proficiency no later than the
end of the 2019-2020
school year. The SEA must
use the average statewide

educationally sound and
results in ambitious but
achievable AMOs for all
LEAs, schools, and
subgroups.

i. Provide the new AMOs
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current proficiency rates
based on assessments
administered in the 2010—
2011 school year as the
starting point for setting its
AMO:s.

i. Provide the new AMOs
and an explanation of
the method used to set
these AMOs.

proficiency based on
assessments administered in
the 2010-2011 school year
as the starting point for
setting its AMOs.

i. Provide the new AMOs
and an explanation of the
method used to set these
AMOs.

1.

1i.

and an explanation of
the method used to set
these AMOs.

Provide an educationally
sound rationale for the
pattern of academic
progress reflected in the
new AMOs in the text
box below.

Provide a link to the
State’s report card or

attach a copy of the
average statewide
proficiency based on
assessments
administered in the
2010-2011 school year
in reading/language arts
and mathematics for the
“all students” group and
all subgroups.
(Attachment 8)

State Superintendent Tony Evers convened the School and District Accountability Design Team
(Accountability Design Team) with other educational leaders because of a shared commitment to improve
upon existing accountability structures and ultimately to improve outcomes for all students in Wisconsin.
The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) is deep in the work of re-focusing its efforts in a way that
braids together agency initiatives, including this accountability plan, to build college- and career-readiness
for all students.

An Index-Based Accountability System for Wisconsin

The Accountability Design Team put forth several recommendations for a statewide accountability
system. One key recommendation was that the accountability system should use multiple measures and
reflect the skills and knowledge students need to be successful in a variety of postsecondary
opportunities. As a component of that recommendation, performance should be measured using both
growth and achievement calculations.

In an effort to design a system that reflects this vision and holds schools accountable for high-leverage,
measurable, fair indicators of student engagement, progress, and performance, DPI has developed an
accountability index system that incorporates multiple measures, including student growth. This index
system reflects the goals of high attainment and growth as well as other key priorities. In all, the
accountability index incorporates four sub-scale areas: Student Achievement; Student Growth; Closing
Gaps; and On-Track to Graduation (for elementary and middle schools) or Postsecondary Readiness (for
high schools).

Important Index Miscellany

Establishing Baselines

Overall accountability index scores will incorporate the revised NAEP-like Wisconsin Knowledge and
Concepts Exam (WKCE) cut scores described in Principle 1. AMOs will be set using 2010-11 data to
establish a baseline that incorporates the more rigorous cut scores. While 2010-11 data will inform the
setting of baselines, timelines for meeting AMO trajectories will be set beginning in 2012-13, the first time
the accountability index will be calculated for accountability determinations.
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Cell Size

All accountability calculations will apply a minimum group cell size of 20, a change from DP/I’s current use
of a cell size of 40. This change represents a dedication to ensuring that accountability calculations are
fair for all populations.

Reporting

This proposal brings many significant changes to Wisconsin’s accountability system. DPI has a keen
desire to ensure an ample implementation period so that educators, the public, and other important
stakeholders are well-informed about this new accountability system. As such, DPI intends to phase-in
accountability report cards. District partners and other stakeholders have been and will continue to be
consulted on the design of school report cards, particularly as the Wisconsin Accountability Index is field
tested following the 2011-12 school year, giving schools and districts time to adapt to the new system.

Following evaluation of the field-tested accountability index, official school and district report cards will be
provided for the 2012-13 school year, in the spring of 2013. The index calculations in the 2013 reports will
be used for determinations that will result in the categorization of schools into one of the six categories,
and identification of Priority, Focus, and Reward Schools from within those categories. These
identifications will drive the resulting differentiated rewards, supports, and interventions provided by DPI
to schools and districts, which will begin in the 2013-14 school year.

Factoring in Subgroups

One of the major systemic issues with No Child Left Behind (NCLB) is that large, diverse schools can
miss Adequate Yearly Progress on any one of 64 separate determinations. Balancing an appropriate
focus on subgroups—one that does not hide subgroup performance—while acknowledging the
importance of achievement and growth among all students is crucial to addressing this issue. DPI will
continue to incorporate the performance of all NCLB-defined subgroups throughout the accountability
system. For determinations, subgroup performance forms the basis of the Closing Gaps sub-scale area,
as well as multiple components of the On-Track to Graduation/Postsecondary Readiness areas and the
Red Flags, introduced below. Determinations of Student Achievement and Student Growth will be based
upon all students. DPI believes this is a fairer system that appropriately prioritizes subgroup performance
within the context of college- and career-readiness for all students.

A Subgroup for Combined Small, High-Need Groups

Wisconsin’s 424 districts are mostly small and rural. As such, many districts have very small numbers of
students, and subgroup populations are below even the proposed new minimum group size of 20
required for inclusion in accountability calculations. In order to ensure that more schools without sufficient
subgroup size have an opportunity to evaluate performance calculations, DPI will create a high-need
supergroup to factor into the accountability index described below. The high-need supergroup combines
the students with disabilities, English language learners, and economically disadvantaged subgroups. In
instances where a school’s individual subgroup populations in those three areas are all below minimum
cell size requirements, the high-need supergroup will be used as recognition of the need to closely
monitor the performance of these traditionally high need student populations. When one or more of these
subgroups have 20+ students, the high-need supergroup will not be used, and subgroups will be
analyzed separately.

Further information about the change in cell size as well as the high-need subgroup is presented in
Appendix 8.

A Subgroup for Low Performers

The School and District Accountability Design Team specifically recommended use of an additional
subgroup, one that groups the lowest 25 percent of performers together. The goal for including such a
subgroup is to prioritize moving all low performers up, regardless of demographic characteristics. Use of
the lowest 25 percent as an additional subgroup is not incorporated into the accountability index at this
time, but will be considered for inclusion upon implementation of the SMARTER Balanced Assessment
System in the 2014-15 School Year.
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Accountability Rating Category Placement

When constructing simulations of the accountability index and its components, it became clear that
certain proposed components of the index were not functioning in ways that were intended. For example,
DPI attempted to incorporate a school’s test participation rate into its achievement index, with the goal
being to acknowledge the importance of high test participation and not allow schools to inappropriately
skew their measure by selectively testing students. However, simulations indicated that incorporating
participation into the calculation of the Achievement Index diluted test participation as part of the overall
index score. Consequently, DPI staff sought an alternative way to include certain key indicators in the
composite index.

Red Flags

The concept of “red flags” is Wisconsin’s solution to incorporating measures that dilute the index if
included within the sub-scale areas, but are high leverage indicators that impact the reliability of
components of the index, into the new accountability system. These flags exist outside of the
mathematical calculation of the index, and instead carry overarching weight in determining where on the
accountability scale a school falls.

A combination of overall scores and red flags places schools and districts within one of six categories,
and these categories inform and potentially trigger rewards, supports, and interventions.

Accountability System Ratings and Levels of Support

Level of Support | Accountability Rating
Rewards and Significantly Exceeding Expectations
Replication Exceeding Expectations
Local Meeting Expectations
Improvement Meeting Some Expectations oot T Focus = 10% of Title | Schools
Efforts AMO Line Triggers State Interventions
State Meeting Few Expectations | Title | funding only
Interventions* Persistently Failing to Meet Expectations | Priority = 5% of Title | Schools
Triggers State Interventions, Title | Funding only

*The placement of state interventions as a level of support reflects the long-term vision for a statewide
model. At this time, state interventions will only be supported in Focus and Priority Schools.

Note: Labels, in combination with comprehensive report cards, are intended to provide schools with information that
will guide local improvement efforts and inform state intervention planning. Schools falling in the Meeting Some or
Meeting Few Expectations categories may be identified as Focus Schools. Schools in the Persistently Failing to Meet
Expectations category may be identified as Priority Schools, based on overall achievement.

Schools receiving one or more red flags cannot be placed higher than the Meeting Some Expectations
category. Composite index scores will not be changed, but receipt of red flags shows that a school has
not met expectations in any of these three areas: test participation, dropout rates, or absenteeism.

Test Participation. This possible red flag reflects the impact of participation rates on the
accountability index. Schools will receive a red flag if their “All Students” group or any
subgroup misses the target in either mathematics or reading test participation. The target
test participation rate is 95 percent.

Dropout Rate. Schools will receive a red flag if their dropout rate is above six percent.
This threshold was calculated based on recent statewide data, and was determined as a
sufficient threshold for placing focus on the schools contributing heavily to Wisconsin’s
overall dropout rate.
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Student Absenteeism. Schools will receive a red flag if their rate of student absenteeism
is above 13 percent. This threshold was calculated based on recent statewide data, and
was determined as a sufficient threshold for placing focus on the schools contributing
heavily to Wisconsin’s overall absenteeism, an indicator highly correlated with lower
achievement and low growth. Future versions of the accountability index, enabled by
advances in data collection, may factor truancy (which is currently a local determination
based on state statute that incorporates more real-time data) rather than absenteeism
(which is the percentage of students below an attendance threshold — a snapshot of
attendance) as a red flag.

Index Improvement Goal. Schools are expected to make ongoing improvement toward
or past the Meeting Expectations school rating category. Schools not making adequate
progress (determined based on a four-year timeframe) on an annual basis will receive a
red flag for not making continual improvement.

See Appendix 8 for information the analyses that informed goal-setting for the indicators above and
Appendix 9 for sample report cards that demonstrate the full accountability index system.

Stars

An accountability system should not only identify performance below expectations; it should also highlight
positive progress or work being done in schools and districts. In addition to flags, report cards may
include stars for certain indicators for which DPI will not hold schools accountable, but that are important
enough to highlight as a significant positive accomplishment for that school or district. Determination of
these areas will be made through the standard-setting process.

Expectations for Wisconsin Schools

The state plans to couple these accountability determinations with differentiated interventions and
supports for certain schools and development of school improvement tools and resources available
statewide. The goal is for all schools in the state to be at or above the Meeting Expectations level within
four years. To meet this goal, annual expectations (annual measurable objectives (AMOs)) must be made
clear.

Expectations for Schools

As mentioned above, red flags serve as one overall goal in three areas: test participation, dropout rates,
and absenteeism. Schools that receive red flags in any area will not be classified as Meeting, Exceeding,
or Significantly Exceeding Expectations in the school performance categories.

In order to set targets on track with meeting the goal of all schools reaching the Meeting Expectations
category or above, DPI will set differentiated AMOs that ensure all schools are on track to meet, continue
to meet, or exceed expectations within four years of system implementation. Specifically, school-level
AMOs will require an increase in overall index scores at a rate that each school’s score (and lack of red
flags) places it in the Meeting Expectations category or above within four years. This approach reflects a
level of individualization not allowed in NCLB. It also acknowledges that schools with lower overall scores
will need to improve at a faster rate in order to achieve the Meeting Expectations category.

Expectations for Districts

While school-level accountability expectations are based on a trajectory toward Meeting Expectations,
district-level expectations focus on how a district performs at each of three grade-band levels: grades K-5,
6-8, and 9-12. The overall accountability index is calculated at each level, using the On-Track to
graduation sub-scale area in grades K-5 and 6-8, and the Postsecondary Readiness sub-scale area in
grade 9-12. Red flags for test participation, dropout rate, and absenteeism may be assigned at each level.
Additionally, a district will receive a red flag if any of its schools fall into the lowest category, Persistently
Failing to Meet Expectations. As with schools, district performance compared to expectations will inform
potential required interventions.
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Sub-scale Areas and Overall Scores

Within this multiple-measures accountability index, sub-scale area scores will be combined into an overall
score. The exact methodology for how each sub-scale area is weighted and combined into the overall
score will be determined through a standard setting process overseen by DPI's Technical Advisory
Committee: Dr. Brian Gong of the National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment, Dr.
Andrew Porter from the University of Pennsylvania, and Dr. Robert Linn from the University of Colorado.
A description follows of how each sub-scale area score is calculated.

Sub-scale Area 1: Student Achievement

The student achievement sub-scale is a composite of proficiency rates in reading and mathematics for
the “all students” group on the Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS). Proficiency rates will be
calculated using a weighted average of the three most recent years of performance data, and will also
factor in the number of full academic year students tested in the school each year. The weighting system
gives a weight of 1.5 to the current year, a weight of 1.25 to the prior year, while two years prior receives
a weight of 1.0. If a school has test data available for only the two most recent years, the most recent
year is given a weight of 1.5, while the prior year is given a weight of 1.0, and the divisor becomes 2.5
rather than 3.75. If a school has only the most recent year of data available, only a single year of data is
used to calculate the proficiency rate. Each year’s proficiency rate will also be weighted by the number of
students tested in the school in that year. These steps are taken for two reasons: to give more weight to a
school’s most recent performance and, to ensure that the weighting scheme follows sound statistical
principles by weighting based on the number of students taking the test each year. This calculation is
done separately for mathematics and reading. Each school’s attainment score is an average of its
weighted reading and mathematics proficiency rates.

Sub-scale Area 2: Student Growth

On Target to Move Up. The growth measure proposed, On Target to Move Up, is an adaptation of the
principles behind Colorado’s “Catch Up, Keep Up, Move Up” measures across multiple levels of
achievement. It is a 0-100 index score that combines subject scores for reading/English language arts
and mathematics. On Target to Move Up is a self-differentiating, growth-to-standards measure
accounting for schools with high achievement while allowing lower-achieving schools to gain credit for
high growth, a priority for this accountability system. Wisconsin is not yet adopting a high school growth
measure because students are not tested in the 9th, 11th, or 12th grades; however, DPI intends to
request funds for EXPLORE, PLAN, ACT, and WorkKeys which would enable an appropriate growth
measure to be calculated for high school students (in addition to providing important college-pathway
information to students, parents, and educators).

Background

Student Growth Percentiles (SGP) were originally developed for the Colorado Department of Education.’
A SGP is a number derived from a statistical comparison of a student’s growth on an assessment to
students with similar performance histories, assigning the amount of growth a percentile rank. An
advantage of SGPs is that they characterize growth without regard to student demographics; every
student (with enough data) receives a growth percentile.

Colorado developed a set of aggregate measures based on SGPs known as “Catch Up, Keep Up, Move
Up.” In this method, the statistical program that calculates each student’'s SGP also projects the SGP they
need to achieve the next year in order to grow to a higher proficiency level within a number of years. The
next year, their actual SGP is compared to the projection.” Using SGPs in this manner is a growth-to-
standard measure with the advantage that it evaluates growth relative to how a student is achieving and

! Betebenner, Damian. Estimation of Student Growth Percentiles for the Colorado Student Assessment Program.
Dover, N.H.: National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment, 2007. Accessed Jan. 5, 2012, from
http://www.cde.state.co.us/research/Documents.htm.

? Colorado Department of Education. Catch Up, Keep Up, and Move Up Definitions. Denver, Co.: 2009. Accessed
Jan. 5, 2012, from http://www.cde.state.co.us/research/Documents.htm.
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where they need to go to meet proficiency standards, rather than by a fixed number of scale score points
as with a value table.

On Target to Move Up avoids the drawback of aggregating SGPs by school median, which is that a
median SGP is normative and is affected by the achievement of other students at other schools. On
Target to Move Up uses a normative tool in a criterion-based manner to create a unique growth-to-

standards measure drawing on the power of SGPs.

Methodology

On Target to Move Up uses the tools developed for Colorado’s “Catch Up, Keep Up, Move Up”
measures. The difference is that, rather than expressing separate values for different types of growth
among different groups of students, On Target fo Move Up is a single score that encompasses growth
across all levels of student achievement.’ The process to determine a school’s score is:

5. Astudentis included in the set of students for calculation of the On Target to Move Up measure if
DPI is able to calculate their SGPs in two consecutive years.

6. Because Wisconsin currently tests its students in the fall, the school accountable for a student’s
growth is the school at which they were enrolled in the first year.

7. Students in the set are separated into two groups, those who achieve at the Advanced level in the
first year, and those who do not. The percentage of students in the first group, compared to the
entire set, is the school’s percentage advanced, PA. Students in the second group comprise a
subset used to calculate the school’s growth factor, GF.

8. To calculate the growth factor, in the first year a student's SGPs needed to reach the Basic,
Proficient, and Advanced achievement levels over 1, 2, or 3 years are projected for each subject.
At each level, the lower of the 1-, 2-, or 3-year projections is their target for that level.*

9. Inthe second year, the student’'s SGPs, describing their growth from the first year to the second,
are compared to their targets for each subject. The student receives one point for each higher
level's target they meet or exceed (e.g., a student starting at the Minimum Performance level
could receive 1 point for reaching the Basic target, 2 points for reaching the Proficient target, or 3
points for reaching the Advanced target). If the student starts at the Proficient level in the first
year and does not meet or exceed the Advanced target, but they meet or exceed the Proficient
target, they receive ¥z point as credit for maintaining proficiency.

10. A school’s growth factor (GF) for each subject is the sum of its students’ points divided by the
number of students in the growth factor subset, multiplied by 0.5

11. The school’s subject score is (GF + PA — [GF x PA]) x 50, rounded to the nearest whole number®

12. The school’s On Target to Move Up score is the sum of its reading/English language arts and
mathematics subject scores.

In the latest simulations DPI found that 48 percent of students who took the WKCE in 2009-10 (203,771
of 425,494) had two consecutive years of SGP data. As in other aspects of Wisconsin’s proposed
accountability system, DPI uses 20 as the minimum cell size required for a school to have a score
calculated; in the simulations this omitted 4 percent of schools (57 of 1,476 with two or more consecutive
grades tested grade levels) tested in 2009-10. Given the large number of small schools in Wisconsin, DPI
considers this rate acceptable.

3 Wisconsin’s four student achievement categories are, in increasing order: Minimal Performance, Basic, Proficient,
and Advanced.

* Usually, the three-year projection will be lowest and thus the target, but since DPI’s cut score progression is not
linear there will be times where a student is near an achievement level cut and the one- or two-year projections are
lower.

> The multiplier of 0.5 is used to scale the growth factor to a value between 0 and 1, as with a percentage.

% Adding the growth factor and percentage advanced and then subtracting the product of those two values has the
effect of scaling growth with achievement at the advanced level. The floor of the subject score, where a school starts
with 0% advanced students (PA4A=0), is simply the growth factor times 50; the ceiling, where 100% of students are
advanced (PA=1), is 50.
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Discussion

On Target to Move Up moves beyond a simple consideration of growth-to-proficiency and contributes to a
system that differentiates accountability determinations. Wisconsin believes that growth is important at all
levels of student achievement. This measure credits growth across the full range of achievement, while
weighting most heavily the growth of Wisconsin’s lowest-achieving students to proficiency or better. It
credits students who are already proficient for showing growth to the highest level. It recognizes that
schools ought to be rewarded, not punished, for making progress with their most challenging students.

The creation of On Target to Move Up began by looking at Colorado’s “Catch Up” measure, which uses
SGPs to characterize student growth to the proficient level. DPI initially developed and evaluated a
simplified “On Target to Proficient” measure, which took the percentage of below-proficient students
meeting targets to proficiency, and scaled it with the percentage of proficient students. The On Target to
Move Up measure is a compromise that recognizes USED'’s stress on growth to proficiency, while
reflecting the Accountability Design Team'’s strong desire to recognize growth among low- and high-
achieving students, in addition to those near the proficiency cutoff. However, the Accountability Index
proposed in this application is a work in progress, and DPI will consult with our Technical Advisory
Committee and the US Department of Education to determine the most appropriate measure for an
accountability system that informs improved performance for all students. The “On Target to Proficient”
method, which is less sensitive to cell size concerns for subgroups, is currently used as the Growth Gap
measure in the Closing Achievement Gaps Sub-scale Area.

On Target to Move Up also has the particular advantage of being a self-differentiating measure. Lower-
achieving schools can earn higher scores by showing more growth, since the one-point-per-level scoring
system allows lower-achieving students to gain more points. Meanwhile, the measure essentially gives
automatic credit for students at the Advanced level, rewarding schools for high achievement rather than
punishing them because there is no level to which DPI can compare their highest-performing students.
Further, gaps in rates of growth are addressed in the Closing Achievement Gaps sub-scale area,
ensuring that schools with high performers cannot mask low growth of low-performing students.

Sub-scale Area 3: Closing Achievement Gaps

State Superintendent Evers has established a vision of Every Child a Graduate, College and Career
Ready, a vision that drives efforts to close gaps in access and opportunities as well as in achievement. In
his opening comments at a School and District Accountability Design Team meeting, Superintendent
Evers specifically mentioned the importance of ensuring that all students, regardless of economic status,
race/ethnicity, or disability status, have equal opportunities to pursue fulfilling college and career lives
following graduation from Wisconsin schools.

Closing achievement gaps is a priority for Wisconsin, burdened by the dubious distinction of having one
of the largest black-white achievement gaps in the nation. The design of this accountability system, while
it aims to eradicate existing gaps across subgroups, also focuses on moving up all low performers.
Wisconsin’s accountability system reflects this priority by including a specific sub-scale area for closing
gaps in the index calculation for accountability determinations, and by including several measures of
existing gaps within this index.

Subgroups Included

The system will compare each of the five race/ethnicity subgroups to the highest performing racial/ethnic
subgroup in the school; English language learners to English proficient students; students with disabilities
to students without disabilities; and economically disadvantaged students with non-economically
disadvantaged students.

The Closing Gaps component of Wisconsin’s new accountability index evaluates subgroups within a
school in order to make an accountability determination for that school. As a result of impact analyses,
DPI determined that inclusion of a high-need supergroup is an appropriate additional step when there are
insufficient numbers for separate subgroup evaluation to ensure that more schools are represented in the
accountability system and to closely monitor the performance of traditionally high needs student groups.
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Consequently, all gaps are calculated using the high-need supergroup in instances in which the English
language learner, economically disadvantaged, and students with disabilities populations are each below
the minimum of 20 students. In these cases, the high-need subgroup is compared to its counterpart, an
aggregate group representing English proficient students without disabilities who are not economically
disadvantaged.

The overall Gap Closure calculation will be a combination of gap measures of achievement, rates of
growth, and graduation rates. Current measures within the system strike a balance of characterizing
existing gaps and acknowledging progress in closing those gaps.

The Achievement Gap

Annual within school achievement gaps will be determined for each demographic subgroup using
weighted proficiency rates calculated for each subgroup using the same methodology that is employed in
the creation of the Achievement sub-scale area mentioned above. The weighted proficiency rate of each
subgroup is then compared to its comparison group.

After each gap is calculated, the gaps are then averaged to produce a school’s overall average gap.
Gaps are not weighted by student enroliment in each group in order not to marginalize at-risk subgroups
with low enroliment. Instead, this system places equal emphasis on all at-risk groups, regardless of their
representation within the student population. Each group must meet the minimum cell size of 20 students
in order to be given a gap calculation.

Schools will receive a numerical score on a scale of 0-100 within this sub-scale area based on their
within-school average subgroup gap. Although the Achievement Gap score is an average of all gaps in a
school, each gap will also be reported individually on the new school report cards, allowing schools to see
which specific subgroups are falling behind the most and provide focused interventions to raise the
achievement of these subgroups.

The Growth Gap

Another component of the Closing Gap sub-scale area is a growth measure, On Target to Proficient.
Because Wisconsin students are not tested in the 9", 11", or 12" grades, it will not be used for high
schools at this time, although high school growth measures could be included in a future version of the
system with statewide availability of the EXPLORE, PLAN, and ACT tests.

On Target to Proficient is similar to the On Target to Move Up growth measure, applying Colorado’s
“Catch Up, Keep Up, Move Up” concepts, except that it looks at growth of each subgroup to the Proficient
level. Cell size considerations kept DPI from incorporating the more complex method to all subgroups.
The process to determine a school’s score, similar to that for the growth index, is:

1. A student is included for calculation if he/she has data to calculate their student growth
percentiles (SGPs) in two consecutive years in reading/English language arts and mathematics.

2. Because Wisconsin tests its students in the fall, the school accountable for a student’s growth is
the school at which they were enrolled in the first year.

3. In the first year, a student's SGPs needed to reach the Proficient achievement level over 1, 2, or
3 years are projected for each subject. The lower of the 1-, 2-, or 3-year projections is their target.

4. In the second year, the student's SGPs, describing their growth from the first year to the second,
are compared to their targets in each subject area. The student is flagged as On Target to
Proficient in a subject if they meet or exceed their target.

5. For each racial/ethnic group in a school, and for the ESEA binary and comparison groups (e.g.,
students with disabilities vs. students without disabilities), in that school, a subgroup score is
determined in each subject. The subgroup score is calculated from the percentage of students
included in the subgroup On Target to Proficient (OTP) and the percentage of its included
students in the subgroup reaching the Proficient level in the first year, PP, as follows: OTP + PP —
(OTP x PP).

6. The gap for a subgroup in a subject is the difference between the subgroup’s score and its
comparison group’s score, if the subgroup’s score is lower. For racial/ethnic subgroups, the
comparison group is the highest-scoring racial/ethnic subgroup.
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7. The school’s gap score in each subject is 1 minus the average of all the gaps present in that
school, multiplied by 50 and rounded to the nearest whole number.

8. The school’'s overall gap score is the sum of the reading/English language arts and mathematics
gap scores.

The Graduation Gap

Decreasing Wisconsin’s graduation gap is a particular focus of DPI’s strategic plan. The agency is
focusing efforts to decrease gaps in graduation rates in addition to setting a goal of improving Wisconsin’s
statewide graduation rate to 92 percent by 2018.

Within-school gaps in graduation rates between demographic subgroups will be evaluated annually using
four-year adjusted cohort graduation rates and six-year adjusted cohort graduation rates. Schools will
receive a numerical score for this sub-scale area on a scale of 0-100, based on the average gap in
graduation rates when placing equal weight on each subgroup gap.

Creating the Closing Gaps Sub-scale Area Score

At this time, DPI plans to weight each gap measure equally to establish a sub-scale area index score.
Because growth is only measured in elementary and middle school, and graduation only measured for
high schools, 50 percent of the Closing Gaps sub-scale area will be determined by achievement gap
measures and the other 50 percent will be determined based on available growth and graduation gap
measures.

In cases when there is insufficient data to calculate a gap sub-scale score, weighting of other sub-scale
areas will be adjusted. Weighting within sub-scale areas and for the overall index will be finalized in
consultation with DPI's Technical Advisory Committee.

Sub-scale Area 4: On-Track to Graduation/Postsecondary Readiness
The On-Track to Graduation/Postsecondary Readiness measures proposed consist of a number of
variables designed to identify whether schools are meeting benchmarks in preparing students for
postsecondary success. The On-Track to graduation indicator, for schools with grades Kindergarten
through eight, includes attendance, reading performance for third grade, and mathematics performance in
eighth grade. The Postsecondary Readiness indicator includes attendance, graduation rates, and ACT
participation and performance.

Subgroups Included

As with the closing gaps sub-scale area, measures of On-Track to Graduation and Postsecondary
Readiness will be incorporated in the accountability index using individual subgroups. Like the Closing
Gaps sub-scale area, the On-Track to Graduation/Postsecondary readiness sub-scale areas will compare
each of the five race/ethnicity subgroups to the highest performing racial/ethnic subgroup in the school;
English language learners to English proficient students; students with disabilities to students without
disabilities; economically disadvantaged students to non-economically disadvantaged students; and,
when necessary, the high-need supergroup to its comparison group.

On-Track to Graduation Indicator

The On-Track to Graduation sub-scale area calculation is applied to schools with grades Kindergarten
through grade eight. The sub-scale area includes attendance, third grade reading achievement, and
eighth grade mathematics achievement indicators.

Attendance (33 percent of On-Track sub-scale area index score). Attendance is highly correlated with
rates of high school graduation. In an attempt to raise the graduation rates of at-risk populations, DPI is
leveraging this high-impact measure by tying a school’s attendance score to its lowest-attending
subgroup.

To determine a student’s attendance rate, the number of days attended divided by the total possible days
is calculated. These numbers are summed together to provide both an overall school attendance rate and
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a subgroup attendance rate (for each subgroup with at least 20 students). Each school’s Attendance
score will be calculated based on an average of the school’s overall attendance rate and the lowest
attendance rate of the subgroups present in the school. For example, if a school’s overall attendance rate
is 95 percent, but its attendance rate for its lowest-attending subgroup is only 75 percent, the school’s
Attendance score will be 85 out of 100 (i.e., (95 + 75)/2 = 85).

Third Grade Reading Performance (33 percent of On-Track sub-scale area index score). In adhering to
DPI's overall goals of improving high school graduation and college readiness for all Wisconsin students,
DPI has included third grade reading as a specific area of focus in Wisconsin’s index. Empirical evidence
has consistently shown reading performance in third grade to be a significant predictor of future success
(See Appendix 10). Students who have a solid reading foundation in third grade are better able to build
their skills around this foundation throughout their academic career. Reading ability in the third grade has
been empirically linked to high school performance, high school graduation, and college enroliment;
students who read at or above grade level in third grade tend to have better outcomes in all of these
areas.

Methodology. A school’s Third Grade Reading Score is calculated in the same way that
the Achievement indicator is calculated. For each school, a three-year weighted average
reading proficiency rate is calculated for all third graders who took the test in those years,
applying the “all students” group. Schools that don’t meet the cell size are dropped from
the calculations. All remaining schools are given a score based on their third grade
reading proficiency rate. For example, if a school has a weighted average third grade
reading proficiency rate of 84 percent, the school receives a Third Grade Reading Score
of 84.

Eighth Grade Mathematics Performance (33 percent of On-Track sub-scale area index score). Like its
third grade reading counterpart, eighth grade mathematics is being leveraged as a high-impact measure
because of its importance in predicting success in secondary mathematics. Eighth grade mathematics
performance is also an important measure in current early-warning research. As this is an evolving
system, DPI fully intends to explore additional indicators to include in the on-track sub-scale area, but in
the meantime plans to address appropriate weighting for schools without these grades as part of the
standards setting process.

Methodology. A school’s Eighth Grade Mathematics Score is calculated in the same
way that the Achievement indicator is calculated. For each school, a three-year weighted
average reading proficiency rate is calculated for all eighth graders who took the test in
those years, applying the “all students” group. Schools that don’t meet the cell size are
not included in the calculations and a different weighting system, determined through a
standards setting process in spring 2012, will apply. All remaining schools are given a
score based on their proficiency rate. For example, if a school has a weighted average
eighth grade mathematics proficiency rate of 92 percent, the school receives an eighth
Grade Mathematics Score of 92.

Postsecondary Readiness Indicator
The postsecondary readiness sub-scale area is applied to schools with grades 9-12. This sub-scale area
includes measures of attendance, participation and performance on the ACT, and graduation rates.

Attendance (20 percent of sub-scale area index score). The attendance calculation is based on the
number of days attended out of the total possible days for each student. These rates are summed
together to provide both an overall school attendance rate and a subgroup attendance rate (for each
subgroup with at least 20 students). As mentioned above, each school’s Attendance score will be
calculated based on an average of the school’s overall attendance rate, and the lowest attendance rate of
all subgroups present in the school.

ACT performance and participation (20 percent of sub-scale area index score). The ACT assessment is a
well-respected assessment accepted by institutions of higher education as a measure of collegiate
readiness. While not all schools currently administer the ACT, in 2010-11, 60.4 percent of Wisconsin
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twelfth graders took the ACT. DPI recognizes ACT results as a high-leverage indicator and will include a
proposal to fund ACT in the next (2013-15) biennial budget.

Methodology. Participation: This measure is calculated by first identifying twelfth grade
students with a composite ACT score. The number of students with a score is divided by
the total number of twelfth grade students in the school to arrive at the ACT participation
score. Schools must meet the minimum cell size of 20 for twelfth grade students.

Performance: ACT performance is calculated by identifying the number of students
classified as meeting the College Readiness Benchmark established by ACT for each
test area (English, reading, mathematics, and science) and dividing by the total number
of tested students. The ACT participation rate and the four ACT performance areas are
combined and all are weighted equally to arrive at the overall ACT score.

Graduation (60 percent of sub-scale area index score). Graduation from high school must be a priority for
every school and student; it is a seminal event that has dramatic impact on an individual’s career and
higher education options.

Methodology. Graduation rates are calculated using two separate timeframes: the four-
year adjusted cohort rate and the six-year adjusted cohort rate.

The four-year adjusted cohort rate is calculated by taking the number of students in the
cohort who graduate within four years or less with a regular high school diploma and
dividing by the number of students who form the four-year adjusted cohort for the
graduating class. The six-year adjusted cohort graduation rate is calculated by taking the
number of students in the cohort who graduate within six years or less with a regular high
school diploma and dividing by the number of students who form the six-year adjusted
cohort for the graduating class.

The graduation index score is calculated by adding the four-year adjusted cohort rate for
the “all students” group to the six-year adjusted cohort rate for the lowest performing
subgroup and dividing by two. While the goal of graduating from high school within four
years of entry into ninth grade is appropriate for most students, DPI acknowledges that
graduating from high school in five or six years may in some cases also be appropriate
and, in fact part of a detailed Individualized Education Plan established by a student, his
or her family, and educators. It is important that the accountability calculation recognize
graduation beyond a fourth year in high school as an appropriate goal and a potential
success for some students.

Graduation data is collected well after the school year has ended and the process for cleaning
and loading the data into our data system also takes time in order to ensure the integrity of the
data. Because of these challenges to data collection, graduation data for schools from the prior
year is used, meaning that a school’s Graduation and Graduation Gap scores are lagged by one
year.

Future Postsecondary Indicators

The School and District Accountability Design Team supported the idea of evolving accountability
systems that incorporate additional meaningful measures when the data are available in a reliable, high-
quality manner. DPI intends to include other postsecondary data, including (but not necessarily limited to)
college enrollment, industry certification, and military enlistment, when these data are widely available.
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Table 2.4. Overview of Wisconsin Accountability Index by School Level

School Relevant Sub-scale
Level Area(s) Measures Used Subgroups
Elementary | Student Achievement Reading Achievement All Students
(K-5) Mathematics Achievement
Student Growth Reading Growth All Students
Mathematics Growth
Closing Gaps Reading Achievement ESEA Subgroups
Mathematics Achievement .
Growth Rates High-Need
Supergroup when
applicable
On-track to Graduation Attendance ESEA Subgroups
3rd Grade Reading High-Need
Possible Future Indicators: Supergroup when
Science Achievement applicable
Social Studies Achievement
Middle (6-8) | Student Achievement Reading Achievement All Students
Mathematics Achievement
Student Growth Reading Growth All Students
Mathematics Growth
Closing Gaps Reading Achievement ESEA Subgroups
Mathematics Achievement )
Growth Rates High-Need
Supergroup when
applicable
On-track to Graduation AtEtendance ESEA Subgroups
8" Grade Mathematics High-Need
Possible Future Indicators: Supergroup when
Science Achievement applicable
Social Studies Achievement
High (9-12) | Student Achievement Reading Achievement All Students
Mathematics Achievement
Student Growth Reading Growth All Students
Mathematics Growth
Closing Gaps Reading Achievement ESEA Subgroups
Mathematics Achievement .
Growth Rates High-Need
Graduation Supgr group when
applicable
Possible Future Indicators:
Postsecondary Enrollment gap
Industry Certification gap
Postsecondary Readiness | Attendance ESEA Subgroups
Graduation ,
ACT Participation and High-Need
e Supgrgroup when
applicable
Possible Future Indicators:
Postsecondary Enrollment
Industry Certification
Rates of college credit earned in
high school
Note: Iltems shown in gray ifalics are not currently included in accountability calculations, but may be
in future versions of the accountability index given advances in data collection systems.
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Work to be Done

This index system is a work in progress. This proposal provides DPI the opportunity to gain valuable
feedback early in the development of Wisconsin’s statewide accountability system to ensure not only that
the system meets federal requirements, but also that it will contribute to the best outcomes for all
students.

DPI has several next steps in continued work on the accountability index. First, submission of this request
for flexibility offers an important opportunity for ongoing improvement through feedback from expert peer
reviewers and the United States Department of Education, not to mention those who participated in the
public review and comment period and in other stakeholder meetings. Second, DPI will consult with the
Wisconsin Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) on key components of the Index: namely, standards
setting to ensure the index identifies and characterizes schools in a valid way. Third, Wisconsin will field
test the system (including use of the new, higher WKCE cut scores) in consultation with the TAC, with
schools and districts, and through evaluations conducted by the University of Wisconsin System.

Standards Setting

The standards setting process is integral to operationalization of the Accountability Index. This will take
place in consultation with Wisconsin’s TAC before the end of April in order to inform the development of
field test reports. More information about this process is available in Appendix 11.

This index is an accountability tool and it reflects components of the rich, high-quality educational
experiences offered by schools across Wisconsin as well as the specific challenges that schools face. It is
a step forward from prior accountability structures, but not the full picture of the accountability system that
will evolve in Wisconsin. The index will undergo regular review and evaluation to ensure statistical
reliability and validity as well as to identify statewide impact. These reviews will inform ongoing changes
to the system.

In addition, while some changes will be informed by the review process, DPI believes there are measures
not included in the current Index that may result in a more sensitive, accurate system. Examples of such
measures include:

o student postsecondary readiness (such as postsecondary enrollment, credit-earning, and
remediation rates),

¢ information about performance on assessments in additional subject areas like science and social
studies, and

¢ school characteristics that point to the importance of rich, varied curricula that include course
offerings such as art, music, physical education, world language, career and technical education,
and other non-tested subjects as well as varied co-curricular activities.

Advances in DPI's technology and data system will allow for some of these indicators to be factored into
the Index in the future and such additions will be evaluated as soon as the data are available.

Expected Outcomes

By identifying four key sub-scale areas, and high-leverage measures within those sub-scale areas, DPI is
creating an index-based accountability system that places schools on a continuum to inform differentiated
interventions and supports. Ambitious but achievable annual measurable objectives (AMOs) that value all
of the four sub-scale areas and honor their representation of college- and career-ready expectations will
inform improvement for all schools on the continuum, and result in a significant number of students being
on track for college and career. Additional AMOs for test participation, dropout rates, and absenteeism
are established at set levels. Schools missing these AMOs receive a red flag, impacting their overall
performance category placement.
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Summary and Timeline

Wisconsin is making dramatic changes in how we think about accountability across the state. While work
remains, this waiver request represents a significant commitment from DPI as well as a public statement
that building and implementing a meaningful, transparent, statewide accountability system, while
complicated and time-consuming, must continue to move quickly and must reflect the priorities of the
state to move toward college and career readiness for every Wisconsin student.

As mentioned above, work on the Accountability Index continues. A timeline for this continued work is
provided in Appendix 11

2.C REWARD SCHOOLS |

2.C.i  Describe the SEA’s methodology for identifying highest-performing and high-progress
schools as reward schools . If the SEA’s methodology is not based on the definition of reward
schools in ESEA Flexibility (but instead, e.g. based on school grades or ratings that take into account
a number of factors), the SEA should also demonstrate that the list provided in Table 2 is consistent
with the definition, per the Department’s “Demonstrating that an SEA’s Lists of Schools meet
ESEA Flexibility Definitions” guidance.

Reward
Reward schools are identified annually and fall into one of three categories: High Performance
(Exemplary) Schools, High-Progress Schools, and schools that are Beating the Odds.

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

High Progress Schools are those schools that are making the most progress in the state, identified as
those schools that most improve their Student Achievement Sub-Scale Score (which looks at the “all
students” group only) over a five-year time period, not including schools that have significant gaps
between subgroups. Schools with graduation rate measures will also have an opportunity to be
identified as a High-Progress School. Graduation rate change over up to a five-year period will be
compared and schools with the most significant improvement will be identified. (Note: DPI was first
able to compute a four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for the class of 200. Comparisons will start
from that year forward.)

Beating the Odds schools are calculated using current, Title | Schools of Recognition methodology.
Only Title | receiving schools in the top quartile for poverty qualify for this reward.

The final list of Reward Schools will include 10 percent of Title | schools across the three categories
above, and may also include additional, non-Title | schools.

2.Cii Provide the SEA’s list of reward schools in Table 2.

2.C.iii  Describe how the SEA will publicly recognize and, if possible, reward highest-performing
and high-progress schools.
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Wisconsin has long understood the importance and benefit of publicly recognizing and rewarding high
performing Title | schools, as evidenced by the introduction of Schools of Recognition (SOR) in 2003.
In recent years, the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) has expanded and enhanced these
opportunities to create a comprehensive program of public recognition and rewards to positively
incentivize schools to improve student achievement and maintain high levels of performance. DPI
designed the system of rewards and recognition to align with elements of the state Strategic Plan:

¢ Providing rewards and recognition based on student achievement represents a strategy
designed to increase reading and mathematics performance using incentives.

e The programs rely on various statewide infrastructures to inform and support the dissemination
of best practices.

This application for flexibility of implementation within ESEA legislation provides Wisconsin the
opportunity to enhance and expand the existing rewards and recognition program in order to implement
more rigorous identification requirements of participants and expand the current Title | accountability
and support system to a Statewide System of Support (SSOS) that includes all Wisconsin schools.
Wisconsin will also use this flexibility to add recognition for High-Progress schools making significant
improvement in closing their in-school achievement gap and schools Significantly Exceeding
Expectations which demonstrate overall high achievement.

Wisconsin’s Existing Recognition and Rewards Program -

Schools of Recognition

For the past nine years the Wisconsin Title | and School Support team has implemented the Schools of
Recognition (SOR) program to recognize high-poverty Title | schools “Beating the Odds,” as
demonstrated by meeting the following criteria:

e Title | schools;

e Serving a larger proportion of students receiving free and reduced lunch than at least 75 percent
of state public schools;

o Exceeding the average student academic performance in reading and mathematics, as
measured by the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Exam (WKCE), when compared to similar
schools; and

e Meeting all AYP objectives for two or more consecutive years.

SOR Ceremony. The SOR ceremony is a one-day event during which DPI publicly recognizes
identified schools on a statewide level in front of an audience which includes the state superintendent,
his cabinet, and legislators of recognized school districts. The SOR receive a monetary reward and a
plague commemorating the achievement. The ceremony provides an opportunity for district
administrators and teachers to network and share their success stories with their peers.

SOR grants. Once identified as a SOR, schools have the opportunity to apply for a competitive SOR
grant to develop new and innovative programs or scale-up successful, existing programs which support
the state’s strategic goals to close the achievement gap and increase the rates of college- and career-
ready graduates. Schools receiving the grants receive additional statewide public recognition.

Spotlight Schools. Any school identified as a SOR for three or more consecutive years can apply for
competitive grant funding to become a Spotlight School. Potential Spotlight Schools must complete a
rigorous self assessment with documented evidence demonstrating success in two spotlighted
domains which include Teaching and Learning, as well as one of the following: 1) Vision, Leadership,
and Governance; 2) Decision Making and Accountability; 3) Professional Development and Teacher
Quality; or 4) Family, School, and Community Partnerships.

Spotlight Schools must host at least three visits to their school from school teams across the state in
order to demonstrate and disseminate successful practices. Visiting teams observe classrooms,
participate in discussions with administration and staff, and reflect upon the experience. Grantees must
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also develop a plan to communicate their spotlighted practices to schools unable to participate in visits
within their region and across the state.

Spotlight Schools may use grant funds to continue reforms and improve school practices. DPI also
hosts two annual networking meetings for all Spotlight Schools. These meetings include opportunities
for professional development, sharing of spotlighted practices, and the dissemination of DPI-developed
materials to support dissemination of spotlighted practices. Finally, Spotlight Schools are featured on
DPI's Spotlight Schools website as well as in a statewide searchable database featuring spotlight
practices.

Teacher Fellowships. Teachers in SORs can apply for a competitive fellowship grant program to fund
personalized professional development opportunities designed to impact their practice, students, and
school communities. Successful applications describe opportunities that will result in fresh
perspectives, expertise, and broad-world knowledge which will enhance instruction in their classrooms.
DPI selects approximately 30 teachers annually as Wisconsin SOR Fellows. This program is a
partnership between DPI and a national organization, Fund for Teachers, which assists in the
administration of these fellowships.

Basic eligibility requirements include the following:

Teach in a Wisconsin SOR;

Teach in a Pre-Kindergarten through 12th grade classroom;

Minimum of three years classroom teaching experience;

A full-time teacher spending at least 50 percent of the time in the classroom or a classroom-like
setting; and

¢ Intention to return to teaching in their school/district in the following school year.

Teacher Fellows develop blogs (posted and promoted via DPI's website) that articulate their
experiences in order to extend the learning opportunity to other educators statewide and disseminate
best practices to a larger audience. Additionally, Fellows must present at professional development
opportunities, conferences, and other regional and statewide meetings to continue to share their
experiences beyond their classrooms and local communities.

Enhancements to Wisconsin’s Existing Recognition and

Rewards Program

This application provides DPI an opportunity to enhance its existing recognition and rewards program
to include more rigorous identification criteria using the new Wisconsin Accountability Index system (as
described in Section 2.C). DPI will introduce two new categories:

e High-Progress Schools; and
o Exemplary Schools earning the highest scores across multiple measures of achievement (as
measured by the overall Wisconsin Accountability Index score described in Section 2.C).

Additionally, this flexibility provides DPI the opportunity to expand its existing system of public
recognition to include non-Title | schools in an effort to develop a statewide school and district
accountability system aligned to recommendations provided by the School and District Accountability
Design Team (Accountability Design Team). For more information regarding the Accountability Design
Team recommendations, see Appendix 2.

Non-Title | schools identified within these new categories will receive public recognition and become
eligible to participate in state-conducted diagnostic reviews to help inform practices statewide, pending
additional state resources. DPI will conduct diagnostic reviews within a small, representative sample of
schools identified as Exemplary Schools in order to provide a comprehensive model of effective
instruction and educational policies to all Wisconsin schools. Additionally, DPI will prioritize diagnostic
reviews in a small, representative sample of High-Progress schools, which can inform statewide
practice by providing strategies proven to rapidly improve school outcomes. The diagnostic review
process and dissemination of best practices in non-Title | schools will require additional state
resources, including staffing and funding.
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Schools of
Recognition
Title I Schools: High-Progress Significantly
Beating the Odds Schools Exceeding

Expectations

Timeline for Implementation of Proposed Enhancements

Table 2.5 presents DPI's timeline for implementing enhancements to the current system of recognition
and rewards. As previously noted, expansion of recognition opportunities for Wisconsin schools include
all Wisconsin public schools, charter schools, and private schools participating in Parental Choice
Programs as recommended by the Accountability Design Team and will require DPI to allocate funding
towards these initiatives.

Table 2.5. Timeline for Implementation of Wisconsin’s System of Recognition
and Rewards: Title | and Statewide

Activity Responsible Parties
2012-13  Continue Current Title | Schools: Beating the Odds Title 1 and School
(based on 2011-12 data) Support Team
Identify Title | Schools: Beating the Odds Office of Educational
(based on 2012-13 data) Accountability

Identify High-Progress Schools Using Wisconsin Accountability . .
Achievement Index Office of Educational

(based on 2012-13 data) Accountability

2013-14  Identify Exemplary Schools Using Wisconsin Accountability ' .
Achievement Index Office of Educational

(based on 2012-13 data) Accountability

Recognize all Rewards Schools at Schools of Recognition
Ceremony
(Beating the Odds Schools, High-Progress Schools, and

Title | and School
Support Team; State

Exemplary Schools, if applicable) Superintendent

Identify Representative Sample of 2013-14 High-Progress Office of Educational

Schools Statewide to Participate in Diagnostic Reviews Accountability
2014-15

Conduct Diagnostic Reviews in High-Progress Schools and Title | and School

Disseminate Findings Support Team
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Rationale for School Rewards and Recognition

In the development of Wisconsin Title | rewards and recognition programs, DPI consulted a number of
collaborative partners, including the State Superintendent’s Collaborative Council, State
Superintendent’s Parent Advisory Committee, Title | Committee of Practitioners, the 12 regional
cooperative educational service agencies (CESAs), Title | Network, teachers, administrators, and
parents. The input from the collaborative partners collected during various meetings and networking
sessions, as well as a statewide Title | Needs Assessment conducted by DPI, helped to shape each
program in order to best meet the needs of the field. Additionally, the collaborative partners continually
participate in annual grant application reviews and provide funding recommendations to the state
superintendent for each of the Title | rewards and recognition programs. For more information
regarding these stakeholders, see the Consultation section of the waiver.

These programs remain popular with stakeholders across the state. While participating in informational
sessions and presenting at key conferences across the state to inform stakeholders of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) waiver opportunity, multiple representatives from SOR
expressed concerns regarding the potential discontinuation of SOR programming.

These stakeholders have directly informed the inclusion of future recognition initiatives through the
Accountability Design Team process, as well. Accountability Design Team members, (Appendix 2A),
supported the recognition of high-performing schools identified using indices under the New Statewide
Accountability System that will be implemented in 2013-14. (See Section 2.C for more information
regarding these processes)

2.D PRIORITY SCHOOLS |

2.D.1  Describe the SEA’s methodology for identifying a number of lowest-performing schools
equal to at least five percent of the State’s Title I schools as priority schools. If the SEA’s
methodology is not based on the definition of priority schools in ESEA Flexibility (but instead, e.g.
based on school grades or ratings that take into account a number of factors), the SEA should also
demonstrate that the list provided in Table 2 is consistent with the definition, per the Department’s
“Demonstrating that an SEA’s Lists of Schools meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions” guidance.

Priority schools, as the lowest performing schools in the state, are identified using the Student
Achievement sub-scale area of the accountability index. Title | schools will be rank ordered by Student
Achievement sub-scale score. The cut point that includes the bottom 5 percent of Title | schools (i.e.,
60 schools) will then be applies statewide and all schools, regardless of title | status, that fall below the
cut point will be identified as Priority Schools. As per SIG methodology, no alternative schools are
included in Priority calculations.

Another option to identify Priority Schools as those high schools with a graduation rate of less than 60
percent over a number of years was not selected because Wisconsin does not have any High Schools
(other than dropout recovery high schools) that meet this criterion.

Wisconsin has been working to build a statewide accountability system, one that includes all traditional
public schools as well as charter schools and private schools participating in Parental Choice
Programs. The list of Priority Schools will include the bottom five percent of Title | schools using the
methodology above, but may also include additional, non-Title | schools. Current supports (presented
in section 2.D.iii), however, will be provided to Title | schools only until further funding is available.

2.D.i  Provide the SEA’s list of priority schools in Table 2.
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2.D.ii Describe the meaningful interventions aligned with the turnaround principles that an LEA
with priority schools will implement.
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Transition Year: 2012-13

Current Title | Sanctions/Requirements

The Department of Public Instruction (DPI) intends to use the 2012-13 school year as a transition year
between the current Title | sanctions and the proposed system of supports to ensure full implementation
of the new accountability system beginning in 2013-14. DPI will continue to require parental school
choice, district-level corrective action requirements, and restructuring as required under the current
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) through the 2012-13 school year. Title | schools
identified for improvement and districts identified for improvement will no longer be required to set aside
10 percent of funds allocated at the school level and at the district level (respectively) for the purpose of
professional development.

Supplemental Educational Services

While current Title | sanctions will remain for 2012-13, DPI will use the ESEA flexibility as an opportunity
to waive Supplemental Educational Services (SES) from its current accountability system. The primary
basis for this request is tied directly to the limited evidence of positive impact on student achievement.
Specifically, analyses of SES programs in Wisconsin districts conducted by the Wisconsin Center for
Research and Evaluation suggest that SES has minimal impact on student outcomes. For more
information about these reports, please refer to the following website: http://sesiq2.wceruw.org/.
Additionally, DPI and district staff could use the time required to implement, maintain, and monitor SES
programs much more effectively to target the needs in low-performing schools in developing an alternate
plan with specific elements around extended learning opportunities aligned with current best practices.

In developing an alternative plan to SES as part of this waiver, DPI has consulted with Milwaukee Public
Schools (MPS), who has been implementing SES since the 2003 school year. Given this long history with
the program, DPI consulted district staff to identify specific advantages and disadvantages of waiving
SES, as well as guidelines and criteria they recommend for consideration in an alternative plan. Based on
their input, DPI believes districts would benefit by waiving the current provisions around SES and receive
flexibility in developing and implementing extended learning opportunities that more closely align with
local school and district reading and mathematics curricula. In addition, there was significant support
based on the feedback received from the waiver survey, where 52 percent of respondents agreed to
waive SES from the current accountability system.

The cornerstone of this flexibility would be significant consultation with parents and expanding parental
choice. DPI proposes districts must engage parents to assist in shaping the extended learning
opportunities that would best meet the needs of their child. Parents will also play a pivotal role in
providing key recommendations around the types of instructional supports and interventions that would
be made available. Lastly, as a result of this flexibility, DPI would no longer maintain a DPl-approved SES
provider list. However if a district, through consultation with parents chooses to continue to contract with
current SES providers, they would have that option. Currently, four districts (representing 32 schools) are
required to provide SES statewide.

Districts, with Title | schools identified for improvement (SIFI), will be required to submit a district plan
outlining the additional extended learning opportunities that will be implemented in those schools. DPI
must approve the district’s plan, which must include four main elements:

1) Parental Involvement

¢ Evidence documenting distr