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Members Present:	 Rep. Robert Behning, Co-Chairperson; Rep. Rhonda Rhoads; Rep. 
David Frizzell; Rep. Kathleen Heuer; Rep. Cindy Noe; Rep. Jeffrey 
Thompson; Rep. David Cheatham; Rep. Clyde Kersey; Rep. Vernon 
Smith; Sen. Dennis Kruse, Co-Chairperson; Sen. James Banks; Sen. 
James Buck; Sen. Luke Kenley; Sen. Jean Leising; Sen. Earline 
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Members Absent:	 Rep. Timothy Brown; Rep. Edward Clere; Rep. Greg Porter; Rep. 
Shelli Vandenburgh; Sen. Carlin Yoder; Sen. Scott Schneider. 

Co-Chairperson Kruse called the meeting to order at 1:05 p.m. He indicated the Commission 
will hold a total of nine meetings; the purpose of this meeting was to take public comment on 
the A-F school grading system and growth model of evaluation established by the Department 
of Education (DoE) that were the subjects of the Commission's first meeting. 

Co-Chairperson Behning called upon Dr. Anthony Lux, Superintendent, Merrillville Community 
School Corporation, for testimony (Dr. Lux's testimony is included as Exhibit A). Dr. Lux stated 
that the A-F grading formula and the growth model place school corporations with a greater 
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number of students of poverty at a disadvantage, and presented suggestions for modifying the 
system to take factors related to poverty into account. 

Dr. Jeff Swensson, Superintendent, Carmel Clay Schools, explained that the A-F system is 
incomplete, as it does not account for meaningful growth and excellence, and too complex, and 
suggests adding additional factors for evaluation (Dr. Swensson's testimony is included as 
Exhibit B). 

Dr. Dan Bickel, Area Administrator for Elementary Schools, Fort Wayne Community Schools, 
stated that the Fort Wayne Schools have been making adequate yearly progress for the last 
several years despite having a complex student population, and continue to improve under 
various reform efforts. However, under the A-F system, the school corporation is likely to 
receive a C. He stated that the competitive nature of the current education environment, with 
charter schools and vouchers for nonpublic schools, does not seem to be on a level playing 
field. 

Dr. Vic Smith, a retired educator, presented information concerning competition between school 
corporations for high growth status under the A-F system (Dr. Smith's testimony is included as 
Exhibit C). He stated that limiting high growth to 34% of students state-wide for elementary and 
middle school students is inherently unfair, and would favor a criterion-based rating system 
rather than a norm-based system. He also pointed out that the A-F system is based on 
performance, while the statute (IC 20-31-8-3) calls for rating schools qased on improvement. 

Dr. Ed Eiler, Superintendent, Lafayette School Corporation, stated that while the student growth 
model measures only the performance of students, DoE is using to the model to measure 
multiple types of performance, including teacher and school performance. He suggested adding 
additional types of data to measure performance. Dr. Eiler also stated that DoE's rules lack 
flexibility in adapting to different types of data as new types of tests are used in schools since it 
focuses on ISTEP performance. He raised concerns about how the A-F ratings will interact with 
Title I waivers for schools. He also stated that the current types of interventions for schools 
appear to be more punitive than helpful to the schools. 

Dr. Jonathan Plucker, Director, Center for Evaluation and Education Policy, Indiana University, 
who served on the elementary/middle school accountability working group, explained that the 
working group had received a great deal of information about different accountability models 
from many groups and individuals and considered several different models before presenting its 
findings to the State Board of Education. He disagrees with suggestions from others that the 
development of the accountability models was a closed process. 

Derek Redelman, Indiana Chamber of Commerce, presented information concerning Indiana's 
School Accountability Model (Mr. Redelman's presentation is included as Exhibit D). Mr. 
Redelman pointed out weaknesses in the previous system of accountability, including confusing 
performance labels and the length of time before intervention, and in the new accountability 
system, including using the pass-fail rate as the initial placement measure, awarding growth 
bonuses based on peer groups instead of criterion-based standards, and lack of transparency. 
The Chamber suggests putting DoE's A-F rule on hold for a year, during which input can be 
gathered from stakeholders, and moving to using a growth model that focuses on criterion­
based growth. 

Dr. Katie Brooks, Assistant Professor, College of Education, Butler University, raised several 
concerns over the A-F accountability system (Dr. Brooks' testimony is summarized in Exhibit E). 
She noted that studies have found using high-stakes testing results to evaluate teacher a.nd 
school performance does not improve student performance. Other studies have found that 
ninety percent or more of student standardized test performance is attributable to factors that 



are not related to schools or teachers, and that one in four teachers may be identified as 
underperforming when they are actually average performers. In addition, she cited studies that 
show that there may be a disproportional impact on high poverty schools under the growth 
model. 

Chuck Little, Urban Schools Association, spoke briefly in support of Dr. Brooks' comments, and 
urged DoE to consider the information presented. 

Byron Ernest, incoming Principal, Emmerich Manual High School, stressed the importance of 
career readiness along with college readiness. He stated that research, including testing, is 
important in establishing successful programs, and that the A-F accountability system is a good 
starting point in evaluating student performance. 

Tom Adams and Joan McCormick, Indiana Council of Administrators of Special Education 
(ICASE), stated that ICASE supports A-F as being more inclusive than the previous model. 
However, using ISTEP as the sole means of assessing growth leaves growth by some students 
uncounted. (ICASE comments are summarized in Exhibit F.) 

Todd Bess, Indiana Association of School Principals, spoke generally in favor of the growth 
model. He was involved in developing the models for high schools, and would like to see more 
data points included in the elementary/middle school model. 

Steve Baker, Principal, Bluffton High School, was involved in developing the performance 
models for high schools. He feels that the A-F system presents a more fair and accurate 
assessment of high schools than the previous assessment system did. DoE has assured him 
that the model will continue to be adjusted and improved. 

Dr. Tony Bennett, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, focused on the elementary/middle 
school model, and stressed that the growth model is a part of the accountability system, but not 
the entire system. He feels there is a great deal of misinformation concerning the system, 
student scores, and growth percentages that has been circulated, which has contributed to 
stress and fear on the part of school administrators. The system's metrics will continue to be 
adjusted based on the information collected as the system is used. (Dr. Bennett distributed 
materials concerning school report cards - Exhibit G.) 

John Gubera, Chief Accountability Officer, DoE, stated that delaying the implementation of the 
A-F accountability system will compromise the waiver Indiana has received from the United 
States Department of Education for the No Child Left Behind standards. He also pointed out 
that Indiana's accountability standards are being looked to nationally as a model. 

The next meeting of the Commission will be held on June 29th at 1:00 p.m. The meeting was 
adjourned at 5:25 p.m. 
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Problems and Suggestions for Indiana's A-F Grading Formula 

There would be nothing wrong with the State A-F Grading Formula if the students at given grade 

levels in every classroom in every school across the State were essentially the same. If that were 

the case, then it would be fair to compare the progress those students make from year to year and 

draw conclusions about the only two variables that would matter - the teacher and the school. 

However, the harsh truths are that students are not the same and schools that serve different 

students are not the same. In fact, there is an incredible range between advantaged students and 

the schools that serve them and disadvantaged students and the schools that serve them that goes 

well beyond the school house doors. 

The State A-F Grading Formula implies that student growth is only the result of the quality of 

the teacher and the school. This simply is not the case. 

1.	 Student growth also depends on the environment students experience outside of school. 

Students always experience "Value Added" in school. But, students can also experience two 

extremes of either "Further Value Added" or "Value Subtracted" outside of school. Consider 

the differences in the outside-of-school environments of Advantaged versus Disadvantaged 

Students. 

ADVANTAGED STUDENTS: Grow up in an intellectually stimulating environment; more 

highly educated parents; parents at home more often; daily Internet access; high expectations; 

several years of highly stimulating day care prior to entering Kindergarten; daily 

conversations with tens of thousands of vocabulary words and at higher levels of thinking 

skills; daily limitations/parameters regarding school homework; summer experiences such as 

travel, access to movies, live theatre, museums, farms, lakeshore; visits with or to relatives in 

other State or Cities. 

DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS: Grow up III less intellectually stimulating 

environment; lower level of parental education; adults at home less often due to working 

several low paying jobs; lower expectations regarding school work or getting high grades; no 

access to technology in the home; less stimulating daycare experiences, if any are 

affordable; a deficit of thousands of vocabulary words; no travel to museums, live theatre, 

farms, zoos, the lakeshore, or large cities; limited home reading or discussion; no travel; lack 

of interest in school; sometimes absolute refusal to do school work; greater probability of 

experiencing debilitating emotional and physical trauma in daily lives. 
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Being "Disadvantaged" is not always limited to race and poverty. However, while many 

students of race and poverty are achieving at high levels, nevertheless poverty and race are 

the two highest correlates in the Achievement Gaps. And the percentage of students of color 

in poverty is more than twice that of white students. This is especially important in the 

context of student comparisons across the State. 

Research reports from major Universities that verifies these realities have been amply quoted. 

in the New York Times, Chicago Tribune and Time Magazine just to name a few sources. 

•	 Center for Advanced Studies reports that Parents of advantaged students that spent up 

to five times as much per child than poor families back in 1972 are now spending as 

much as nine times more as of 2007. 

•	 Researchers from UCLA report that Affluent children spend 1,300 more hours than 

poor children by age six in day care centers, museums and other educational 

experiences outside of the home. 

•	 Also from that report, Affluent children spend about 400 more hours than poor 

children prior to the start of school in literacy activities. 

•	 "Intensive Cultivation" by parents is a major factor In differences between 

Advantaged and Disadvantaged ... University of Pennsylvania 

•	 Parenting matters ... University of Chicago 

•	 University of Michigan study reveals that the college graduation rate over ensuing 

generations for affluent students has increased from 33% to 50% but the college 

graduation rate for students of poverty has only increased to 9% , barely up from 7%. 

•	 Poverty a greater predictor of achievement than race ... Stanford University 

2.	 The State A-F grading fonnula professes that the growth component is only comparing 

students who are essentially alike. By design, the growth formula compares students who 

have the same starting scale score in one year with how much those same students grow in 

the next year. The theory is that those students must basically be considered the same and 

their growth must solely be attributable to the ability and quality of the teacher and school. 

But here again, the issue of what it means to be "Disadvantaged" has a terrible debilitating 

effect on Growth. Just because students end a school year with the same State exam score, it 

does not mean they are essentially alike. 

In a Time magazine article entitled "The Case Against Summer Vacation", researchers 

from Duke University and Johns Hopkins University, who reviewed decades of 
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research report that while both advantaged and disadvantaged students make essentially 

similar growth during the school year, when out of school over the summer, the growth gaps 

are so large that they result in up to a three year gap by the end of elementary school and the 

effects of those gaps are cumulative over time all the way through high school. Advantaged 

students get an educational boost each and every summer, not to mention what mayor may 

not occur on a daily basis when student leave school to go home. 

Finally, when disadvantaged students are brought up to grade level, they are now 

competing against a new group of students consisting of many more advantaged students 

than before. This is where the outside school effects of "Further Value Added" or "Value 

Subtracted" come into play even further to either supplement or diminish the in-school 

effects of the teacher. 

The cold fact is that teachers of disadvantaged students face challenges much more 

difficult to overcome than teachers of advantaged students. Comparing these teachers and 

their schools without taking this into consideration is totally wrong. 

3. The State A-F formula inappropriately bases its definition of "High Growth" and "Low 

Growth" not on how much students actually grow in one year, but on how much they grow 

relative to other students. Even if all the students would grow more than ever before in the 

history of the State, there would always be a bottom 33% identified as "Low Growth". And 

if teachers and schools had too many of those students they would receive a lower grade, 

despite the fact that those students might be achieving at levels never before reached. 

A harsh example of this gross unfairness is to look at Salk Elementary School III 

Merrillville. Salk is 75% minority with 60% Free and Reduced Lunch students. In 2011, 

92% of students in Grade 4 passed ELA and 86% passed math. However, because not 

enough of its student grew more than 33% of the students with whom they were compared, 

the school would have been penalized and would have only received a Grade ofC! 

As a further illustration, this growth formula would take a classroom of students who all 

achieved A's, rank order them, then take the lowest 33%, call them Low Growth and then 

blame the teacher for that Low Growth. 

4.	 The high school portion of the A-F Grading Formula is also blatantly biased in favor of high 

wealth communities and their schools. Increases in letter grade measurements are given 

based on the percent of students who Pass IB exams, AP exams and gain dual credits. All of 

these components have costs associated with them that less funded schools with poor 

students cannot afford. IB costs are high - more teachers are needed to teach the advanced 
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level IB courses; fees are required for IB exams, AP exams and dual credit - students of 

poverty cannot afford these costs (State only covers costs of some AP exams and even 

though many dual credit class fees are equalized, or even free for students on free and 

reduced lunch, wealthier students can still afford to pay for more credits and exams than poor 

kids, but schools get rewarded for how many more students they have who can afford those 

costs.) 

5.	 The high school portion of the A-F Grading Formula also unfairly diminishes the value of a 

General Diploma which again discriminates against schools in higher poverty areas where 

the history of even ac.hieving a high school diploma is totally different than that in high 

wealth communities. The entire value of first generation high school graduates with General 

Diplomas is lost and disregarded. 

PROPOSED CHANGES: 

1.	 No student who passes or reaches Pass+ should ever be considered "Low Growth". Passing 

at grade level each year by its very definition of meeting the next year's higher standards of 

content mastery is growth. How can being at grade level, or at Pass+, year after year ever be 

considered "Low Growth"?! 

2.	 Ever increasing percentages of students passing the State exam should be weighted more 

heavily and be made a part of the Growth formula to more significantly benefit schools. 

3.	 High schools should not have their letter grades diminished because they have students who 

receive a General Diploma. For many urban schools, acquiring a General Diploma may 

represent the first family member to ever achieve such a goal ... a school should not be 

down-graded for this. A major goal has been to increase Graduation Rates. This is 

happening and should be celebrated. 

4.	 To make up for "Value Subtracted" outside of school, students who are below grade level 

must be required to spend more time in school!!! EXTEND THE COMPULSORY 

ATTENDANCE LAW TO SUMMER SCHOOL FOR STUDENTS WHO ARE BELOW 

GRADE LEVEL. If the State can take a year out of a student's life for not Reading at grade 

level by grade 3, how can it not be willing to take a month out of a student's summer?! And 

before someone says there is no money for this, please realize that the State has already 

committed at least $5,500 per student that is retained because those students will be in school 

an extra year. 

5.	 Provide more funding for summer school and student remediation programs. 
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In the midst of A-F Grading and new teacher evaluation both of which are related to student 

growth, INCREDULOUSLY THE STATE IS REDUCING OR ELIMINATING FUNDING 

FOR SUMMER REMEDIATION OF STUDENTS WHO HAVE FAILED ISTEP. 

6.	 If high schools are to be rewarded for more students taking and passing IB, AP and dual 

credit classes, then those opportunities should be equally accessible in all schools, and not be 

limited by a student's financial status. 

7.	 Schools should be rewarded in the grading formula for increasing the number of students 

who take AP classes and dual credit classes. 

In conclusion, it has been said that student achievement should not be dependent on a 

student's zip code. Certainly the goal for everyone is equal academic success for all students 

regardless of zip code, race or economic status. However, the harsh reality is that the obstacles 

to academic achievement do depend on zip code. Not because of what happens in school, but 

what happens out of school. Some zip codes result in "Further Value Added" and others result in 

"Value Subtracted" as soon as students walk out of the school doors. 

The flaw in the State A-F Grading Formula is that it ignores and pretends that those 

differences do not exist and wants the public to believe that it is only the quality of the teacher 

that makes all the difference. Ask this question, which zip codes will attract the most and 

best teachers? Will teachers apply to zip codes where the odds are stacked against them, or 

where the odds are intheir favor? Also ask, what is being done to level the playing field for 

students and teachers who live and work in those "Value Subtracted" zip codes? 

The State track record is not very good on this count. We are seeing declining funding for 

summer school and remediation at the very time when the stakes are being raised in measuring 

the success of schools and teachers according to a formula that is inherently biased in favor of 

schools in high wealth communities and incredulously tries to convince the public that schools 

and teachers in disadvantaged communities are only making excuses when they point out the 

realities and challenges they face. The State A-F formula inherently blames teachers and schools 

for not being able to overcome societal disadvantages while rewarding teachers and schools who 

benefit from societal economic advantages. 

The real solution is not greater rewards or harsher punishments. The real solution is more 

months for disadvantaged students in educationally rich environments i.e. public school. 

The phrase "Poverty is not an excuse" has become an excuse - an excuse to ignore poverty 

and disclaim any responsibility for it and its devastating effects. The strategy is becoming all too 
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clear - ignore poverty, blame the effects of poverty on teachers, maintain the public perception of 

failing teachers and schools with an A-F formula that is designed to rank order students so that 

the bottom 33% will always exist (no matter how much achievement gains are made), use it to 

designate teachers and schools with low grades, then create a Red Herring for an impatient 

public by offering a Placebo known as Charter Schools and School Choice to appease them. 

Please consider the recommendations to recognize these issues and provide programs that 

will level the field for all teachers and schools and make changes to the A-F formula that unfairly 

discriminates against teachers and schools who face Society's greatest challenges. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Dr. Tony Lux 

Superintendent of Merrillville Schools 

June 15, 2012 
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Education Gap Grows Between Rich
 
and Poor, Studies Say
 
By SABRINA TAVERNISE 

WASHINGTON - Education was historically considered a great equalizer in American 

society, capable oflifting less advantaged children and improving their chances for success 

as adults. But a body of recently published scholarship suggests that the achievement gap 

between rich and poor children is widening, a development that threatens to dilute 
education's leveling effects. 

It is a well-kno~n,Jact that children ~uentfamilies tend to do better in schoo~etthe 
income divide has received far less attention from policy makers and government officials 

thangaps in stUdent accomplishment by race. 

Now, in analyses oflong-term data published in recent months, researchers are finding that 

while the achievement gap between white and black students has narrowed significantly over 

the past few decades, the gap between rich and poor students has grown substantially during 

the same period. 

"We have moved from a society in the 1950S and 1960s, in which race was more 

consequential than family income, to one today in which family incom~mo: 

determinative of educational success than race," said Se~F. Reardo~u~~ 
sociologist. Professor Reardon is the author of a study that found that the gap III 
standardized test scores between affluent and 10 orne students had grO\~about 40T_' 

~rcent since the 1960s, an IS now double the testing gap between blacks and whites. 
, 

In another study, by researchers from the Univer~fMicbig~theimbalance between 
~ ~, 

rich and poor children in college completion - the single most important predictor of 
~ 

s-&ccess in the w~""£-or-c-e-""h-a-s-gr-ownby about 50 percent since the late 1980s. 

The changes are tectonic, a result of social and economic processes unfolding over many 

decades. The data from most of these studies end in 2007 and 2008, before the recession's 

full impact was felt. Researchers said that based on experiences during past recessions, the 

recent downturn was likely to have aggravated the trend. 

http://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/10/education!education-gap-grows-between-rich-and-poo... 3/2/2012 
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"With income declines more severe in the lower brackets, there's a good chance the recession 

may have widened the gap," Professor Reardon said. In the study he led, researchers 

analyzed 12 sets of standardized test scores starting in 1960 and ending in 2007. He 

compared children from families in the 90th percentile of income - the equivalent of 

around $160,000 in 2008, when the study was conducted - and children from the 10th 

percentile, $17,500 in 2008. By the end of that period, the achievement gap by income had 

grown by 40 percent, he said, while the gap between white and black students, regardless of 

income, had shrunk substantially. 

Both studies were first published last fall in a book of research, "Whither Opportunity?" 

compiled by the Russell Sage Foundation, a research center for social sciences, and the 

Spencer Foundation, which focuses on education. Their conclusions, while familiar to a 

small core of social sciences scholars, are now catching the attention of a broader audience, 

in part because income inequality has been a central theme this election season. 

The connection between income inequality among parents and the social mobility of their 

children has been a focus of President Obama as well as some of the Republican presidential 

candidates. 

~n for the growing gap in achievement, researchers say, could be that wealt~ 
parents invest more time and money than ever before in their children (in weekend sports, 

ballet, music lessons, math tutors, and in overall involvement in their children's schools), 
while lower-income families, which are now more likely than ever to be headed by a single 

parent, are increasingly stretched for time and resources. This has been particularly true as 

more parents try to position their children for college, which has become ever more esse~ 

~ success in today's economy. 

A study by Sabino Kornrich, a researcher at the Center for Advanced Studies at the Juan 

March Institute in Madrid, and Frank F. Furstenberg, scheduled to appear in the journal 

Demography this year, found that in 1972, Americans at the upper end of the income 

spectrum were ve times as m per child as low-income families. By 2007 that 

gap had gro 0 nine to , spending by upper-income families more than doubled, while 

spending by I me families grew by 20 percent. 

"The pattern ofprivileged families today is intensive cultivation,' said Dr. Furstenberg, a
 

professor of sociology at the University of Pennsylvania.
 

The gap is also growing in colleg. he University of Michigan stu y, by Susan M. Dynarski
 

and Martha J. Bailey, looked at two generations se born from 1961 to 1964
 

and those born from 1979 to 1982. By 1989, about one-third of the high-income students in
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the first generation had finished college; by 2007, more than half of the second generation 

had done so. By contra~ per~the low-inc;me students in the second generation 

had completed college by 2007, up onl~from a 5 ~ college completion rate by 

the first generation in 1989. 

James J. Heckman, an economist at the University pf Chicago, argues that parenting matters 

as much as, if not more than, income in forming a child's cognitive ability and personality, 

particularly in the years before children start school. 
~~'f..rrr" 

"Earl life conditions and how children are stimulated playa very important role," he said. 

"The danger is we wi reve e war on poverty, when poverty was 

just a matter of income, and giving families more would improve the prospects of their 

children. Ifpeople conclude that, it's a mistake." 

~ith Phillips, an associate professor ofpublic policy and soci~logy at the University:-l. 
California, Los Angeles, used survey data to show that affluent children spend 1,300 more. 

hours than low-income children before age 6 in places other than their homes, their day care 
~ . 
eenters, or schools (anywhere from museums to shopping malls). By the time high-income 

:children start school, they have spent about 400 hours more than poor children in litera:[ ( 
activities, she found. 

~arles Murray, a scholar at the American Entel]lrise Institute whose book, "Coming Apart: 
The State of White America, 1960-2010," was published Jan. 31, described income inequality 

as "more of a symptom than a cause." 

The growing gap between the better educated and the less educated, he argued, has formed a 

kind of cultural divide that has its roots in natural social forces, like the tendency of educated 

people to marry other educated people, as well as in the social policies of the 1960s, like 

welfare and other government programs, which he contended provided incentives for 

staying single. 

"When the economy recovers, you'll still see all these problems persisting for reasons that 

have nothing to do with money and everything to do with culture," he said. 

There are no easy answers, in part because the problem is so complex, said Douglas J. 

Besharov, a fellow at the Atlantic Council. Blaming the problem on the richest of the rich 

ignores an equally important driver, he said: two-earner household wealth, which has lifted 

the upper middle class ever further from less educated Americans, who tend to be single 

p~ren~. 

The problem is a puzzle, he said. "No one has the slightest idea what will work. The cupboard 

is bare." 
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Economic inequality: The real cause' of the urban school 
problem 

By Greg J. Duncan and Richard J. Murnane 

October 6,2011 

America's urban public schools are in trouble: Student test scores are low and dropout rates are 
'high. Recent remedies proposed include everything from reducing the power of teachers unions 
and opening more charter schools to ending test-based accountability. But what if education 
critics ate fOCUSed On the wrong problem? 

Implicit in these very different proposals is the assumption that urban schools are failing because 
they are run badly, and that the solution lies in improving their management. Over the last five 
years, we have been involved in a wide-ranging research project that provides compelling 
evidence to the contrary. Our findings show that the root of the problems facing urban schools 
can be found in gradual but extremely powerful changes in the nation's economy - not the least 
of which is the increasingly unequal distribution of family incomes. Policies that address the 
consequences of these changes, which recent poverty figures show have worsened, are more 
likely to improve the life chances of the children from low-income families. 

For the first three-quarters of the 20th century, economic growth, fueled in large part by the 
increasing educational attainments of successive generations of Americans, was a rising tide that 
lifted the boats of the rich and poor alike. During the most recent three decades, by contrast, the 
fruits of economic growth have not been widely shared and the gap between the incomes of the 
nation's rich and poor families has grown enormously. 

Little noticed, but vital for our nation's future prosperity, is the equally dramatic widening of the 
gap between the educational attainments of children growing up in rich and poor families. 
Between 1978 and 2008, the gap between the average mathematics and reading test scores of 
children from high- and low-income families grew by a third. This growing test score gap has 
been reflected in a growing gap in completed schooling. Over the last 20 years, the rate of 
affluent children who completed college increased by 21 percentage points, while the graduation 
rate of children from low-income families increased by only 4 percentage points. 

Growing economic inequality contributes in a multitude of ways to a widening gulf between the 
educational outcomes ofrich and poor children. In the early 1970s, the gap between what parents 
in the top and bottom quintiles spent on enrichment activities such as music lessons, travel and 
summer camps was approximately $2,700 per year (in 2008 dollars). By 2005-2006, the 
difference had increased to $7,500. Between birth and age 6, children from high-income families 
spend an average of 1,300 more hours than children from low-income families in "novel" places 
- other than at home or school, or in the care of another parent or a day care facility. This 
matters, because when children are asked to read science and social studies texts in the upper 
elementary school grades, background knowledge is critical to comprehension and academic 
success. 



Historically, we have relied on oui public schools to level the playing field for children born into 
different circumstances, but in recent years, the gaps in achievement and behavior between high­
and low-income children have only grown wider. Why? For one thing, residential segregation by 
income has meant that poor children are concentrated in the same schools to a much greater 
extent today than 40 years ago. As a result, children from low-income families are far more 
likely to have classmates with low achievement and behavior problems, which have a negative 
effect on their own learning. Children from poor families are also especially likely to attend 
schools with high rates of student turnover. during the school year, and there is clear evidence 
that students learn less under such circumstances. In Chicago's public schools, 10 percent of 
students change school every year and it is not uncommon for some classrooms to have five new 
students arrive during the year. Research shows that students learn less if they attend schools 
with high student turnover during the school year. 

. Teacher quality contributes to the weak academic performance of low-income students as well.. 
Schools serving high concentrations of poor, nonwhite and low-achieving students find it 
difficult to attract and retain skilled teachers. When teachers leave after only a short period of 
time, there is little payoff to investments in improving their skills, and it is difficult to coordinate 
instruction among teachers, a feature that characterizes effective schools. 

Americans' reactions to income inequality range from dismay and indignation to a belief that 
inequality is simply the price of the chance to achieve the American dream. Debating the merits 
of teachers unions, charter schools and test-based accountability all fail to address the core 
problem, which is that growth in family income inequality has eroded educational opportunities. 
Promising policy responses to this problem include early direct investments in children, 
particularly through high-quality preschool programs that teach the basic cognitive skills and 
socio-emotional skills that children need to thrive in schools, and income supports such as the 
earned income tax credit that raise the income of low-wage workers and have been shown to 
strengthen poor families and boost children's school successes. We do not mean to imply that 
school policies do not matter; they do. But only by enacting policies that address the underlying 
problem of economic inequality will our country remain a place where education opens the door 
to opportunity and upward social mobility - the kind of society in which all Americans can take 
pride. 

Greg J. Duncan is an education professor at the University ofCalifornia at Irvine. Richard J. 
Murnane is a professor of education and society at the Harvard Graduate School of 
Education. They are co-editors of "Whither Opportunity? Rising Inequality, Schools and 
Children's Life Chances," published by the Russell Sage Foundation and the Spencer 
Foundation. 

Copyright © 2011, Chicago Tribune 
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Recently I reread the adventures ofTom Sawyer after many years, and I was stunned to discover that Tom's 

summer vacation doesn'tbegin until the end of Chapter 21. Memory plays tricks. Tom's glorious idyll of 

mud, mild rebellion, chaste romance and rampant imagination electrified by a dash of danger and a blaze 

of heroismhad been filed in my mind under the heading of complete summer freedom. Even the most vivid 

scenes ofTom in school had been washed out by the brilliance ofTom barefoot and unbound. In reality, 

though, our hero spent much of his summer vacation pathetically bedridden with the measles. I mention 

this because my muddled recollection is a small version of a broad misunderstanding, a skewed view of 

childhood and summertime. We associate the school year with oppression and the summer months with 

libertyand nothing is more American than liberty. Summer is red, white and blue. It's flags and fireworks, 

hot dogs and mustard, cold watermelon and sweet corn. School is regimen; summer is creativity. School is 

work; summer is play. But when American students are competing with children around the world, who are 

in many cases spending four weeks longer in school each year, larking through summer is a luxury we can't 

afford. What's more, for many childrenespecially children oflow-income familiessummer is a season of 

boredom, inactivity and isolation. Kids can't go exploring if their neighborhoods aren't safe. It's hard to 

play without toys or playgrounds or open spaces. And Tom Sawyer wasn't expected to care for his siblings 

while Aunt Polly worked for minimum wage. 

Dull summers take a steep toll, as researchers have been documenting for more than a century. Deprived of 

healthy stimulation, millions oflow-income kids lose a significant amount of what they learn during the 

school year. Call it "summer learning loss," as the academics do, or "the summer slide," but by any name 

summer vacation is among the most pernicious, if least acknowledgedcauses of achievement gaps in 

America's schools. Children with access to high-quality experiences keep exercising their minds and bodies 

at sleepaway camp, on family vacations, in museums and libraries and enrichment classes. Meanwhile, 

children without resources languish on street corners or in front of glowing screens. By the time the bell 

rings on a new school year, the poorer kids have fallen weeks, if not months, behind. And even well-off 

American students may be falling behind their peers around the world. (See pictures ofboys at summer 
camp.) 

4/23/2012http://www.time.com/time/printoutJO.8816.2005863.00.html 



The problem of summer vacation, first documented in 1906, compounds year after year. What starts as a
 

hiccup in a 6-year-old's education can be a crisis by the time that child reaches high school. After collecting
 

a century's worth of academic studies, mmer-Iearning expert Harris Cooper, no~Universi$:)
 

concluded that, on average, stu ents lose about a month of progress in rnath skills each summer, while
 

low-income students slip as many as three months in readin nsion, compared wi e-


income students. Another major study, by a team at 0 op ns Universi examined more than 20
 

years of data meticulously tracking the progress of students om kindergarten tbrough.high school. The
 

conclusion: while students made similar progress durin the school year re ardless of economic status, the
 

better-offkids held stea y or continued to make progress during the summer, but disadvantaged students
 -fell back. By the end of grammar school, low-income students had fallen nearly three grade levels behind, V-
and summer was the biggest culprit. By ninth grade, summer learning loss could be blamed for roughly two 

-thirds offfie achievement gap separating income groups. 

During a June visit to the Argentine neighborhood of Kansas City, Kans., I received a quick tutorial on the
 

realities of summer. I met a group of teenagers who were being paid through a private foundation to study
 

writing and music and history for about 10 hours per week, and I asked them what they would be doing if
 

the program weren't available. They told me about the swimming poolone public pool for all ofWyandotte
 

County (pop. 155,000). They noted that their working-class neighborhood had a basketball hoop. And a
 

soda machine. And that's about it. "There is an idyllic view of summer, but we've known for decades that
 

the reality is very different for a lot of underprivileged kids," says Ron Fairchild, CEO of a nonprofit
 

organization in Baltimore called the National Summer Learning Association. 'We expect that athletes and #
 

musicians would see their performance suffer without practice. Well, the same is true of students."
 ....------------"=---------_-.:.._-----=-----------------. 
See the Cartoons of the Week. 

Fairchild and his organization are part of a growing movement to stop the summer slide by coordinating, 

expanding and improving summer enrichment programsespecially for low-income children. Supporters 

range across the political spectrum from Republican Senator Richard Lugar of Indiana to Democrats in the 

Department of Education under President Obama, who has created a National Summer Learning Day to 

call attention to the issue. Some of the nation's largest private donorsincluding the Bill &Melinda Gates 

Foundation, the Wallace Foundation, the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation and the Atlantic 

Philanthropiesare putting their muscle into the cause. 

The romance of summer is so ingrained that this flock of reformers might remind some readers of another 

character from Tom Sawyer's world, the wealthy Widow Douglas, who "introduced [Huckleberry Finn] into 

society, no, dragged him into it, hurled him into it and his sufferings were almost more than he could bear. 

The widow's servants kept him clean and neat, combed and brushed ... The bars and shackles of civilization 

shut him in and bound him hand and foot." As our modern-day reformers strive to civilize summer as an 

educational resource, the trick is to seize the opportunity without destroying what's best about the season: 

the possibility of fun and freedom and play. (See pictures ofkids' summer programs.) 

Barriers of Cost and Culture 
Experts believe that a majority of the 30 million American kids poor enough to qualify for free or reduced­
price school lunches do not attend any kind of summer enrichment program. The obvious w~y to reach that 
large a group is through the public schools. And indeed, education re~o~ers have been talkin~ about. 
lengthening the school year to make America's students more competitivefor at le~t a ge~eratlOn, gomg back 
to the publication in 1983 of the blockbuster report on our troubled schools A Nation at Risk. Long summer 
holidays are the legacy ofour vanished agrarian past, when kids were needed in the fiel~ during the growing 
season. Leaders in a nwnber of states have tried to add days or even weeks to the acadenuc calendar, but they 
quickly run into barriers of cost and culture. In this bad economy, state and local gove~ents are cuttin~, not 
growing, their school budgets. And entire industries depend on the rhythms of s~erthinktravel, campmg, 
sports and theme parks. They use their influence to keep summers as long as P?sslble. In, f~t, the s~tute that 
prevents Virginia schools from reconvening early in August is known as the Kings Donumon Law, 10 honor of 
an amusement park north ofRichmond. 
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To the Chairmen and members of the Commission: 

It's my pleasure to present these brief remarks about the A-F 
Accountability System on behalf of the public school educators who sent 
you a letter of concern about this subject several weeks ago. A copy of 
my testimony is being distributed to you today. My remarks address 
several concerns with the A-F Accountability System for schools and 
school corporations while including proposed resolutions. 

As I begin, please know that these concerns echo communications that 
legislators have already received from across our State. So, today, by 
sharing these substantive concerns, we do so without any fear of earning 
a "bad grade" from any accountability system. Rather, sharing concerns 
allows us all to participate in continuous improvement-which is 
captured by the purpose and effort of this Commission-of how Indiana 
develops and uses the most meaningful accountability process possible. 

Now, I admit that this subject is a little dry. A wise person remarked to 
me a couple of days ago that one way to understand either the concerns 
or the positive attributes of the proposed A-F Accountability System is in 
the context of a battle between psychometrists. Or, put another way, our 
topic today appears to have all the excitement inherent in watching paint 
dry. 

But, because accountability is both positive and necessary, shouldn't the 
accountability system for grading schools and school corporations 
substantively measure learning and growth of learning? Shouldn't it be 
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about inspiring improvement while fostering successful acquisition of the 
highest standards? Regardless of whether a person sees concerns or 
attributes in this system, allow me to look at the proposed A-F 
Accountability System from a slightly different perspective. 

With all of us enthralled with the next chapter of success for the 
Indianapolis Colts, I believe we can take a different look at 
understanding the A-F Accountability System, and how it can be 
improved, in light of what we know about passing the football. No matter 
whether we're thinking about quarterbacks numbered #18 or #12, the 
difficulty with the A-F Accountability System-just like the problem with 
any forward pass-·is that out of the three things that can happen when 
you throw it, two of them are bad! 

In fact, once the A-F Accountability System gets tossed into the air the 
first problem is that this forward pass is likely to fall ... 

Incomplete! 
The A-F Accountability System is incomplete in so many ways that it's 
basically bouncing across the field the minute it's thrown: 

•	 "One size fits all" doesn't fly: Academic growth and academic 
excellence are multi-dimensioned but the proposed system is 
not. One of the reasons that the A-F Accountability System 
is incomplete is that it does not account meaningfully for 
either growth or excellence. The A-F Accountability System 
falls short because it fails to recognize that meaningful 
growth can occur, and be measured, in a wide variety of 
conditions and circumstances. The reason the A-F 
Accountability System is incomplete is that a school 
beginning at a low level of achievement but growing 
vigorously student-by-student cannot earn an A. In the 
same way, the A-F Accountability System puts high­
performing schools in jeopardy of being assigned a low 
grade. This is a one-size-fits-all approach to accountability 
that avoids making meaningful sense of the depth and 
breadth and quality of learning. 

•	 Flawed, wobbly, concept: It's hard to believe that the A-F 
Accountability System is going to lead our schools and our 
State to victory when only one factor is involved in the 
calculation of accountability for our elementary and middle 
schools. Factors in addition to ISTEP+, factors that 
represent the multi-dimensional nature of learning, should 
enter the equation by which schools and school corporations 
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are graded. As I'll share in just a moment, while this error of 
omission in the proposed system is a problem, this concern 
actually provides our State with an important and urgent 
opportunity to forge the next level of accountability. 

•	 Inaccurate data: Inaccurate data is a problem that we face. 
across our State. The current process of data mining 
between schools and our DOE does not ensure that our 
accountability system, our growth model, or the other factors 
that can, and ought to be, included in a meaningful, robust, 
definition of learning are accurate. With this in mind, the 
importance of working collaboratively to resolve concerns 
with the proposed system, and the importance of not relying 
on a "single measure model," becomes ever more clear. 

The next set of problems with the A-F Accountability System is that once 
it's out there, this pass easily can be... 

Intercepted! 
The A-F Accountability System is unlikely to connect with someone on 
our team because it's 

•	 Too complex. There are so many x's and o's on the A-F 
Accountability System chalkboard that only the most 
sophisticated coaches (parents, stakeholders, legislators, 
citizens, educators) can understand what's what. When the 
coaches wonder what game is being played, it tells you how 
impossible the A-F Accountability System is to understand or 
explain. As a quick example, given the length of time it took to 
explain the proposed system to this Commission, there's no 
doubt that transparency, which is the path to understanding 
and improvement, is lacking. With this in mind, when grades 
for schools and school corporations are issued, students, 
families, stakeholders, businesses, and prospective Indiana 
residents will either ignore what cannot be explained, or, worse, 
accept a grade without comprehending how to improve it. 

Since it appears that the inexplicable is obscuring what should 
be	 crystal clear, our State, our communities, our business and 
commerce, and our future are left reacting to a mirage. All of 
us	 believe that parents and guardians should be given clear, 
understandable, information so informed school choices can be 
made. But, given the proposed accountability system, the 
likelihood is that misunderstanding masquerades as 
comprehension; a possible pass for a score is intercepted 
because the proposed system throws away the dynamic of 
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communicating clear results. When this happens, we face 
losing much more than just a game. 

•	 Thrown to the wrong team: Implementation of this system at 
the start of the 2012-2013 school year puts educators and 
schools on a route that makes improvement of teaching and 
learning extremely difficult. Because the proposed system 
depends on a "rolling three year average" of growth, and 
because these years have already come and gone, it's 
impossible for teachers, administrators, schools, and school 
districts to design instruction and instructional interventions to 
catch the achievement growth that the system is supposed to 
promote and measure. The result is that failure intercepts 
Indiana's pass because the data points embedded in this 
accountability system are inaccessible to our team of teachers, 
students, schools, learning together. 

If we're going to catch, establish, and foster academic growth, 
which is the improvement of each individual student, if we're 
going to grade schools and school corporations based on a 
system that depends on whether this growth occurs, let's do it 
when everyone can respond to the data and provide instruction 
that is directly responsive to and responsible for the outcomes. 
The way things stand now, there's an exceptional chance that 
Indiana loses the chance to improve because the meaning and 
impact of learning is intercepted by the inflexible, wrong-way, 
nature of the proposed process. 

Thankfully, we know that there is a terrific outcome that can occur when 
we toss a forward pass. And, since we're interested in cooperating to 
create a quality educational system and future success for our students, 
here's what we need to do to be sure our pass is... 

Completed! 
Here is where there's a realistic opportunity to be a real Manning about 
the problems facing the A-F Accountability System so that, with just the 
right amount of Luck, we can establish meaningful accountability for 
schools and school districts by... 

"Adding Additional factors": Using the A-F Accountability System to 
encourage and measure schools so that Indiana's students are globally 
competitive because they are career- and college-ready means we must 
add additional factors to the process that underlies the proposed system. 
Let's consider "weighting" elements in the impressive array of data 
involved in meaningful assessment of learning. Including, for instance, 

4
 



measures of teacher quality, attendance, parent input, additional 
measures of achievement would mean reducing the chance of our 
forward pass going astray. As things stand now in the proposed p 
learning is defined in the most narrow of terms. Certainly, includij 
statistical measure of student growth should have a place in an 
accountability process that assesses in such a manner that school~ 

school districts can take action to improve. Putting learning of only 
of our students into an accountability system (as we do now) while 
fostering an incomplete definition of learning simply puts our schools, 
and, thus, our communities and our State on the path to limited and 
limiting expectations. 

So, we propose ways to add factors that will ensure that Indiana leads 
the way to the next iteration of accountability: 

A)	 Accountability Rubric: Adding factors to our Accountability 
System to take account of the broad, fascinating, important, and 
positive nature of learning means that our State should look at 
creating a rubric composed of these elements. "Weighting" the 
various elements of the rubric would allow both growth model 
insights and additional metrics that account for learning to be 
included in what I'd call the "Indiana Model" for accountability of 
schools and school districts. We've seen the multitude of factors in 
the RISE Rubric which establishes accountability for 
administrators and teachers. Creating this kind of a multi ­
dimensional, multi-factored rubric for school accountability could 
be accomplished in positive, and collaborative, fashion by the 
wealth of stakeholders who are dedicated to creating a system that 
would encourage, measure, and inspire high-performing school 
districts across the State. 

B)	 Accountability Admissions: Another way to think about the 
accountability system for our State is to look at establishing 
accountability for the multiple factors and facets of learning in the 
same fashion that our Universities look at learning as they 
consider candidates for admission. To establish a multi-element 
approach to accountability that a Blue-Ribbon Commission would 
utilize annually to hold schools and school corporations 
accountable would take our accountability efforts to a next level 
unparalleled in the nation. This improved system could 
incorporate the Accountability Rubric (mentioned above) as 
Indiana blazes a meaningful trail toward excellence. 

What Does Victory Look Like? 
In conclusion, there's lots at stake in our discussion and in our approach 
to accountability. As we all know, our State, our communities, our 
children and our families are directly affected by how public schools are 
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perceived. Our economy, our progress, our future depends on getting 
this right. 

Let's remember, furthermore, that when a quarterback goes up to the 
line to call a play, he has multiple plays that he can call. Our State 
recognizes this critical virtue in the newly created RISE Evaluation 
System for certified educators. Having multiple ways to understand, 
assess, improve, and be held accountable for learning and growth is a 
well-established concept. As we look at grading schools and school 
districts, then, let's give Indiana the benefits that come from putting 
highly skilled quarterbacks at the line with a wide range of thoughtful 
plays to choose from! 

To conclude these remarks, let's focus on teamwork to improve this 
process. DOE, public school educators, higher education colleagues, 
legislators: all can work to establish and implement an accountability 
playbook that accounts for learning growth in its fullest measure. Like 
teaching and learning, we cannot rest, we cannot claim there's nothing 
better, when we know that continuous improvement must be a part of 
every aspect of any accountability process. It's more than possible to 
throw a touchdown for our future if we attend to creating an 
accountability system that incorporates multiple factors that assess the 
full nature of learning. Victory, based on collaborative work toward a 
meaningful accountability system, will resonate for years across Indiana 
because it will affect positively our children, our schools, our 
communities and their future. 
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Select Commission: Testimonv on the A-F model offered by Dr. Vic Smith June 15, 2012 

At the first meeting of the Select Commission on April 24th
, Representative Noe asked a perceptive question 

that I would like to review with you. She said she had a question about best practices, and then she asked 

Dale Chu of lODE whether Indiana's A-F grading system would allow Supt. Wendy Robinson in Fort Wayne 

to share, for example, a successful ESL program with other districts or whether she would have incentives 

to keep her successful program "close to the vest." 

This question goes to the heart of a fundamental flaw in Indiana's A-F system, and I submit to you that Dr. 

Chu gave Representative Noe the wrong answer when he said there would be no problem with 

collaboration across districts. Indiana's system puts every district and every school in competition with 

every other district and school for a quota of high growth students limited statistically to 34% of all 

students statewide. This is wrong and will serve as a strong disincentive to collaboration among districts, 

among schools and among teachers. 

Let me explain this further with information from the lODE web site that I did not think was communicated 

clearly to you on April 24th 
. Quoting from the lODE website: 

"Q: How does Indiana's growth model work? 

A: The Indiana Growth Model takes a student's ISTEP+ score in "year 1" and finds all other students in the 
state who got exactly that same score, say in math. Then we look at all of the "year 2" math scores for the 
same group of students and see how the student in which we are interested scored compared to the other 
students in the group. Growth is reported in percentiles. 

Q: How much growth is good enough? 

A: We classifY student growth into three bands: 

• High Growth is from 66th to the 99th percentile, 
• Typical Growth is from 35th to the 65th percentile, 
• Low Growth is from 1st to the 34th percentile." 

Thus, we have a system in place where all students statewide who have a scale score of, say 220, are in 

competition for the label of "high growth," but after measuring gains in the next year of testing, only the 

top 34% will get that title. If more in your district gets that label, then fewer in my district will get it. There 

is indeed a built-in incentive to keep successful programs "close to the vest," This is wrong and constitutes 

a fundamental flaw in Indiana's system which you should ask the State Board to correct. 

Many Indiana educators have already figured out that if high growth is needed to get a higher school letter 

grade, the total number of high growth students across Indiana is limited statistically to 34%. Every year, 

34% of all students will be low growth and 34% of all students will be high growth, whether it was a year of 

great achievement or poor achievement. 

The use of norm-referenced measures in state accountability systems ended years ago. Policymakers in the 

1990's abandoned the use of norm-referenced measures for the purpose of accountability because, by 



definition, only a fixed and limited number will score high on the normal curve. Instead, state 

accountability policies were based on criterion-referenced measures, wherein a criterion is set and all 

students who achieve that level can pass. Limiting high growth to a quota of 34% is not fair and guarantees 

a quota of 66% that will miss the mark. Yet, that unfairness has been embedded in the new criteria for 

elementary and middle school letter grades. 

Let me be very clear that the statistical problems in the A-F model are found only in the elementary and 

middle school metrics. The high school system went through a representative committee and emerged 

with criterion-referenced measures. The elementary and middle school system was the product of a small 

committee appointed by IDOE, consisting of one principal, one superintendent, one university professor 

and one IDOE staff member, narrow representation by any standard. 

The problem of quotas for high and low growth is not the only flaw in Indiana's A-F system. I have tracked 

the A-F proposals throughout the entire 3-year process, testifying at all three rules hearings and presenting 

public comments to the State Board regarding school letter grades on four occasions. 

On January 17, 2012, the only public hearing on new rules revising A-F categories attracted by my count 35 

speakers. All 35 spoke against the plan. Dr. Bennett did not attend the hearing and only one member of 

the State Board was present. When the Dr. Bennett and the State Board passed the rules at their next 

meeting on Feb. 8th
, changes proposed by the 35 speakers were ignored. The only changes made were 

those requested by federal officials to secure the federal waiver from No Child Left Behind announced the 

very next day on Feb. 9th. 

Dr. Bennett and the State Board should have listened to stakeholders at the hearing. Besides the issue of 

high and low growth and the end of collaboration that I have already discussed, two additional crucial 

issues were among those raised at the hearing: 

1.	 The law calls for school letter grades based on improvement, but these are based on performance. 

2.	 Indiana's system produces over three times as many D's and F's as the system in Florida, Dr.
 

Bennett's role model.
 

1} The rules do not establish cateqories of improvement as the law requires. 

"IC 20-31-8-3 Categories or designations of school improvement established 

Sec. 3. The state board shall establish a number of categories or designations of school 

improvement based on the improvement that a school makes in performance of the measures 

determined by the board with the advice of the education roundtable. The categories or 

designations must reflect various levels of improvement." 

Instead of setting up categories based on improvement, the rules base letter grades on performance. The 

heaviest factor in the school grade is performance on ISTEP math and English tests. Predictably, 90% 

passing will bring an A and 60% will produce a D. Improvement is reduced to a bonus or reduction that can 

slightly lift or lower the performance grade. Instead of being the star of the show as the law envisioned, 

improvement has been given a bit part in this drama. 



A true improvement model was proposed by the joint education associations in June of 2010 when the 

IDOE solicited input about new criteria for grading schools. It was ignored by Dr. Bennett and department 

officials. I urge the Select Commission to give that proposal a second look since it used a clear growth 

model that all could understand. 

2} The results unfairly punish the performance o(Jndiana's elementary/middle schools. 

IDOE projected before the Feb. 8th vote that 405 Indiana schools (22.6%) would have D's or F's. In Florida, a 

state highlighted by Dr. Bennett as a role model for letter grades, only 6% of schools currently have D's or 

F's. The contrast between 22% and 6% is remarkable, especially given the fact that on the same National 

Assessment test, Indiana has outscored Florida consistently in math, science, and 8th grade reading. 

This comparison leads to the conclusion that Indiana now has a harsh standard that is roughly three times 

tougher than Florida in producing 0 or F schools, potentially feeding large numbers of schools into state 

takeover. Additionally, the same data produced only 20% D's and F's last August using the old system. 

Thus, the new rules assign D's and F's to 45 more schools than the old system based on the same tests. 

Why should Hoosier schools be graded significantly lower than Florida? 

Why should Hoosier schools be graded lower than 2010-11, using the same test data? 

A key problem is the anemic way the new rules award bonuses for improvement to elementary and middle 

schools. Few bonuses will be given because the number of students labeled as high growth is limited to 

34%. 

Some press reports incorrectly said that 34% of schools would fail. The 34% quota applies to students, not 

schools. Every year, 34% of Indiana's elementary and middle school students will be labeled as low growth 

and 34% will be labeled as high growth. The number of improvement bonuses will be limited by these 

quotas. 

Including norm-referenced metrics in the model may also become the basis for lawsuits when IC 20-31-8­

2(b) is considered: (b) The department shall assess improvement in the following manner: (1) Compare 

each school and each school corporation with its own prior performance and not to the performance of 

other schools or school corporations. The labeling of high and low growth students does indeed use 

comparisons involving the students of other schools and school corporations. 

The state board did not listen well to the public during the hearing process, undermining public confidence 

and the confidence of legislators in the validity of the grades and leaving the program vulnerable to 

lawsuits. I urge you as legislators to do whatever you can do to correct these problems before the 

reputations of good schools are damaged by an invalid A-F system. 
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Indiana's School 
Accountability Model 

Presentation to Special Commission on Education Issues 

Indiana Chamber of Commerce 

June 15, 2012 

Indiana Chamber: Long History of 
Supporting Accountability 

• Passage of PL 221 & Focus on Improvement 

• Development of PL 221 Performance Matrix (rules) 

• Proposal to Accelerate the Intervention Timeline 

• School Interventions, including School Takeover 

• A-F Performance Labels 

• Transition to Growth 

2 
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Accountability Before PL 221 

PASS 

FAIL 

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 83 

Consequences Before PL 221 

• Schools Judged Publicly by Pass/Fail Rates Alone 

• Performance-Based Accreditation Compared 
Schools and Districts by "Leagues" 
• If performance fell within one standard deviation of similar 

districts, then performance judged as "acceptable" 

• Standards did not matter for accountability - only relative 
performance 

• Interventions, including school takeovers, permitted 
- but only by action of the legislature 
• No school or district ever recommended for intervention 

4 
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Primary Reasons for PL 221 

• Establish World-Class Standards 

• Develop A New Assessment & Accountability 
System Based on the State's Standards 

• Eliminate Relative Performance ("Leagues") and 
Focus on Criterion Based Goals (Standards) 

• Move From Pass/Fail to Improvement and Growth 

• Improve Transparency for Both Educators and the 
General Public 

• Establish Meaningful Consequences 
5 

Accountability After PL 221 

Pass/Fail Rate with Adjustment for Changes in That Rate 

PASS 

FAIL 

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8 
6 
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Original PL 221 Performance Matrix 
Exemplary Commendable Academic 
Progress Progress Probation 

Exemplary School 

~1% Commendable School 

~3% ~2% ~1% <1% 

~4% ~3% ~2% <2% 

~5% ~4% ~3% <3% <0% 

~6% ~5% ~4% <4% <1% 

Primary Weaknesses of PL 221
 

• lack of Transparency for General Public (labels) 

• lengthy Time to State Intervention 

• Forced Marriage with NelS 

• Focus on Improvement Instead of Growth 

8 

4 



What do these mean???? 

VVeakness:Transparency 

Academic 
Progress 

Academic 
Probation 

Academic 
Watch 

Exemplary 
Progress 

9 

Solution: Letter Grades 

Exemplary 
Progress 

Academic 
Progress 

Academic 
Watch 

Academic 
Probation 

~> 

~> 

~> 

~> 

~> 

A 
B 
C 
D 
F 10 
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Weakness: Lengthy Time to 
Intervention 

• Six Consecutive Years of Failure 

• One Year of Improvement, Timeline Starts All 
Over Again 

11 

Six Consecutive Years of Probation 
Exemplary Commendable Academic 
Progress Progress Probation 

Exemplary School 

~1% Commendable School 

~3% ~2% ~1% <1% 

~4% ~3% ~2% <2% 

~4% ~3% <3% 

~5% ~4% ~3% 

6 



Examples:
 

Washington Elementary: (fictitious) 

• 400 students 

• 62% passing = 248 passing, 152 failing 

• ANY improvement to avoid probation 

• Just ONE more student in SIX YEARS!! 

Lincoln Elementary: (fictitious) 

• 400 students 

• 56% passing =224 passing, 176 failing 

• ONE % improvement to avoid probation (56% to 57%) 

• Just FOUR more students in one of SIX YEARS!! 

• That's 4 more passing scores out of 176 failing students!1p 

Solution: Accelerated Timeline
 

• Assignment of Expert Review Team (NOT 
Intervention) After: 

• Two consecutive years of F 

• Four consecutive years of 0 or F 

(currently after four consecutive years ofF) 

• State Intervention After: 

• Three consecutive years of F 

• Six consecutive year of 0 or F 

(currently after six consecutive years ofF) 
2009 Legislative Proposal 

Indiana Chamber of Commertle 

7 



Weakness: Forced Marriage w/NClB 
If Fail to Meet AYP, then No Higher Than C Letter Grade: 

A B F 

~1%	 Commendab e School 

~3% ~2% ~1% <1% 

~4% ~3% ~2% <2% <0% 

<3% <1% 

~3% 

Solution: Separate Pl 221 from NClB
 

•	 Requires Waiver from USDOE 

But note: 
•	 AYP can be accomplished by either meeting the minimum 

pass rates for each subgroup OR bv closing the failure 
rate bv 10 percent (Safe Harbor). 

•	 Example: Expected pass rate is 70%; subgroup X has just 
40% pass rate; can reach Safe Harbor by improving to 
just 43% [40 + (70-40)*.10]. For a subgroup of 30, that 
means moving from 12 passing to 13 passing. 

More on this later. .. 
16 
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Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grad8J~ 

••• 

>. 
u 
c: 
Q) 

'(3 
t+= e 
a.. 

Weakness: Improvement 
Instead of Growth 

Incentivizes focus on the "bubble kids"; those outside of 
the "bubble" (both high & low) fail to make sufficient 
growth. = • 

PASS 

Solution: Focus on Growth 

FAIL 

PASS 

Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 88 

All Students ­ At Least One Year of Growth in One 
Year of Time (Keeping Up) 

>. 
u 
c 
Q) 

'(3 
t+= e 
a.. 
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Solution: Focus on Growth 
For Students Who Are Behind - Also Want Sufficient 
Growth to Reach Proficiency (Catching Up). 

PASS 

FAIL 

Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 89 

Problems with Indiana's New
 
Accountability Model
 

• Pass-Fail Rates are the Primary & Dominant 
Measure; Growth Treated Only as a Bonus 

• Growth Bonuses Based on Peer Groups Rather 
Than Indiana's Criterion Based Standards 

• Data for the Model Are Not Transparent to Either 
Schools or the General Public 

20 

10 



Weakness: Pass-Fail Rate is Primary 
Measure (Initial Placement) 

~90% 

~80% 

~70% 

~60% 

<60% 

'-----------> 

'-----------> 
L----,> 
'-----------> 

'-----------> 

A 
B 
C 
D 
F 21 

Focus on Pass/Fail Rate: 
Incentivizes Continuing Focus 

on the "Bubble Kids" 

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 

= 
PASS 
• 

• 

.. 

• 
Grade 8 

22 
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Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade ~3 

FAIL 
Top Third - Growth Bonus 

Bottom Third - Growth Demerit 

Starting <}
Point } 

PASS 

Students placed in peer groups based on starting proficiency 
levels. If student growth averages in top third of peer groups, 
then school gets a bonus based on growth. If students average in 
bottom third of peer groups, then the school loses. 

Weakness: Growth Bonuses Are 
Relative Rather than Criterion Based 

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade ~4 

Problen1s with Peer-Based Growth 

Starting ~} Top Third - Growth Bonus 
Point 

} Bottom Third - Growth Demerit 

PASS 

No Assurance that Students are Making Progress Towards 
Proficiency: All students in the peer group could be falling further 
behind; but one-third of schools will get bonuses anyway. 

>. 
() 
c: 
Q) 
'(3 
t+= e 
a. 
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Problems with Peer-Based Growth 

/ 

} Top Third - Growth Bonus 

} Bottom Third - Growth Demerit 

Starting 
Point 

~PASS 
C 
Q) 

;g Schools That Are Succeeding Might Not Get Credit: All students 
e in a peer group could be making more than a year of growth, but 
a.. only one-third will get credit & another third will LOSE points. 

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade ~5 

Problems with 
Peer Based Growth 

• No Assurance of One-Year's Growth 
• No Assurance that Students Below Proficiency 

Will Ever Catch Up 

• Abandons Indiana's Commitment to Standards 
• Restores Relative Performance, Like the Old 

"League" System, that PL 221 Was Designed to 
Eliminate 

26 
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What Have Others Said About
 
Peer Based Growth?
 

"Normative (peer-based) information is useful in 
its own right, but it is not enough. Criterion­
referenced data places normative progress in a 
meaningful context, quantifying what growth 
was needed for those students to, on average, 
be reaching or maintaining proficiency within a 
reasonable period of time." 

Colorado DOE 
Federal Waiver Application 

27 

More From Colorado:
 

"Although the state's accountability tools use 
both types of performance, the emphasis is on 
growth to proficiency standard because it 
provides the most relevant information as to a 
school or a district's effectiveness." 

Colorado DOE 
Federal Waiver Application 

28 
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Colorado Is Also Critical of
 
Focusing on Pass/Fail Rates:
 

"Absolute levels of students performance ­
'achievement status' percentages - provide a 
'snapshot' of current performance, but they do 
not provide an indication of where a school is 
headed." 

Colorado DOE 
Federal Waiver Application 

29 

What about students who start way 
behind? 

Is it fai r or reasonable to expect 
them to catch up in 3-5 years? 

Isn't it more fair for teachers to 
measure the progress of their 
students compared to their peers? 

30 
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Some Responses: 

1) As Colorado has noted peer-basedI 

growth can be informative; but it is not
 
sufficient. It does not assure a year of
 
growth in a year of time.
 
2) If proficiency is our goal for all students,
 
then peer based growth is insufficient.
 
3) Expectations can be adjusted through
 
multiple proficiency levels (as are used in
 
NAEP) and lengthier time horizons.
 

31 

Example: Multiple Levels 

Advanced ..... 

Also: Years allowed for moving up could be adjusted 
~~-------~~------;-~~-

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade ~ 

16 



More From Colorado:
 
liThe state recognizes that students start from 
varying achievement levels and that the most 
successful schools and districts make the 
greatest gains in moving a student from his/her 
starting point. However, growth to a standard is 
also imperative. The state's mission is to 
ensure that all students exit Colorado's K-12 
system prepared for college- and career 
success - not all students except those who 
start behind." (emphasis not added) 

Coloradp DOE 33 

Federal Waiver Application 

Weakness: Lack of Transparency 

Will parents and community members 
understand this system? Peer groups? 
Bonuses? Growth? 

Will schools have clear expectations? How will 
they know their growth points when they have no 
data on the peer groups for their students? How 
will they set goals when the growth numbers will 
be known only when IDOE calculates them & 
sends them out? 

There is NO "Turbo Tax" for this program! 34 
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Our Suggestion:
 

•	 Put this rule on hold for one year. 
•	 Use the next several months to seek input 

from stakeholders, as was done 10 years ago. 
•	 Commit to adopting a growth model, not a 

pass/fail model with growth as a bonus. 
•	 Focus on criterion (standards) based growth 

rather than peer (normative) based growth 

35 

What About Our Federal Waiver?
 

•	 The waiver application allowed states until the end of 
the 2013-14 school year to implement policy changes; 
so it seems extremely unlikely that they would frown on 
a one-year delay. 

•	 A future change could require a formal amendment of 
our waiver; but given the poor scores on the waiver that 
got approved, a plan with broader input & a stronger 
commitment to growth should actually fare better. 

•	 Ten other states have received waivers (with more 
states pending) - and NONE of them has adopted an 
accountability model like ours. So other options are 
clearly available to us. 

•	 Even if these observations are wrong, should our 
pursuit of federal policy really drive our local plans? It 
did not in 2001. Why should it now? 36 

18 



Summary: 

• Strong, historical support for accountability. 
• Recent support for improvements to current 

accountability model (accelerated timeline, 
better labels) 

• Support for intervention efforts. 
• Opposed to new accountability model 

because: 
• it does not focus sufficiently on growth, 
• it uses a poor measure of growth, 
• It weakens our commitment to standards, 
• It is not transparent to schools or the 

general public. 37 

Derek Redelman 

Vice President, Education & Workforce Development Policy 
Indiana Chamber of Commerce 

dredelman@indianachamber.com 
(317) 264-6880 

38 
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Indiana's A-F School Accountability System: Summary
 

Dr. Katie Brooks and Dr. Brooke Kandel-Cisco, College of Education, Butler University 

Under No Child Left Behind (NCLB), all students must attain grade level proficiency in mathematics 
and reading by 2014 or their schools will face sanctions. Because this goal is unattainable, the U.S. Department 
of Education is now permitting states to apply for a waiver from NCLB if they agree to enact an approved 
school accountability plan. The Indiana Department ofEducation (IDOE) applied for and received one of these 
waivers. As part of the waiver application, the IDOE proposed replacing the NCLB school evaluation model 
with a new model that uses both a status and growth model of using standardized test scores as a basis for 
school evaluation. 

The latest trend in educational accountability is the use of A-F grading systems for schools. State 
departments of education have historically used a status model for assigning grades to schools but now many 
states are moving to using a growth model. Status models look at the percentage of students that pass a state 
standardized test while the growth models consider how much students grow in performance on standardized 
tests either in relationship to content knowledge or their peers (Gong, Perie, & Dunn, 2006). Student 
characteristics and non-school related variables tend to have the greatest impact on status model measures while 
growth models have more sensitivity to school level variables (Stevens & Zvoch, 2006). Under the plan 
proposed by the IDOE, Indiana schools will be evaluated using a combination of the status and growth models. 

•	 The primary concern for using this A-F accountability system based on student standardized test scores 
is that there is no evidence that using student test scores as part of teacher and school evaluation 
systems results in higher student achievement. In fact, according to the National Research Council, 
high-stakes testing and accountability when measured by national measures for more than a decade have 
produced little to no impact on student achievement, despite great cost and emphasis (Hout & Elliot, 
2011). 

•	 Comparing schools is difficult at best. Students are not randomly assigned to schools and schools vary 
greatly in terms of available resources and student demographics and characteristics. This non-random 
assignment of students to schools and the vast differences in student diversity between schools present a 
significant bias when making cross-school comparisons (Schochet & Chiang, 2010). 

•	 50 years of extensive research on the impact of teachers and schools on student achievement indicate 
that typically only 7-10% of variability in student performance on standardized tests is attributable 
to teacher and school level factors (Coleman, 1966, Heubert & Hauser, 1999; Rivkin, Hanushek, & 
Kain, 1998; Schochet & Chiang, 2010). Ninety percent or more of standardized test score performance 
is attributable to factors that are not related to schools and teachers. The National Research Council of 
the National Academy of Sciences considers value-added measures of teacher effectiveness "too 
unstable to be considered fair or reliable" (Heubert & Hauser, 1999). 

•	 Based on error rates for teacher-level analyses, Schochet and Chiang (2010) found an error rate of26% 
over three years of comparison data. This means that more than one in four teachers were erroneously 
identified as underperforming when they were average performers. Schochet and Chiang (2010) 
estimated that school level error rates will fall between 16% and 21 %. This means that more than 1 in 
6 schools are likely to be falsely identified as low growth schools when they are actually average 
growth schools. 

•	 Most schools that are facing sanctions because of high stakes testing have adopted test preparation 
programs. This focus on test preparation often greatly limits or eliminates curricula rich in critical 
and creative thinking skills (Jones, 1999; Jones et al., 2004). 

•	 Disproportional impact on high poverty schools is an additional concern under the growth model 
being proposed. According to Franco and Seidel (2012), value added models appear stable for schools 
that reflect the average demographics for a state. However, for schools that vary significantly in their 
student characteristics, significant reliability issues arise in using value-added measures for 
accountability purposes. 
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ICASE A-F COMMENTS
 
June 15, 2012
 

1.	 ICASE supports that the A-F grading system put in place a system for our schools 
that is inclusive of all students. This system redefines "subgroups" such as special 
education, ELL, Free and Reduced. 

2.	 In the formula Participation and Performance are inclusive of all students regardless 
of the assessment utilized. However, the Growth Model is based on ISTEP results 
only, excluding the growth data of some students. 

3.	 Students with disabilities demonstrate significant growth that may not be realized in 
an ISTEP only assessment. ICASE is concerned that the Growth Model does not 
show schools, parents, teachers, the value of the growth that has been realized by 
students with disabilities. 

4.	 We understand that alternative methods of determining growth are necessary for 
academic improvement of students in the lowest and highest 25% subgroups to be 
recognized in the A-F system. 

5.	 The High School level of the A-F system includes positives for students with 
disabilities that ICASE truly appreciates. 

6.	 ICASE stands ready and willing to partner with legislators, DOE, and our other 
partners to develop a method to truly appreciate the growth of all students without 
exclusion. 

Respectfully submitted by ICASE Governmental Affairs Committees Chairpersons Tom 
Adams and Joan McCormick. 
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Colts Middle School Report Card, 2011-2012 

Grade Points by Category 
Overall Grade: 

English/Language Arts: 2.00 pts {e}
 
Math: 4.00 pts {A} 3.00 Points
 B 

The final grade reflects student performance and growth on Indiana's English/Language Arts and Math basic skills tests 
called ISTEP+. Student performance on Indiana's alternate assessment, ISTAR, and modified assessment, IMAST, are 
included in the performance calculations. Click on the subject areas to learn more about the scoring and calculations 

used to determine the final grade. 

English/La nguage Arts 
Ct· 'J(Jeri (" 0t:}j""':(}' "'C'f'(£.",:~ ( "~,,., . r.. . ((fI,)" "I.: 

Percent Passing ISTEP, ISTAR & IMAST 

100% 

80% 

60% 

I40% 

20% 

0% 

Mathematics 
(. f'" 1(/{- tl (' fJe'f'f''(''Jf""Y) ('N !l "'C,J.L ... ,.. " If ,f.d,,_ 

Percent Passing ISTEP, ISTAR & IMAST 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 

Colts State Avg. State Goal Colts State Avg. State Goal 

.(' f t ~. i ( .~ /,.J l. 

Percent of Students Achieving High Growth Percent of Students Achieving High Growth 

Bottom 25 42.5 
43.2 Bottom 25 39.2 

39.4 

Top75 ~36.2 Top 75 

20 30 40 50 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 

Bonus Target - High Growth Bonus Target _ High Growth 

Percent of Students Showing low Growth Percent of Students Showing low Growth 

20 30 40 50 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 

'i· Penalty • Low Growth i<;1 Penalty • Low Growth 
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Colts Middle School Report Card, 2011-2012
 

English I Language Arts (50% of Final Gradel: 
Performance: 2.00 Points Overall Grade: 
Bonus: 0.00 Points 3.00 Points BTotal: 2.00 Points 

Performance------ ---~----~------~_. ----~.._..-----------------­

% of Students Passing ElLA ISTEP, ISTAR & IMAST:.......73.5%
 

Points Scale 
90.0 - 100% = 4.00 points 
85.0 - 89.9% = 3.50 points 
80.0 - 84.9% = 3.00 points 
75.0 - 79.9% = 2.50 points 
70.0 - 74.9% = 2.00 points 
65.0 - 69.9% = 1.50 points 
60.0 - 64.9% = 1.00 points 
00.0 - 59.9% = 0.00 points 

• Pass Did Not Pass 

Growth 

% of lowest performing students with high growth: 43,2% 
Target is ~ 42.5% 

% of highest students with high growth: 243% 
Target is ~ 36.2% 

% of ALL students with low growth: 40.9% 
Target is < 39.8% 

Participation 
% of lowest performing students participating in E/LA...96.4% 

Target is ~ 95.0% 

% of remaining students participating in E/LA: 95.1% 
Target is ~ 95.0% 

Preliminarv
 
Score
 

2.00 points 

Bonus Points 

+1.00 point 

0.00 points 

-1.00 point 

Final Score .i... 2.00 points 
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Colts Middle School Report Card, 2011-2012 

Math (50% of Final Grad~ 

Performance: 3.00 Points 
Bonus: .1.00 Points 

Total: 4.00 Points 

Overall Grade: 
3.00 Points B 

Performance 
-~----------"'--~-'--'-~-'--'----"----------'--'--'---_._-_._---_._----~--_.__._._-_.. _._--­ Preliminary 

Score% of Students Passing Math ISTEP, ISTAR & IMAST:......81,6% 

3.00 points 

Points Scale 
90.0 - 100% = 4.00 points 
85.0 - 89.9% = 3.50 points 
80.0 - 84.9% = 3.00 points 
75.0 - 79.9% = 2.50 points 
70.0 - 74.9% = 2.00 points 
65.0 - 69.9% = 1.50 points 
60.0 - 64.9% = 1.00 points 
00.0 - 59.9% = 0.00 points 

• Pass Did I\lot Pass Bonus Points 
Growth 

0.00 points 

Target is ~ 44.9% 
% of lowest performing students with high growth: 4L6% 

% of highest students with high growth: 
Target is ~ 39.2% 

3904% +1.00 points 

% of ALL students with low growth: 
Target is < 42.4% 

" 32.7% 0.00 points 

Participation 
% of lowest performing students participating in Math: ..96 8% . 

Target is ~ 95.0% 

% of remaining students participating in Math: 

Target is ~ 95.0% 

95.2%: 

FinaI Score .:... 4.00 points
 



New Elementary & Middle School (ELMS) PL 221 ((A-F" Model
 

Calculating English/Language Arts and Math Grades 

•	 ELMS Performance and Improvement: 
o	 Schools receive preliminary English/Language Arts (ELA) and Math scores based 

on the percentage of their students that passed ISTEP+, IMAST and ISTAR. 

•	 ELMS Growth: 

o Score may be raised or lowered based on students hitting growth targets: 

1) The preliminary score may be raised if a significant percentage of their lowest 

performing students on ISTEP+ (the bottom 25%) hit high growth. 

ELA =42.5% Math =44.9% 

2) The preliminary score may be raised if a significant percentage of their 

remaining students on ISTEP+ (the top 75%) hit high growth. 

ELA =36.2% Math =39.2% 

3) The preliminary score may be lowered if a significant percentage of all 

students on ISTEP+ (100%) hit low growth. 

ELA =39.8% Math =42.4% 

•	 ELMS Participation: 

o	 A school's score shall be lowered if less than 95% of their lowest performing 

students on ISTEP+ (the bottom 25%) participate in the required assessments. 

o	 A school's score shall be lowered if less than 95% of their remaining students on 

ISTEP+ (the top 75%) PLUS students taking ISTAR and IMAST participate on the 

required assessments. 

Determining a Final Grade for an Elementary/Middle School 

•	 Add the ELA grade to the Math grade and divide by two for a FINAL Grade. 



New High School ~ "A-F" Model
 
Overview of Performance and Improvement 

•	 High schools receive weighted points in four areas: 

1.	 English 10 ECA (30%)* 

2.	 Algebra I ECA (30%)* 

3.	 Graduation Rate (30%) 

4.	 College & Career Readiness (10%)* 

1 & 2. Calculating EnglishlO and Algebra I ECA Scores 

•	 Schools receive a preliminary score based on the percentage of their students in the 10th 

grade cohort that passed the ECA or ISTAR. 
o	 Score shall be raised if there is at least 10.3% (Eng) or 17.1% (math) improvement in 

the passage rate from the 8th grade ISTEP+, IMAST or ISTAR to the 10th grade ECA or 

ISTAR. 

o	 Score shall be lowered if there is -0.1% or less (Eng. or math) improvement in the 

passage rate from the 8th grade ISTEP+, IMAST or ISTAR to the 10th grade ECA or ISTAR. 

o	 Score shall be raised if at least 59.3% (Eng.) or 62.8% (math) of students that did not 

pass the ECA or ISTAR in 10th grade do so by graduation. 

3. Calculating a Graduation Rate Score 

•	 Schools receive a preliminary score based on their 4 VR graduation cohort rate. 

o	 Score shall be raised if 34.4% or more students receive non-waiver Honors Diplomas." 

o	 Score shall be lowered if 32.8% or more students receive General or waiver diplomas." 

o	 Score shall be raised if 13.2% of students that did not graduate within four (4) years do 

so in five (5) years." 

4. Calculating a College & Career Readiness Score 

•	 Schools receive a score based on the percentage of graduates who receive at least one of the 
following: 

o	 a passing score (3,4, or 5) on an AP exam; or 

o	 a passing score (4, 5, 6, or 7) on an 18 exam; or 

o	 three (3) verifiable college credits from the Priority Liberal Arts or CTE course lists; or 

o	 an lODE approved industry certification. 

Determining a Final Grade for a High School 

•	 Add the final weighted scores together from the four areas for a FINAL Grade. 

*The College & Career Readiness weight sholl increase each year at least 5% and its increases will be offset by the equivalent decrease
 
spread evenly over the English 10 and Algebra I ECAs weights.
 
"These three components of the model begin in 2014-15, and the targets are subject to change.
 







Percentage of low performing 3rd Grade students hitting 
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Grade Points by Category I	

BEnglishlO ECA:	 3.50pts (8) Overall Grade 
Algebra 1 ECA: 2.00pts (C) 
Graduation Rate: 4.00pts (A) 3.05 Points 
College & Career Readiness: 2.00pts (C) 

The final grade reflects student performance and improvement on Indiana's basic skills graduation exams English 10 and 
Algebra I End of Course Assessments (ECA) along with performance on College and Career Readiness indicators and on-time 
(4-year) Graduation Rate. Student results on Indiana's alternate assessment, ISTAR, are included in the performance 
calculations. Click on the subject areas to learn more about the scoring and calculations used to determine the final grade. 

English 10 
Performance on ECA and ISTAR 

100.0%
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60.0%
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0.0% 

Pacers State Avg. State Goal 

Student Improvement 

8th to 10th • 10.3 
11.1 

10th to 12th -	 59.3_·32.2··········· 
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Graduation Rate 
4-Year Grad Rate 
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Algebra I 
Performance on ECA and ISTAR 
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College & Career Readiness 
% of Graduates Successful 
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Pacers High School Report Card, 2011-2012 

English Ie) Ee.t\(30% of Final Grade): 
Performance: JJ)tJPoints 
Bonus: 0,$9 Pgfnts 
Total: s.SitPQi,.,t$ 

Overa II Grade: 
;:) : ,' ' 

b .05iPolnts
• -" " ':-, -.' '. "'.~:;,- ,<", " ' .• " B

',~,c 
; ~'~"".'. 
; ,~-: .....~.;> 

• ",,!,~~_. ~.;":,, .,_"r " . 

Performance 

% of Students Passing the English 10 ECA and ISTAR:...83.2% 

Points Scale 

90.0 -100% = 4.00 points 
85.0 - 89.9% = 3.50 points
 
80.0-84.9% = 3.00 points
 
75.0 -79.9% = 2.50 points 
70.0 -74.9% = 2.00 points 
65.0 - 69.9% = 1.50 points 
60.0 - 64.9% = 1.00 points 
00.0 - 59.9% = 0.00 points 

• Pass Did Not Pass 

Improvement 
8th grade to 10th grade Improvement: " 11.1% 

Target => 10.3 

10th grade to 12th grade Improvement: " 32,2% 

Target =~ 59.3 

Preliminary
 
Score
 

3.00 points 

Bonus Points 

+0.50 points 

+0.00 points 

I 

Final Score 01. 3.50 points 
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Algebra 1 ECA f30-%of.Final Grade): '­
Performance: 2:00P6itits . 

..~-;,Overall Grade: 
".

Bonus: O.i!GJPgin(~. . 
~ :_~7~~~t~3.os ,Plaints 
; 

....-,." .. ,"' '. -'", "-,'- ...' ."Tot"I:2iDOPoints· . 
~",...:_..,,_.__., " '"""_C"_)' _;,'," B.""'~/ 

Performance---_._-_._--_._-­

% of Students Passing the Algebra I ECA and ISTAR: .....72.5% 

Points Scale 

90.0 -100% = 4.00 points 
85.0 - 89.9% = 3.50 points 
80.0 - 84.9% = 3.00 points 
75.0 -79.9% = 2.50 points
 
70.0-74.9% = 2.00 points
 
65.0 - 69.9% = 1.50 points 
60.0 - 64.9% = 1.00 points 
00.0 - 59.9% = 0.00 points 

• Pass Did Not Pass 

Improvement 

8th grade to 10th grade Improvement: ,o,3% 

Target => 17.1 

10th gradeta 12th grade Improvement . 6 ~ .... ~,-~O .. , 

Target =~ 62.8 

Preliminary
 
Score
 

2.00 points 

Bonus Points 

-0.50 points 

+0.50 points 

Final Score............................................................................. .... 2.00 points
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Graduation Rate (30% of Final Grade): 
Performqnce: 4.00 Points 
Bonus:NA 

Tottll:4l0ill.'lIotnts 

Overall Grade: 
3.0iPei,ots

~._-' ~ ';<" '~"'- ',-' ." .•• , 

Performance Score 

4-Year Graduation Rate: 95.9% 4.00 points 

Points Scale 

90.0-100% 
85.0 - 89.9% 
80.0 - 84.9% 
75.0 -79.9% 
70.0 -74.9% 
65.0 - 69.9% 
60.0 - 64.9% 
00.0 - 59.9% 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

4.00 points 
3.50 points 
3.00 points 
2.50 points 
2.00 points 
1.50 points 
1.00 points 
0.00 points • Graduate I\lon Graduate I 

I 

Final Score ./ .. 
I 

I 
4.00 points 
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College & Career Readiness (10% of Final Gradel: 
Performance: 4.00 Points 
Bonus: NA 

Total: 2.00 PQinfs 

I 
Overall Grade: 
3~05 Points 

Total number of Graduates 268 

Number of Graduates who: 

Passed an Advanced Placement Exam 21 
Passed an International Baccalaureate Exam 6 
Received at least 3 Hours of College Credit 7 
Received an Industry Certification 2 

Performance 

% of graduates who passed an AP or IB Exam, or received at 
least 3 hours of college credit, or received an Industry 
Certification: 
..................................................................................... 13.4% 

Score 

2.00 points 

Points Scale 

25.0 -100% = 4.00 points 
18.4 - 24.9% = 3.00 points 
11.7 -18.3% 
5.0 -11.6% 
0.0 ­ 4.9% 

= 
= 
= 

2.00 points 
1.00 points 
0.00 points 

'U CCR without CCR 

Final Score a' ••• a' •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.)...,, 
2.00 points 




