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What Counts?What Counts?



Accountability Systemsy y
State Federal (AYP) PBMAS

1. Student performance on the STAAR 3‐8  1. AYP Indicators include: Evaluates the overall effectiveness of 
and EOC assessments, measured 
against both student: 

Passing Standards
College Readiness Standards

2. Top 10 among states by 2019‐2020 

Reading/ELA‐93%
Math‐92%
Graduation Rate 75% (4 yr), 
80% (5 yr)
Attendance‐90%

performance and program effectiveness 
of school districts and charters.

1 Bili l Ed ti d E li h
p g y

with no gaps by race, ethnicity or 
socioeconomic status.

3. Campus Ratings will be acceptable or 
unacceptable.

2.    Student Groups Evaluated
• All Students
• African American
• Hispanic
• White
• Economically Disadvantaged
• Special Education

1. Bilingual Education and English 
as a Second Language (BE/ESL)

2. Career and Technical Education 
(CTE)

4. Campus Distinctions will be awarded in 
the top 25 percent in annual 
improvement. (TBD)

5. Campus Distinctions will be awarded in 
four new areas: fine arts PE 21st

• Special Education
• Limited English Proficient

3. Campus Ratings are meets AYP or  
missed AYP.

4 P ti i ti R t i 95% f t d t

3. No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB/Title I)

4. Special Education (SPED)

four new areas:  fine arts, PE, 21
Century workforce development and 
second language acquisition. (TBD)

6. Additional Features above absolute 
standard being considered. (TBD)

4. Participation Rate is 95% for student 
groups enrolled on test date.

5. Assessments include STAAR/TELPAS 
Reading assessments for grades 3‐8 
and TAKS/TELPAS Readingand TAKS/TELPAS Reading 
assessments for  grade 10.



Public Comments 
P d St t A t bilit S t 2013 d B dProposed State Accountability Systems 2013 and Beyond 
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OutcomesOutcomes 

• Understand the Components of the Proposed State 
Accountability Performance Index Framework
– Characteristics of Performance Index Framework
– Proposed State Accountability Performance IndexProposed State Accountability Performance Index
– Review Indexes 1‐4
– Performance Index Evaluation 
S stem Safeg ards– System Safeguards

– Impact on Special Populations 
– Campus and District Accountability Ratings 
– Distinction Designations 



Accountability TimelineAccountability Timeline
March 2013

Commissioner
District and 

campus ratings are 
Comparable 

Group for
Key chapters 

f 2013
Commissioner 
d i

Release of 
PreviewCommissioner 

releases final 
decisions for 

2013 
accountability 

ratings and 

p g
released, based on 
percent proficient 
indicator. Some 

distinction 
designations are 

assigned to 

Group for 
Distinctions
Information 
Released

of 2013 
Accountability 

Manual 
released

determines 
final ratings

Preview 
Report for 

Indexes 1,3, 
and 4 using 

2012 STAAR 
distinctions campusesData

March 2013          March‐April 2013        April‐May, 2013             May 2013             August 8, 2013               October 2013



Proposed Performance Index FrameworkProposed Performance Index Framework

Pending 
Update



Characteristics of theCharacteristics of the 
Performance Index Framework 

• Affords multiple views of campus and district performance.

id f l i l i i f f l• Provides for multiple opportunities for successful 
performance.

• Looks at performance across 4 Indexes.Looks at performance across 4 Indexes.

• Campuses and Districts will be assigned to performance 
groups on each index.

• Each Index may have 4 performance groups.

• Evaluate based on index score points.



Index 1: Student AchievementIndex 1: Student AchievementIndex 1: Student Achievement 

I di t

Index 1: Student Achievement 

Indicator:
Satisfactory Academic Performance – Percent Met Final Level II Performance
Satisfactory Academic Performance – Percent Met Phase in I Level IISatisfactory Academic Performance Percent Met Phase in I Level II

Measures:

• All Students 

• All Subjects  

ATAC Technical Description February 11, 2013



Index 1: Student Achievement

Ad d A d i

Index 1: Student Achievement 

• Advanced Academic 
PerformanceLevel III

• Satisfactory Academic Level II Performance (Phase In I)Level II

• Unsatisfactory Academic 
PerformanceLevel I



Campus and District AccountabilityCampus and District Accountability



2013 Accountability Campus and Districty p

Index 1 
2013 

Index 1 
2013 

ATAC Technical Description February 11, 2013



2013 Accountability Campus and District2013 Accountability Campus and District

Index 1 
2013 

Index 1 
2013 



Ph I S d d f S dPhase In Standards for Students



Phase In Level II Standards  
Impact on StudentsImpact on Students 

GRANDFATHER CLAUSE TEC §101.7:
STAAR EOC Phase‐in Standards will 
be on a student–by‐ student  basis 

by content area. TEC §101.7

*The level II phase‐in examples used above will be applied to all STAAR assessments.



Phase In Level III Standards 
I S dImpact on Students 

GRANDFATHER CLAUSE:
STAAR EOC phase in performanceSTAAR EOC phase‐in performance 
standards will be on a student‐by‐
student basis by content area.

** The Level III phase in example used above will be applied only to Algebra II, English II reading and English II writing.
There is no phase‐in of Level III for the other STAAR assessments.p



Updated
February 11, 

20132013



Index 1:  Student Achievement

100

el
 II
 

rd

50

75

80et
 F
in
al
 L
ev
e

nc
e 
St
an

da

25
20

40
60

80

Pe
rc
en

t M
e

Pe
rf
or
m
an

0
Campus A Campus B Campus C Campus D

P

Sample ISD Campus ResultsSample ISD Campus Results
Index 1: Student Achievement 

Each percent of students meeting the final level II performance standard contributes one point to the index.  Index score 
ranges from 0‐100.



Measures of 
Index 1: Student AchievementIndex 1: Student Achievement 

Total Index Points = Percent of Students who  
met Level II Standard

• Each percent contributes 1 point to 
the indexthe index.

• Index scores reflect student 
performance at the final 
recommended standard.

• Campuses and districts may not be 
distributed evenly across the index.

• Index will change over time• Index will change over time.

• May grow slowly as higher level 
EOC’s are included.

©2013, Region One Education Service Center



Percent 0‐100Example: Index 1 ScorePercent 0 100 

Index 1 Index 2 Index 3 Index 4

Example: Index 1 Score 

Highest 
Performance 
Index Score 
76 t 10076 to 100

Index Score 
51 to 75

I d S

Index 1: Recommended  2013 Target  = 50%

Index Score 
26 to 50 41

LowestLowest
Performance 
Index Score 
0 to 25

ATAC Technical Description February 11, 2013



Index 2: Student ProgressIndex 2: Student Progress

Indicator:
Student Progress to Satisfactory or Advanced Performance Levels

Measures:
• All Students 
• Students with Disabilities
• English Language Learners ELLs• English Language Learners‐ELLs
• Each Race and Ethnicity 
• Progress to Satisfactory Performance 

d d f• Progress to Advanced Performance 

ATAC Technical Description November 30, 2012



Index 2: Methodology
/Value/Transition Table

High Advanced
Level 
III Low Advanced

High Advanced 

Level 
d f

High Satisfactory

II
Mid Satisfactory

Low Satisfactory
Transition 
Bands

Level I High Unsatisfactory

Low Unsatisfactory
ATAC Technical Description February 11, 2013



Index 2: Student ProgressIndex 2: Student Progress

• Advanced Academic 
PerformanceLevel III

• Satisfactory Academic Level II PerformanceLevel II

• Unsatisfactory Academic 
PerformanceLevel I



Example: Value/Transition TableExample: Value/Transition Table

Year One Year Two

Low 
Unsatisfactory

High 
Unsatisfactory

Low 
Satisfactory

Mid
Satisfactory

High 
Satisfactory

Low Advanced High Advanced

High Advanced

Low Advanced

High 
Satisfactory

Slightly 
Improved

Mid 
Satisfactory

Low 
Satisfactory

Maintained

Slightly 
Regressedy

High 
Unsatisfactory

Low 
Unsatisfactory

Maintained Slightly 
i d

Slightly
i d

Improved Improved Significantly 
i d

Significantly 
i d

Regressed

Unsatisfactory improved improved improved improved



Measures of 
d dIndex 2: Student Progress 

Number of indicators may vary.  Each indicator contributes 0‐100 points to the index. Final index score is the total points 
divided by maximum points.



Percent 0‐100Example: Index 2 ScorePercent 0 100 

Index 1 Index 2 Index 3 Index 4

Example: Index 2 Score  

Highest 
Performance 
Index Score 
76 to 100

Index Score 
51 to 75 Index 2: Accountability Target TBD

Index Score 
26 to 50 41 44

Lowest
Performance 
Index Score 
0 to 250 to 5



Index 3: Closing Performance GapsIndex 3: Closing Performance Gaps

Indicators:Indicators:
Satisfactory Academic Performance - Percent Met  Final Level II
Satisfactory Academic Performance - Percent Met Phase In I Level II
Ad d A d i  P f  P t M t L l IIIAdvanced Academic Performance - Percent Met Level III

Measures:
• All Economically Disadvantaged students
• Lowest two performing Race/Ethnic Groups from prior year

ATAC Technical Description February 11, 2013



Index 3: Closing Performance Gaps

Ad d A d i

Index 3: Closing Performance Gaps

• Advanced Academic 
Performance (Final Recommended)

Level III

• Satisfactory Academic Level II Performance (Phase In I)Level II

• Unsatisfactory Academic 
PerformanceLevel I



Index 3: Closing Performance Gapsg p

Final Level III
Updated

February 11 2013

Level III
Final Level III 
Performance

Gap II Group

Gap III Group 
• Grades 3‐8 and 
EOC

February 11, 2013

L l II
Phase In

Gap II Group 
• Grades 3‐8 and 
EOC

• All Subjects
• Economically

• All Subjects
• Economically 
Disadvantaged

• Lowest 2 
Level II

Phase In 
Level II 
Performance 

Economically 
Disadvantaged

• Lowest 2 
Performing 
Race/Ethnic

Performing 
Race/Ethnic 
Groups   

2 points credit for each

Level I

Race/Ethnic 
Groups   

1 point for each 
percentage of students 

2 points credit  for each 
percentage of students 

Not evaluated in 2013

Level I

ATAC Technical Description February 11, 2013



Measures of 
d l fIndex 3: Closing Performance Gaps

Indicators may vary.  Indicators are weighted.  Each indicator contributes 0‐200 points to the index for each student 
groups that meets minimum size.. The final index score is total points divided by maximum points and ranges from 0‐100 
for all districts and campuses.



Measures of 
d l fIndex 3: Closing Performance Gaps



Percent 0‐100Example: Index 3 ScorePercent 0 100 

Index 1 Index 2 Index 3 Index 4

Example: Index 3 Score

Highest 
Performance 
Index Score 
76 to 100

Index Score 
51 to 75 Index 3: Recommended  2013 Accountability Target  = 50%

Index Score 
26 to 50 41 47 48

Lowest
Performance 
Index Score 
0 to 250 to 5



Index 4: Postsecondary ReadinessIndex 4: Postsecondary Readiness 
Indicators:

Ad d A d i  P f P t M t L l III Advanced Academic Performance-Percent Met Level III (not evaluated in 2013)

Satisfactory Academic Performance-Percent Met Final Level II (Not evaluated in 2013)

Graduation Rate 
Diplomas:  Percent Met RHSP/AHSP (DAP)Diplomas:  Percent Met RHSP/AHSP (DAP)
Career Technical Education (TBD 2015 and beyond)

Measures:
• All Students (1)• All Students (1)
• Each Race/Ethnicity (7)
• *Students with Disabilities 
• *English Language Learners – ELLs 
• Final Recommended Level III Performance Standard
• Four or Five Year Graduation Rate or Annual Dropout Rate 9‐12 (if no graduation rate)
• Percent of RHSP and AHSP (DAP) Diplomas

*Only applies to Graduation Rate or Dropout Rate y pp p

ATAC Technical Description February 11, 2013



Index 4: Postsecondary ReadinessIndex 4: Postsecondary Readiness

• Advanced Academic 
PerformanceLevel III

• Satisfactory Academic Level II Performance (FINAL Recommended)Level II

• Unsatisfactory Academic 
PerformanceLevel I

ATAC Technical Description February 11, 2013



2013 Accountability Campus and Districty p

Updated
F b 11 Index 4 Index 4February 11, 

2013
Index 4 
2014 

Index 4 
2014 

ATAC Technical Description February 11, 2013



High School Graduation

Graduation Rate Annual Dropout Rate

High School Graduation 

Graduation Rate Annual Dropout Rate 

Graduates

________________________________
Graduates + Continuers + GED recipients + Dropouts

Number of students who dropped out during the year.
__________________________________________
Number of students enrolled during the school year Graduates + Continuers + GED recipients + Dropouts

• 4 or 5 year Graduation Rate • Campuses and Districts with 
d i G d 9 10 11 12• For campuses with Grades 9‐12 

with a Graduation Rate 
students in Grades 9, 10, 11 or 12 
with no Graduation Rate (MS or 
unique campus type)

©2013, Region One Education Service Center



Diplomas

DAP – 26 credits (4x4) RHSP – 26 credits  (4x4) MHSP – 22 credits

Number of Graduates with 
codes for RHSP & AHSP (DAP)

ELA – 4 credits ELA – 4 credits ELA – 4 credits

Math – 4 credits  Math – 4 credits  Math – 3 credits 

Science– 4 credits Science– 4 credits Science– 2 credits

S i l S di 4 di S i l S di 4 di S i l S di 3 di
f ( )

_____________________

Number of Graduates

Social Studies – 4 credits  Social Studies – 4 credits  Social Studies – 3  credits 

Physical Education‐1 credit Physical Education‐1 credit Physical Education‐1 credit

Speech‐1/2 credit Speech‐1/2 credit Speech‐1/2 credit

Fine Arts‐1 credit Fine Arts‐1 credit Fine Arts‐1 credit

Electives‐ 4 ½ credit Electives‐5 ½ credits Electives‐6 ½ creditsElectives 4 ½  credit Electives 5 ½ credits Electives 6 ½ credits

Languages other than English‐3 
credits

Languages other than English‐2 
credits

Academic Elective‐1 credit

4 Advanced Measures N/A N/A

AdvancedAcademic 
Performance:

Satisfactory Academic 
Performance:

The cumulative score requirement 
is based on the number of coursesPerformance: 

•Algebra II 
•English III Reading
•English III Writing

Performance: 
•Algebra II 
•English III Reading
•English III Writing

is based on the number of courses 
taken for which an EOC 
assessment exists

15 STAAR EOC assessments 
required 

15 STAAR EOC assessments 
required 

As few as 11 STAAR EOC 
assessments required 



Measures of 
d d dIndex 4: Postsecondary Readiness 
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ATAC Technical Description February 11, 2013



Measures of 
d d dIndex 4:  Postsecondary Readiness



Percent 0‐100Example: Index 4 ScorePercent 0 100 

Index 1 Index 2 Index 3 Index 4

Example: Index 4 Score

Highest 
Performance 
Index Score 
76 t 100

Index 4: Recommended  2013 Accountability Target  = 75%
76 to 100

Index Score 
51 to 75

55

Index Score 
26 to 50 41 47 48

L tLowest
Performance 
Index Score 
0 to 25



Impact on Special Populations
Student Group Index 1 Index 2 Index 3 Index 4Student Group Index 1 Index 2 Index 3 Index 4

Special Education
Evaluated as a  Student Group for 
Graduation
Evaluated as a Student Group for 

x

xp
Progress
Cap on use of proficient results for 
modified and alternate exams

x

System Safeguard

English Language Learners
Evaluated as a Student Group for xEvaluated as a Student Group for 
Graduation
Evaluated as a Student Group for 
Progress
Assessment Results included in 
index evaluation (2013)

x

x

Assessment Results included in 
index evaluation (2014) x x x X

Economically Disadvantaged
Weighted Performance x

Lowest Performing Race/EthnicLowest Performing Race/Ethnic 
Groups
Weighted Performance

x

Career Technical Education
Evaluated in 2015 and Beyond.

x

Migrant If not provided the opportunity to test in a content area (s) prior to a change in phase in standards, 
migrant students will be required to meet a higher performance standard.



Proposed Performance Index Framework English Language Learners Results

Years in U.S. Schools
2013 2014

Index 1 Index 1 Index 2 Index 3 Index 4

First year of enrollment in U.S. 
schools

Not Included Not Included Not Included Not Included
schools

Not Included

Second year of enrollment in U.S. 
schools

English‐version 
STAAR ELL 

Development Model

Spanish‐version: TBD

English‐version:
STAAR ELL 

Development 
Model

Spanish version:

English‐version:
STAAR ELL 

Development 
Model and
Final Level III 
Performance

Third year of enrollment in U.S. 
schools

Spanish‐version: 
STAAR Growth 

Measure

Performance 

Spanish‐version 
TBD

Fourth year of enrollment in U.S. 
schools.

STAAR Phase In 
Level II

Fifth year of enrollment in U.S.  STAAR Phase In  STAAR Phase In  STAAR  Growth  STAAR Phase In  STAAR 
schools Level II Level II Measure Level II and Final 

Level III
Final Level II

Immigrants entering in Grade 9 or 
above

Not Included Not Included Included based on 
year in U.S. schools 
as shown above for 

ELL students

Included based on 
year in U.S. schools 
as shown above for 

ELL students

Not Included

ELL students ELL students

Asylees/Refugees
First through Fifth year of enrollment 
in U.S. schools.

Not Included Not Included Not Included Not Included Not Included

Sixth year or more of enrollment in 
U.S. schools.

STAAR Phase‐In
Level II

STAAR Phase‐In
Level II

STAAR Growth 
Measure

STAAR Level II 
and Level III

STAAR 
Final Level II

ATAC Technical Description: Updated February 11, 2013



State Accountability Ratings: 2013
Satisfactory Academic PerformanceSatisfactory Academic Performance

N

Met Standard

New 
Rating 
Labels

Satisfactory 
Academic

Met Standard

Academic 
Performance

Improvement RequiredImprovement Required

©2013, Region One Education Service Center©2013, Region One Education Service Center



2013 Accountability2013 Accountability

Transition Year: Increase in Rigor  

2013 2014 

TAKS/STAAR STAAR

Phase In 1 Phase In 2 

Index 4: Final Level IIIndex 4: Final Level II 
Performance results included 



Proposed 2013 
dDistrict and Campus Ratings

R d d O ti f T iti YRecommended Option for Transition Year:
To receive the Met Standard rating, districts and
campuses must meet accountability targets on one index.

Standard Accountability

Index 1 Index 2 Index 3 Index 4

AEA Accountability

Index 1 Index 2 Index 3 Index 4

50% TBD 50% 75%

AEA Accountability

Index 1 Index 2 Index 3 Index 4

25% TBD 25% 25%



Proposed Accountability Rating 
d d

Example One: Example Two: 

2014 and Beyond

Improvement Required Rating

Assignment to the lowest performance 
group on all four indexes. 

Met Standard Rating
4 Options:

•Options 1:Must meet targets on all four indexes. g p
•Option 2: Must meet targets on all four indexes or 
meet both the index 3 target and the index 3 criteria for 
the top 25 % closing the gaps. 

•Option 3: Districts must meet the accountability 
ll f i d Alltargets on all four indexes.  All campuses must meet 

accountability targets on three indexes.
•Secondary‐ Index 4
•Elementary/MS Index 3

•Option 4: Requires that districts and campuses meet p q p
targets on two of the four indexes: Achievement or 
Progress and another based on campus type.

•Secondary‐ Index 4
•Elementary/MS Index 3

©2013, Region One Education Service Center
©2013, Region One Education Service Center



Proposed System Safeguards
S f dSafeguards

Performance Rates:
All Student Groups
Percent of students performing at the phase‐in Level II standard by subject including retests:  
R di M th ti W iti S i S i l St diReading, Mathematics, Writing, Science, Social Studies.

Participation Rates:  
All student groups
Reading  (95%)
Math (95%)Math (95%)

Graduation Rates: 
All student groups
4 year (78%)
5 year (83%)5 year (83%)

District Caps: 
Modified 2% and Alternate 1%
Reading
Math

System safeguards not met must  be addressed in the :
•District or Campus Improvement Plans
• Texas Accountability Intervention System Improvement Plans
•Federal Accountability Improvement PlansFederal Accountability Improvement Plans



2014 and Beyond District and Campus Ratingy p g

“Commended

“Distinguished              
Distinction”

New 
Rating 
Labels

Satisfactory 
Academic 

P f

Met Standard

Commended 
Distinction”

S ti f t

Performance
2013‐2014

Improvement 
Required

Satisfactory 
Academic 

Performance
2012 2013

Met Standard

Improvement 
Required

©2013, Region One Education Service Center

2012‐2013 Required

©2013, Region One Education Service Center



Comprehensive Distinction DesignationsComprehensive Distinction Designations

District and 
Campus Ratings

Academic 
Achievement
(Campus) Top 25% Other

§39.202

Improvement

(Campus)
§39.203

Reading/ELA

Top 25%

Student Progress

d

Other

*21st Century 
Workforce 

Required

Met Standard

g/

Mathematics

Index 2

Closing 
Achievement 

Gaps

Development

Fine Arts 

( )

*Met Standard 
with Distinction:  
Commended *Science

Gaps

Index 3
(TBD)

Physical 
Education

Commended
Index 4

*Met Standard 
with Distinction: 
Distinguished *Social Studies

(TBD)

Second Language 
Acquisition

Updated
February 11, 

2013
Distinguished

Index 4 (TBD)

Note: Unacceptable Campuses not eligible for distinctions. 
* Evaluated in 2014 



Comprehensive Distinction DesignationsComprehensive Distinction Designations

District and 
Campus Ratings

Academic 
Achievement

Top 25% OtherCampus Ratings
§39.202

Improvement

Achievement
§39.203

Reading/ELA

p
§39.203

Student 

39.203

*21st Century 
Workforce

Required

Met Standard

Reading/ELA

Mathematics

Progress

Closing 
Achievement 

Workforce 
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Academic Achievement Distinctions Designation

Determine Campus Comparison Group

Calculate and Compare Campus Performance on Each Indicator to Comparison Groups 
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R di
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M th
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W iti
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Student 

Growth on 
Assessment
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Reading/ELA 4

Math 3Reading MathWritingAssessment
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R di
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Math 3

Middle
Reading/ELA 4 

Math 4Grade 8Algebra I WritingReadingAssessment
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ELA/Math
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Enrollment
Attendance

Student 
Growth on 
Assessment

High School
Reading/ELA 8

Math 8

Generate a Single Campus Outcome by Subject 

PSAT
Grade 11 ELA  & Math

Assessment Math 8

Identify the top performing campuses statewide for Distinction Designations

*Includes participation & performance
**Includes Course Completion, Participation and Performance



District and Campus Distinction DesignationsDistrict and Campus Distinction Designations

1. District and campuses that earn a rating of Improvement Required 
t li ibl f di ti tiare not eligible for distinctions.

2. Met Standard: Commended and Distinguished distinctions will be 
based on performance in Index 4 and there are no comparisonbased on performance in Index 4 and there are no comparison 
groups.

3 Campus distinction designations will be based on campus3. Campus distinction designations will be based on campus 
performance in relation to a campus comparable groups 
(40 per group).

Campus Type
Campus Size
Percent Economically Disadvantaged Students
Percent Limited English Proficient Students
Mobility Rate (based on Cumulative Attendance)Mobility Rate (based on Cumulative Attendance)



Proposed State Accountability Excellence Indicator System



Data on PurposeData on Purpose

Accountability Overview

Working Systemically

Scanning the System

Analyzing the System



Data on PurposeData on Purpose
Content Knowledge

Classroom Management 
Instructional Delivery
Assessment Practices

STAAR Test Design
College Readiness
TEKS Cognitive Complexity
Data Literacy
CSCOPE Curriculum

TeacherP f i l Teacher 
Effectiveness

Professional 
Development

Close
Improve 

Instruction

Close 
Knowledge 

Gaps

High Yield Instructional 
Strategies
Collaborative Coaching

All students
Hispanic
African American
White

Formative AssessmentEconomically Disadvantaged
Special Education
ELL



Working Systemically Toward a Common GoalWorking Systemically Toward a Common Goal



Campus Leadership Team Using the Working 
Systemically ApproachSystemically Approach



Systemic FrameworkSystemic Framework

“We have all the data we need What we areWe have all the data we need.  What we are 
missing is a systematic process for using that 
data to inform and differentiate ourdata to inform and differentiate our 
instruction.”

Reeves, D. (2009)



Data on PurposeData on Purpose 

Accountability Overview

Working Systemically

Scanning the System

Analyzing the System



Vision

“All students College Ready, College Connected 
and College Complete”

“Leading the way to an Early College g y y g
Experience.”



CAMPUS MISSION
College for ALL

At _______, we are committed to providing an environment of academic 
excellence where rigorous instruction is delivered in every classroom. As a 
result, every student is empowered with the skills necessary to be college esu , e e y s ude s e po e ed e s s ecessa y o be co ege
ready and college connected as measured by state and national standards.

We will employ the common instructional framework and diverse systems 
of support to ensure that success is the only option for ALL.
Our goal is for every student to earn a viable diploma along with at least 
12 college hours and/or the certification(s) necessary to be successful in 
the workplace.



Honesty!Honesty!



Team Pre Reflection (Rigor)Team Pre Reflection (Rigor)

0‐Not Ready

1‐Getting ready for 
I l t tiImplementation

2‐Emerging 
Implementation

3‐ School wide3 School wide 
Implementation

Handout 1

Assessing Academic Rigor 
to Ensure Grade‐Level 
Proficiency and College 

Readiness     

Southern Regional 
Education Board



What do we do?What do we do?

P i t
X

X

Points
X

X

1.8

X

Total Points______
Number of Statements =  Average

9 Total Points______
5 Statements

= 1.8



Data Purposeful Collaborative FocusedData
2012 STAAR - EOC

Level II Satisfactory & Level III Advanced Summary
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Level II - Satisfactory (Phase-In) Level III - Advanced

Comparative (with others: schools, region, state and 
nation)

Item Level Analysis
nation)

Disaggregated (special populations)

Longitudinal (over time)

Descriptive (standards)



Data Literacy (Rigor)Data Literacy (Rigor)

Handout 1



Curriculum Standards 
B d

Align
Horizontal & 

Scaffold
Grade Level

Coherence Based Vertical
Grade Level 
Proficiency 



Curriculum Coherence (Rigor)Curriculum Coherence (Rigor)

0 1 2 3

Handout 1



Instructional  Research 
B d

Engaged 
Learning

Cognitive 
ComplexityStrategies Based Learning Complexity

Frame 
Quality 
Question

sQuality 
Questioning

Nurture a 
Culture for 
Thinking

Strengthe
n Student 
Thinking

Promote 
Respons
e‐ability

Facilitate 
Use of 

Feedback



Instructional Strategies (Rigor)Instructional Strategies (Rigor)

0 1 2 3

Handout 1



Classroom 
A t

Quality Frequent Feedback & 
MonitoringAssessment 

Quality q Monitoring

QualityQuality

Frequency

Format

Transparent

Collaboration

Feedback

Monitoring



Classroom Assessment (Rigor)Classroom Assessment (Rigor)

0 1 2 3

Handout 1



Collaboration Make Time 
for Planning

Analyze and 
Revise  Evaluate the 

ImpactCollaboration for Planning Support
Impact 



Collaboration (Rigor)Collaboration (Rigor)

0 1 2 3

Handout 1



Student 
S t Achievement

Progress  &
Closing  College 

Support Achievement Performance 
Gaps

Readiness

Accelerated 
Instruction

Response to 
Intervention

Student Success 
Initiative

DAP – 26 credits 
(4x4)

RHSP – 26 credits  
(4x4)

MHSP – 22 credits

ELA – 4 credits ELA – 4 credits ELA – 4 credits

Priority for Services

SIOP/ExC‐ELL

Math – 4 credits  Math – 4 credits  Math – 3 credits 

Science– 4 credits Science– 4 credits Science– 2 credits

Social Studies – 4 credits  Social Studies – 4 credits  Social Studies – 3  credits 

Physical Education‐1 credit Physical Education‐1 credit Physical Education‐1 credit

Speech‐1/2 credit Speech‐1/2 credit Speech‐1/2 credit

Fine Arts‐1 credit Fine Arts‐1 credit Fine Arts‐1 credit

Differentiated 
Instruction

Electives‐ 4 ½  credit Electives‐5 ½ credits Electives‐6 ½ credits

Languages other than 
English‐3 credits

Languages other than 
English‐2 credits

Academic Elective‐1 credit

4 Advanced Measures N/A N/A

AdvancedAcademic 
Performance: 

•Algebra II 
E li h III

Satisfactory Academic 
Performance: 

•Algebra II 
E li h III

The cumulative score 
requirement is based on the 
number of courses taken for 
hi h EOC t•English III •English III which an EOC assessment 

exists

15 STAAR EOC assessments 
required 

15 STAAR EOC assessments 
required 

As few as 11 STAAR EOC 
assessments required 



Student Support (Rigor)Student Support (Rigor)

0 1 2 3

Handout 1



3

Data Campus 
Rigor Reflection

2

2.5

3Rigor Reflection
Strengths

0.5

1

1.5 Curriculum CoherenceStudent Support

0

Instructional StrategiesCollaboration

Classroom Assessment Handout 2Handout 2



3

Data Campus 
Rigor Reflection

2

2.5

3Rigor Reflection
Strengths

0.5

1

1.5 Curriculum CoherenceStudent Support

0

Instructional StrategiesCollaboration

Classroom Assessment Handout 2Handout 2



Effects on the Achievement Level
of an Average Studentof an Average Student
System/Classroom Percentile  Percentile 

Entering Leaving

50thHighly Ineffective School
Highly Ineffective Teacher 3rd

50th

50thAverage School
A T h

Highly Effective School
Highly Ineffective Teacher 37th

50th50th

50th
Average Teacher

Highly Ineffective School
Highly Effective Teacher

50th

63rd 

50th

50th

Highly Effective School
Average Teacher

Highly Effective School
i hl ff i h

78th 

96thHighly Effective Teacher 96th 
(Marzano, 2001) 



Data on PurposeData on Purpose

Accountability Overview

Working Systemically

Scanning the System

Analyzing the System



Four Key PrinciplesFour Key Principles 

A t A l iAssessment Analysis

Data on 

PurposePurpose 

Culture Action

Bambrick‐Santoyo, P.  (2012)



Data on PurposeData on Purpose

A purposeful collaborative approach to dataA purposeful, collaborative approach to data 
collection, and analysis is a key piece of a 
holistic approach to teaching and learningholistic approach to teaching and learning.

Leads to

direct changes in the classroom

individual student achievement

systemic‐level changes in school culture

White S (2007)White, S. (2007)



Select the Right DataSelect the Right Data

Learning Data

2. Teaching Data

3 Leadership Data

Comparative (with others: schools, region, 
state and nation)

Disaggregated (special populations)3. Leadership Data

4. Persuasive Data 

Disaggregated (special populations)

Longitudinal (over time)

Descriptive (standards)

(White, S.  2007)



Begin with the End in MindBegin with the End in Mind

SubjectSubject

Curriculum 

Demographics

Reporting 
CategoryCategory
Student 

Expectation
Item 

Analysis

Individual 
Students



Data Analysis ToolData Analysis Tool



Data Analysis ToolsData Analysis Tools

Handout 4



Data Analysis ToolData Analysis Tool



STAAR 2012 Mathematics Grade 4 
by Reporting Category Reporting ( ll t d t )by Reporting Category Reporting (all students)  



Greatest Need Least  Need



STAAR 2012 Mathematics Grade 4 
by Student Expectation Reporting (all students)  





Data Analysis ToolData Analysis Tool



2012 STAAR Mathematics Grade 4
Item Analysis Demographic by (Item SE or RC)Item Analysis‐Demographic by (Item, SE, or RC)





2012 STAAR Mathematics Grade 4 
Item Analysis by Reporting CategoryItem Analysis by Reporting Category



Item Analysis‐Reporting Category

Handout 6



Student Response (Examine Separators)p

Handout 7



Accelerated InstructionAccelerated Instruction
• Advanced Level •have a high likelihood of success in next grade
Academic 
Performance

Level 
III

have a high likelihood of success in next grade 
or course with little or no academic 
intervention.

• Satisfactory 
Academic 
Performance

Level 
II

•may need short‐term, targeted academic 
intervention.

PerformanceII

• UnsatisfactoryLevel lik l t d i t dUnsatisfactory 
Academic 
Performance

Level 
I

•are unlikely to succeed in next grade or course 
without significant, ongoing academic intervention





Planning for Learning 
CNA Areas of FocusCNA Areas of Focus 



Data Sources
h i d ( )Comprehensive Needs Assessment (CNA)

Student Achievement
• Demographics
• School Culture and Climate
• Staff Quality, Recruitment and Retention
• C rric l m Instr ction and Assessment• Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment
• Family and Community Involvement
• School OrganizationSchool Organization
• Technology

TEA  (2009)



Focus Area (s)

M th G dMath Grade 
4

Student 
Expectation
4.11B

SupportingSupporting 
Standard

Dual Coded



Comprehensive Needs Assessment 
Focus Areas

Handout 8





Action
Assessment Analysis

Culture Action

Data on 
Purpose 

Culture Action

1 Create an1. Create an 
action 
plan.

2. Use new 
strategies.

3. Develop a 
timeline of 
corrective 
action.

4. Monitor 
results.

Handout 3   p.3
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Division of Instructional Support
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Dr. Tina McIntyre, Administrator
956 984‐6027

tmcintyre@esc1.nettmcintyre@esc1.net

Belinda S. Gorena, Coordinator
956 984‐6173

b @ 1 tbgorena@esc1.net

Benjamin Macias, Evaluation and Assessment Specialist
956 984‐6234

bmacias@esc1.net

Kelly VanHee, Specialist
956 984 6190956 984‐6190

kkvanhee@esc1.net


