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Executive Summary 
 

Act 94 of 2003 established a legislative committee, the Joint Committee on Educational 
Adequacy.  Among the statutory responsibilities assigned to the Joint Committee was the 
recommendation of a system or method to assess, evaluate, and monitor the entire spectrum of 
public education across the state to determine whether equal educational opportunity for an 
adequate education is being substantially afforded to Arkansas’ school children. 
 
To help the Joint Committee meet this obligation, a six (6) member subcommittee, known as the 
Accountability Subcommittee, was established.  Based on the testimony and discussion from the 
Subcommittee’s meetings of July 29, 2003 and August 12, 2003, a number of preliminary 
observations were developed for discussion by the entire Joint Committee on Educational 
Adequacy. These include: 
 
The accountability functions of the Arkansas Department of Education could be modified 
by any four (4) of the following methods which include: 

1.  Leave the current structure in place but enhance it; 
2.  Modify the current structure of the Arkansas Department of Education by establishing 
a separate division responsible for accountability that operates under the authority of the 
State Board of Education;  
3.  Establish a new, independent entity reporting to a separate board; or 
4.  Combine either option 1 or 2 with an independent oversight group with its own staff. 

Under any of the four (4) models outlined above, there must be a sufficient central office and 
field staff to ensure that the accountability entity, however it is configured, will have the 
necessary knowledge and skills to conduct both fiscal and programmatic (i.e., actual instructional 
delivery of materials to students v. academic content required for licensure and accreditation) 
review of the state’s public schools. 
 
The purpose of any accountability system developed and implemented by the State of 
Arkansas should be to allow citizens, schools, and state officials to make informed decisions 
about the performance of the systems of public schools, as well as the districts, schools, 
administrators, teachers, or students as appropriate.  This will require a system that can provide 
information, in varying degrees of detail and format, to students, their parents, teachers, 
administrators, school board members, state-level policymakers, the business community, and 
other citizens. 
 
The focus of any accountability system used by the state must be at the school and classroom 
level and must include both fiscal and academic measures that are robust, reliable, and valid.  
The overall structure of any accountability system used by the state must enable both the 
executive branch and the legislative branch to carry out their respective functions in a reliable 
and timely manner.  Consideration should be given to whether the  Department of Education 
needs more authority to target low performing schools, as most of the Department of Education's 
authority with respect to the academic distress statutes is applicable only when the entire school 
district is low performing. 
 
A uniform financial accounting system is an absolute necessity in any successful 
accountability system.  It is an absolute necessity that the system enable the tracking of both 
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revenues and expenditures at the school-site level with data input and a coding regimen that is 
strictly adhered to and backed by meaningful sanctions.  Any financial accounting system must 
include the ability to accurately track the expenditures related to school-sanctioned 
extracurricular activities and other expenses by each school district separately and jointly by all 
districts in the state.  The data maintained by the systems should be available to policy-makers, 
researchers, and the public. 
 
The structure of the state's accountability system was an area of considerable discussion 
during subcommittee hearings.  While there is agreement about many aspects of the structure of 
the current system, there are differences in key areas that have yet to be resolved.  With respect 
to these areas, the committee received much testimony and evidence in support of  the following 
conclusions: 

 Both norm-referenced assessments and criterion-referenced assessments need to be 
used each year as a part of  the state’s system of academic accountability.  Generally, the 
stakeholders can agree that there are benefits to continuing both norm-referenced 
assessments and criterion-referenced assessments.  A blended assessment, commonly 
referred to as augmented assessment, combines criterion-referenced and norm-referenced 
assessment.  Blended assessments should be investigated for use in Arkansas public 
schools, with consideration given to how long it would take and how much it would cost 
to develop a blended assessment. 

 Terminology alignment is a necessity for the state's accountability system.  The 
content, comparability, and alignment of the definitions used in the state’s accountability 
system to describe various levels of student academic performance as compared to those 
used in the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) statute and the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) should be aligned.  There is great concern and skepticism 
when the scores on NAEP and the scores on benchmark exams seem to have no 
correlation. 

 Student accountability for meaningful participation in the accountability system is 
necessary.  The need to ensure that students who take the assessments included in the 
state accountability system do so with a full appreciation of the importance and 
consequences of their participation (i.e. tying student performance on assessment to 
course grades, graduation or promotion, and post-secondary scholarship opportunities). 

 The mechanisms for reporting accountability information to the general public in a 
way that is easily understandable and easily disseminated, (i.e. awarding letter grades to 
schools based on their performance under the state’s accountability system) is a necessary 
component in the state's accountability system.  Disaggregating information is a critical 
tool.  

 Timely scoring and reporting of the results of the assessments used in the state’s 
accountability system are important so that complete and comprehensive information can 
be provided to parents and educators in a comprehensible fashion and so it can be used to 
make informed decisions regarding student placement and services, as well as educator 
training and development.  Consideration should be given to having students complete 
the writing sample portion of the assessment prior to taking the remainder of the exam to 
reduce the amount of time it takes to get the results.  
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 The types of assessments that may be administered to students in kindergarten 
through grade two (K-2) as part of the state’s accountability system and use of those 
assessments in student placement and provision of services should be carefully reviewed. 

 Longitudinal tracking of students in a value-added system should be considered in 
developing any accountability system so that the performance of both the student and the 
educational system can be monitored and adjusted.  Longitudinal tracking uses 
standardized test scores to track the progress of the same student from year to year and 
from grade to grade, regardless of whether the student moves to another school or another 
school district within the state. This allows for early identification and intervention for 
students who are not making progress.  The length of time to develop longitudinal 
tracking with the present accountability system should be accelerated. 

 
The Arkansas Public School Computer Network (APSCN) is the lynchpin of the state’s 
current system for collecting both fiscal and academic data, thereby making it a vital component 
of the accountability system.  It is critical that the hardware and the software associated with it be 
adaptable for current and future accountability requirements.  It is also critical that entities not 
affiliated directly or indirectly with the Department of Education be utilized to ensure the 
reliability and validity of the data generated by the state’s accountability system.  Information 
contained in the system should be available for researchers and reporting entities.  
 
The Joint Committee on Educational Adequacy reviewed the Subcommittee’s report at its 
August 19, 2003 meeting and accepted it for inclusion in the Committee’s final report. 



REPORT OF THE ACCOUNTABILITY SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY 

INTRODUCTION 

With respect to accountability, the Arkansas Supreme Court, in the decision of 

Lake View School District No. 25 v. Mike Huckabee, 351 Ark. 31 (November 21,2002), 

held: 

It is . . . the State's responsibility to assess, evaluate, and monitor, not only the 

lower elementary grades for English and math proficiency, but the entire spectrum 

of public education across the state to determine whether equal educational 

opportunity for an adequate education is being substantially afforded to Arkansas' 

school children. 

One of the six (6)  duties of the Joint Committee on Educational Adequacy is to 

recommend a system or method to assess, evaluate, and monitor public education in 

accordance with the Arkansas Supreme Court order. The Accountability Subcommittee 

of the Joint Committee on Educational Adequacy was formed to assist the full committee 

in carrying out its charge with respect to accountability. 

The accountability subcommittee held two (2) full days of hearings to explore the 

issues related to accountability for public schools and to gather information to be 

provided to the full committee for use in development of a recommendation for a system. 

With the assistance of the Arkansas Department of Education, the subcommittee 

reviewed the current system of accountability in Arkansas. The subcommittee heard 

testimony from consultants and experts regarding successful accountability systems 

currently being used by other states. Finally, the subcommittee heard testimony from 

educational organizations, business leaders, and concerned citizens regarding their 

expectations and goals with respect to accountability systems for public education. 

This report is a summary of the information gathered and observations made f?om 

those hearings. 
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ARKANSAS' CURRENT ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM 

AND THE QUALITY EDUCATION ACT OF 2003 (OMNIBUS BILL) 

The Quality Education Act of 2003, commonly referred to as the Omnibus Bill, 

incorporates the Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, Assessment, and Accountability 

Program (ACTAAP) and the Arkansas Fiscal Accountability Program together with the 

Arkansas Comprehensive School Improvement Plan to comprise Arkansas' current 

system of accountability programs and will be used by Arkansas schools and districts to 

comply with state and federal education legislation, specifically including the federal No 

Child Left Behind Act.' 

0 Academic Content Standards are the first component of ACTAAP and are 

designed to define what a student should know and be able to do in the basic 

academic core. Arkansas' academic content standards are delineated in ten 

curriculum framework documents that are further broken into grade level 

benchmarks and refi-igerator curricula documents designed to communicate the 

goals of each grade level to parents. This information is available on the 

Department of Education's website. The State Board of Education has adopted a 

cyclical process that provides for review and revision of Academic Content 

Standards on a five-year basis. 

Several people addressing the subcommittee were concerned that 

Arkansas' current curriculum frameworks have been reported as being vague and 

unclear, notably by the Thomas B. Fordham Foundation which gave Arkansas an 

"F" when grading the state% curriculum frameworks. Education Week reviewed 

Arkansas' curriculum frameworks and has gave the state a "B-". Judge Collins 

Kilgore, in his opinion regarding Lake View, noted that the state has successhlly 

put in place "curriculum frameworks that specifies student expectations" and 

noted this as one of the three (3) key elements for an adequate education system. 

Professional Development is the second component of ACTAAP and is designed 

to provide a coordinated set of planned, research-based, best practice learning 

activities for teachers and administrators that are standards-based and continuous. 

Professional development is tied to school improvement planning and to licensure 

' A summary of the Quality Education Act of 2003 (Omnibus Bill) is attached hereto as Exhibit "A". 
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requirements. Currently, thirty (30) approved professional development hours 

annually are required for each certified employee in the school district. As of 

2003, administrators are required to take three (3) additional hours of professional 

development to enhance their understanding of effective parental involvement and 

the importance of administrative leadership. Schools are required to have a 

school improvement plan and to establish a professional development plan that 

should be reviewed annually and linked to identified teacher needs and student 

performance needs as established by the assessment system. Smart Start is a 

professional development program specifically designed to target reading and 

mathematics for students in kindergarten through grade four (K-4). Smart Step is 

a similarly targeted for grades five through eight (5-8) specific activities have also 

been provided for teachers of limited English proficient and special education 

students, as well school principals. 

Student Assessment is the third componcnt of ACTAAP and includcs both 

criterion-referenced and norm-referenced assessments in the academic core. 

Criterion-referenced tests, commonly referred to as the "benchmark exams", are 

customized around the academic content standards in the Arkansas Curriculum 

Frameworks, (i.e. state academic standards) and may be used to compare student, 

school, and district performance to other students, schools, and districts in the 

state. The norm-referenced tests compare performance of Arkansas students 

against the performance of the national norming group in other states and 

nationwide. Arkansas also has end-of-course testing in Algebra I, geometry, and 

eleventh (1 1 th) grade literacy and expects to add an end-of-course test in biology 

in the 2006-2007 school year2. 

Beginning with the 2004-2005 school year, students in kindergarten 

through grade twelve will receive an assessment. Kindergarten through grade two 

(K-2) students will receive developmentally appropriate assessments, grades 

three through eight (3-8) will receive criterion-referenced assessments in 

mathematics and literacy, students in grade eleven (1 1)  will receive a criterion- 

referenced assessment in literacy, and grades five and nine (5 and 9) will receive 

* See page 7 of Exhibit "B" for more detail regarding Arkansas' assessments at each grade level. 
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norm-referenced assessments. Students in grades nine through twelve (9-1 2) will 

receive end-of-course assessments as appropriate. Science assessments will be 

administered in to students in grades four, six, and eight (4,6, and 8) beginning in 

the 2006-2007 school year. 

Accountability Reporting; and Rating is the fourth component of Arkansas 

Comprehensive, Testing, Assessment and Accountability Program. Every school 

in the state has a School Performance Report that is provided to parents and the 

public. Accountability data is available on the Arkansas School Information 

website and annual reports regarding the progress of ACTAAP are to be made to 

the House and Senate Committee on Education. Every school is required to 

engage in development and implementation of a comprehensive school 

improvement plan based on priorities indicated by student assessment and other 

pertinent data. 

0 Rewards, Sanctions, and Targeted Assistance are the final phase of ACTAAP. 

Each year the Department of Education will recognize individual schools that 

demonstrate exceptional performance in student achievement and improvements. 

Awards could include cash payments to individual schools that may used to 

expand programs, to provide additional materials and supplies, to support 

technology, to provide bonuses to staff, or to make possible other enhancements 

that serve the needs of the school or children. Sanctions are applied for the 

purpose of improving teaching and learning; not for punishing schools or the 

people in them. 

The Quality Education Act of 2003 (Omnibus Bill) provides for a 

comprehensive system of accountability to enforce the Standards for 

Accreditation, the ACTAAP, the Arkansas Fiscal Accountability Program, the 

federal No Child Left Behind act, academic distress, and fiscal distress by giving 

the State Board of Education the authority to use a range of options to enforce the 

various provisions at both the district level and the school level. Individual 

schools and school districts that fail to make adequate yearly progress are to be 

identified as being in school improvement. Schools in school improvement are 

subject to varying levels of sanctions, which over the course of four (4) years, 

0 
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include revising the school's Arkansas Comprehensive School Improvement Plan, 

offering students school choice options for attending other schools in the district, 

offering supplemental services to eligible students, and developing plans with 

corrective actions. If a school is in school improvement for five (5)  years, the 

Department of Education may require the school to be restructured. 

School districts with 75% or more of its students scoring ''below basic" 

performance level collectively across all grade levels for which criterion- 

referenced assessments are administered and across all schools in the district will 

be identified as being in academic distress. School districts that are in academic 

distress for two consecutive years shall be consolidated, annexed, or reconstituted 

prior to July 1 of the next school year. Students assigned to attend failing schools 

shall be allowed to participate in school ~ h o i c e . ~  

Many people have expressed concern that the seventy-five percent or more 

students scoring 'below basic' is too low and that the identification process for 

academic distress should be more aligned with the goal of having all students 

performing at grade level which is referred to as "proficient". In addition to 

raising the bar for achievement, the business community has expressed concern 

that the Quality Education Act of 2003 (Omnibus bill) does not go far enough in 

allowing the Department of Education to target low performing schools, as most 

of the Department of Education's authority with respect to the academic distress 

statutes is applicable only when the entire school district is low performing. 

ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEMS IN OTHER STATES 

Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) 

Florida's assessment system requires testing of students in grades three through 

ten (3- 10) with use of a combination of criterion-referenced test and norm- 

referenced assessments. Each year, students in grades three through ten (3-10) 

take a norm-referenced test in reading and math. For the yearly criterion- 

referenced test, students in fourth grade are assessed in reading and writing, 

A detailed report of the Arkansas Comprehensive, Testing, Assessment, and Accountability 
Program is attached hereto as Exhibit "B". 

5 



students in fifth grade are assessed in math, and students in eighth and tenth 

grades are assessed in reading, math, and writing. The reading assessment for 

third grade and the reading and mathematics assessment for tenth grade are 

considered "high stakes" exams, meaning the students cannot be promoted to the 

fourth grade without passing the third grade assessment or students cannot 

graduate without passing the reading and mathematics assessments. 

The assessments measure achievement levels identified as 1,2,3,4, and 5 

and learning gains from one year to the next. Schools gain points for each 

student reaching achievement levels 3,4, or 5 and points for each percent of 

students making annual learning gains. Based on the number of points earned, 

schools are given a school performance grade of A, B, C, D, or F. 

Students assigned to attend a school with a performance grade of D or F 

are allowed to transfer to another public school or may request an "opportunity 

scholarship" that may be used to attend approved private schools. 

According to Dr. Thomas Fisher, the program has been successful in that 

most schools have moved out of the D and F range. One fallacy in the current 

system is that a school can have a very high performance grade because of student 

gains, but overall have very low student achievement levels. 

Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program 

Tennessee's program requires assessments for students in grades three 

through eight (3-8) with a combination of criterion-references and norm- 

referenced assessments. Currently, the assessments are in reading/language arts 

and mathematics. The state will be adding social science and science. Tennessee 

also has ten (1 0) end-of-course exams. The end-of-course exams count toward at 

least fifteen percent (1 5%) of the student's final grade for the semester in which it 

is taken and some of the end-of-course exams are required for graduation. 

Tennessee does have a value-added system that allows separation of 

results by teacher, school, and district. The results for each teacher are 

confidential and only available to the teacher, principal, and school board. The 

Tennessee Department of Education has very strict guidelines regarding the use of 
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the results of each teacher, but such a value-added system is especially useful in 

developing and targeting professional development. 

Tennessee does have procedures for taking over schools based on poor 

performance on mandated assessments; but to date, the options have not been 

e~ercised.~ 

COMMENTS BY STAKEHOLDERS 

The Arkansas School Boards Association is supportive of a strong 

accountability system and emphasizes that the focus of any system should be to 

provide what is best for the children of the state. The Arkansas School Boards 

Association would like to see improvements to the current system. They are 

especially enthusiastic and concerned about professional development. The 

Arkansas School Boards Association supports continued use of benchmark 

exams. 

The Arkansas Education Association and the teachers it represents support and 

welcome high standards and fair, effective accountability systems, if the standards 

and systems share responsibility for establishing clear goals, adapting high 

standards for student achievement, and providing adequate and equitable funding 

and support systems. The Arkansas Education Association emphasized that 

accountability is more than just testing. Accountability is the means by which 

individuals or organizations take responsibility for their actions. The Arkansas 

Education Association believes that large-scale testing should be used in 

conjunction with ongoing classroom assessment to produce a better picture of 

student achievement and school quality. The Arkansas Education Association 

supports continued use of benchmark exams. 

Arkansas State Chamber of Commerce believes that to gain the business 

community's support for additional funding, the state must require that a 

substantial level of accountability be applied to school districts, schools, 

5 
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A copy of the presentation regarding measuring a student's achievement and school progress by Dr. 

A copy of the Arkansas School Boards Association's presentation is attached hereto as Exhibit "D". 
Thomas H. Fisher, of Fisher Education Consulting, Inc., is attached hereto Exhibit "C". 

ti A copy of the Arkansas Education Association's presentation is attached hereto as Exhibit "E". 

7 



administrators, teachers, and individuals. National tests for student assessment, 

longitudinal tracking, and tightening of the fiscal/academic distress laws were 

addressed in the previous legislative session, and the Arkansas State Chamber of 

Commerce would like to see expansion of these accompli~hments.~ 

Walter Hussman, the owner of the Arkansas Democrat Gazette, has taken a 

personal interest in seeing meaningful education reform in the state. 

Mr. Hussman stated that he, along with other Arkansas business leaders, want to 

see Arkansas implement strong accountability systems that include norm- 

referenced testing that allows comparison of the progress of Arkansas' school 

children to other school children nationally. Mr. Hussman spoke in support of a 

bill that would require: 

o Testing annually in grades 1 - 10; 

o Nationally norm-referenced tests every year for all students; 

o Continuing ACTAAP state standards tests; 

o Letter grades (A, B, C, D, F) for all K-12 schools based on academic 

performance; 

o Rewards for schools that get an "A" or "B"; 

o Public school choice for students in failing schools; and 

o Letter grades, (A, B, C, D, F) for all K-12 schools based on financial 

accountability.* 

Ben Mays addressed the subcommittee to express his concerns regarding school 

district accountability for athletic expenditures. 

Dr. Dan Challener, with the Chattanooga Public Education Foundation 

Leadership Development Program, provided the subcommittee with information 

regarding his experiences while working with nine (9) of the worst performing 

schools in the Tennessee public school system. Dr. Challener used information 

gathered from value-added assessments to help identifl the most effective 

teachers in the school system and to identify specific areas that needed 

A copy of the Education Position Statement of the Arkansas State Chamber of Commerce is attached 

A summary of the education reform bill that Mr. Hussman and other business leaders support is attached 
hereto as Exhibit "F". 

hereto as Exhibit "G". 

8 



improvement in the school. The information gathered on the teachers was on a 

voluntary basis. The group of highly effective teachers was used to help improve 

the effectiveness of teachers in the low performing schools. The information 

gathered from the value-added system was used to improve the schools, not 

punish them, and within a two-year period the schools have shown significant 

improvement. The foundation, using an outside funding source, also gave a 

bonus of five thousand dollars ($5,000) per teacher for high performance. 

David R. Matthews, Attorney at Law, submitted a letter to the subcommittee 

providing his opinions and observations concerning accountability for the state's 

public schools. 9 

OBSERVATIONS 

Based on the testimony and discussion at the Accountability Subcommittee's 

meetings of July 29,2003 and August 12,2003, a number of preliminary observations 

have been developed for discussion by the entire Joint Committee on Educational 

Adequacy. These include: 

0 The accountability functions of the Arkansas Department of Education could 

be modified by any four (4) of the following methods which include: 

1. Leave the current structure in place but enhance it; 

2. Modify the current structure of the Arkansas Department of Education by 

establishing a separate division responsible for accountability that operates 

under the authority of the State Board of Education; 

3. Establish a new, independent entity reporting to a separate board; or 

4. Combine either option 1 or 2 with an independent oversight group with its 

own staff. 

Under any of the four (4) models outlined above, there must be a sufficient 

central office and field staff to ensure that the accountability entity, however it is 

configured, will have the necessary knowledge and skills to conduct both fiscal 

and programmatic (i.e., actual instructional delivery of materials to students v. 

A copy of Mr. Matthews' letter is attached hereto as Exhibit "H" 
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academic content required for licensure and accreditation) review of the state's 

public schools. 

The purpose of any accountability system developed and implemented by the 

State of Arkansas should be to allow citizens, schools, and state officials to make 

informed decisions about the performance of the systems of public schools, as 

well as the districts, schools, administrators, teachers, or students as appropriate. 

This will require a system that can provide information, in varying degrees of 

detail and format, to students, their parents, teachers, administrators, school board 

members, state-level policymakers, the business community, and other citizens. 

The focus of any accountability system used by the state must be at the school 

and classroom level and must include both fiscal and academic measures that are 

robust, reliable, and valid. The overall structure of any accountability system 

used by the state must enable both the executive branch and the legislative branch 

to carry out their respective functions in a reliable and timely manner, 

Consideration should be given to whether the Department of Education 

needs more authority to target low performing schools, as most of the Department 

of Education's authority with respect to the academic distress statutes is applicable 

only when the entire school district is low performing. 

A uniform financial accounting system is an absolute necessity in any 

successful accountability system. It is an absolute necessity that the system 

enable the tracking of both revenues and expenditures at the school-site level with 

data input and a coding regimen that is strictly adhered to and backed by 

meaningful sanctions. Any financial accounting system must include the ability 

to accurately track the expenditures related to school-sanctioned extracurricular 

activities and other expenses by each school district separately and jointly by all 

districts in the state. The data maintained by the systems should be available to 

policy-makers, researchers, and the public. 

The structure of the state's accountability system was an area of considerable 

discussion during subcommittee hearings. While there is agreement about many 

aspects of the structure of the current system, there are differences in key areas 

0 

0 
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that have yet to be resolved. With respect to these areas, the committee received 

much testimony and evidence in support of the following conclusions: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Both norm-referenced assessments and criterion-referenced assessments 

need to be used each year as a part of the state’s system of academic 

accountability. Generally, the stakeholders can agree that there are benefits to 

continuing both norm-referenced assessments and criterion-referenced 

assessments. A blended assessment, commonly referred to as augmented 

assessment, combines criterion-referenced and norm-referenced assessment. 

Blended assessments should be investigated for use in Arkansas public 

schools, with consideration given to how long it would take and how much it 

would cost to develop a blended assessment. 

Terminolow alignment is a necessity for the state’s accountability system. 

The content, comparability, and alignment of the definitions used in the state’s 

accountability system to describe various levels of student academic 

performance as compared to those used in the federal No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) statute and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 

should be aligned. There is great concern and skepticism when the scores on 

NAEP and the scores on benchmark exams seem to have no correlation. 

Student accountability for meaningful participation in the accountability 

system is necessary. The need to ensure that students who take the 

assessments included in the state accountability system do so with a full 

appreciation of the importance and consequences of their participation (i.e. 

tying student performance on assessment to course grades, graduation or 

promotion, and post-secondary scholarship opportunities). 

The mechanisms for reportinp accountability information to the general 

public in a way that is easily understandable and easily disseminated, (i.e. 

awarding letter grades to schools based on their performance under the state’s 

accountability system) is a necessary component in the state’s accountability 

system. Disaggregating information is a critical tool. 

Timelv scoring: and reporting of the results of the assessments used in the 

state’s accountability system are important so that complete and 
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comprehensive information can be provided to parents and educators in a 

comprehensible fashion and so it can be used to make informed decisions 

regarding student placement and services, as well as educator training and 

development. Consideration should be given to having students complete the 

writing sample portion of the assessment prior to taking the remainder of the 

exam to reduce the amount of time it takes to get the results. 

o The types of assessments that may be administered to students in 

kinderparten through grade two (K-2) as part of the state’s accountability 

system and use of those assessments in student placement and provision of 

services should be carefully reviewed. 

o Longitudinal trackinp of students in a value-added system should be 

considered in developing any accountability system so that the performance of 

both the student and the educational system can be monitored and adjusted. 

Longitudinal tracking uses standardized test scores to track the progress of the 

same student from year to year and from grade to grade, regardless of whether 

the student moves to another school or another school district within the state. 

This allows for early identification and intervention for students who are not 

making progress. The length of time to develop longitudinal tracking with the 

present accountability system should be accelerated. 

0 The Arkansas Public School Computer Network (APSCN) is the lynchpin of 

the state’s current system for collecting both fiscal and academic data, thereby 

making it a vital component of the accountability system. It is critical that the 

hardware and the software associated with it be adaptable for current and future 

accountability requirements. It is also critical that entities not affiliated directly or 

indirectly with the Department of Education be utilized to ensure the reliability 

and validity of the data generated by the state’s accountability system. 

Information contained in the system should be available for researchers and 

reporting entities. 
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CONCLUSION 

The responsibility of the Joint Committee on Educational Adequacy develop an 

accountability system "to assess, evaluate, and monitor. . .the entire spectrum of public 

education across the state to determine whether equal educational opportunity for an 

adequate education is being substantially afforded to Arkansas' school children" is a 

critical component of the state's responsibility to provide an equal opportunity for an 

adequate education. The information and observations contained herein are designed to 

assist the committee in developing an accountability program, as this subcommittee is 

committed to the importance of a quality and reliable system of accountability for the 

benefit of the state's public schools, citizens, and taxpayers. 
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House Bill 2697 
The Omnibus Quality Education Act of 2003 

This bill provides for a comprehensive system of accountability to enforce Standards for Accreditation, 
the Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, Assessment, and Accountability Program (ACTAAP), No Child 
Left Behind (NCLB), Academic Distress, and Fiscal Distress. 

- Sections 1-6 Standards for Accreditation: 
Amends current law to allow the State Board of Education (SBE) a range of options to enforce 
current Standards for Accreditation. 
o 

Should a school or school district fail to meet Standards for Accreditation for two consecutive 
years, the SBE is required to take at least one of eight possible actions to enforce Standards for 
Accreditation in that school or school district. 
o Options may include reorganization of a school, implementation of a new curriculum, 

annexation, consolidation, or reconstitution of a school district. 

Once a school or school district is placed in probationary status the SBE may act on any ofa 
range of options to enforce Standards for Accreditation. 

Sections 7-17 ACTAAP, NCLB and Academic Distress: 
Amends current law to require a single comprehensive assessment and accountability system as 
required by NCLB. 
The system of criterion reference tests will be used for accountability purposes. The norm 
reference tests will be used for reporting purposes. 
Enables the Arkansas Department of Education to promulgate rules and regulations in A C T M  
to incorporate the requirements of NCLB, including adequate yearly progress. 
This single system allows the state to address both “schools and school districts in school 
improvement” or “school districts in Academic Distress.” 
The SBE may take immediate remedial action on any school district determined to be in 
Academic Distress. 
The SBE is required to annex, consolidate, or reconstitute any school district that has been in 
Academic Distress for two consecutive years. 
Any student enrolled in a school district determined to be in Academic Distress will automatically 
qualify to apply for school choice options to school districts contiguous to the school district in 
Academic Distress. Students must still meet requirements in current school choice law to qualify 
for choice. 
o Cost oftransportation will be the responsibility of the school district in Academic Distress. 

Section 18 Fiscal Distress: 
Amends current fiscal distress law to provide a list of indicators that the SBE would review to 
determine if a school district is in fiscal distress. 
Amends current fiscal distress law to allow the SBE to take remedial action immediately on any 
school district determined to be in fiscal distress status. 
Amends current fiscal distress law to require the SBE to annex, consolidate, or reconstitute any 
school district that has been in fiscal distress status for two consecutive years. 

Sections 19-21 Other Amendments and Appeal Process: 
Amends current law to allow the SBE to annex or consolidate a school district determined to have 
failed to meet Standards for Accreditation or is determined to be in Academic Distress or Fiscal 
Distress. 
Provides the school district a right of appeal to circuit court on consolidation or amexation 
enforcement actions taken against a school district in the areas of Standards for Accreditation, 

Repeals current Academic and Fiscal Distress statutes. 
Academic Distress, or Fiscal Distress. EXHIBIT 

”A” 



. .  

Arkansas Department of Education 
Ray Simon, Director 

June 1999 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, Assessment and Accountability Program 

(ACTAAP), a comprehensive system encompassing high academic content standards, 

professional development, student assessment, and accountability for schools and 

students, has the following purposes: 

To improve student learning and classroom instruction; 

To provide public accountability by establishing expected achievement levels and 

reporting on student achievement; 

To provide program evaluation data; and 

- .  To assist policymakers in decision-making. 

Based on principles of rigor, clarity, and fairness, ACTAAP makes student achievement 

of the academic standards the shared priority of all public schools, school districts, 

education service cooperatives and the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE). It will 

result in improved teaching and learning. It will establish a single accountability system 

that will identify successful schools and programs and encourage replication of those 

successes. It will identifi awewage individual schools and school districts t+i&k&w 

that must take corrective actions, and receive support from state agencies. 

Finally, it will fulfill the requirements of various Arkansas statutes, including Act 999 of 

1999, which mandates “that all students in the public schools of this state demonstrate 

grade-level academic proficiency through the application of knowledge and skills in the 

core academic subjects consistent with state curriculum frameworks, performance 

standards, and assessments.” 

Through ACTAAP and the Arkansas Comprehensive School Improvement Plan 

{ACSP), Arkansas schools and districts will meet the compliance requirements of 

current federal education legislation. 
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ACADEMIC CONTENT STANDARDS 
The Department of Education and the State Board of Education have identified four 
distinct types of standards: Accreditation; Academic/Content; Performance; and Finance. 
School accountability is interdependent on each tvue of standard. ACTAAP is 
established upon a clear statement of what students should know and be able to do and 
the imulementation of a comprehensive assessment system that measures student 
promess in meeting; those standards and subsequently reuorting that progress to the 
public. 

The first component, a set of clear, challenging academic content standards, defines 
what students should know and be able to do in the basic academic core. Arkansas’ 
academic content standards are delineated in ten state curriculum framework documents. 
Written by Arkansas classroom teachers with review by national content experts, the 
curriculum frameworks are revised on a State Board of Education adopted schedule to 
ensure that state learning expectations will prepare students to succeed in increasingly 

I .  more demanding post secondary education and in an ever more competitive job market. 
As part of Smart Start and Smart Step, as a support and supplement to the curriculum 
frameworks, K-8 Benchmark documents in Language A r t s  and Mathematics have been 
created. These documents are examples of how a school district might implement the 
curriculum frameworks by grade level. The K-8 Benchmark documents also contain 
suggested instructional strategies, classroom assessments, &a grade-level skills 
checklist, and an array of teacher resources. 

Academic content standards are general statements of what students are expected to know 
(knowledge) and be able to do (skills) in the academic content areas. 

Frameworks Drovide an outline on the broad academic standards of an entire system of 
education. while giving the local school district the opportunity to develop a specific 
pro,gram to address the frameworks. 

Benchmarks tell what students should know and be able to do at specific made levels 

The reader is referred to the Department of Education Web site for an in depth discussion 
of the frameworks, academic content standards and supporting. documents. 
httu://arkedu.state.ar.us/curriculum/f?ameworks.html 

The State Board of Education has adopted a cyclical process that provides for review and 
revision of the Academic Content Standards on a five-year basis. 
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Framework Revision Cycle 

4 



Draft - April 9, 2003 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

The second component, professional development, is a coordinated set of planned, 
research-based best practice, learning activities for teachers and administrators which are 
standards-based and continuous. It shall be tied with school improvement planning and 
with licensure renewal requirements. 

Thirty approved professional development hours annually will be required for each 
certified employee in the school district. At least six of these hours must be in the area of 
instructional technology. Beginning in January 2002, thirty approved professional 
development hours annually over a five-year period shall be required to renew a teacher 
or administrator license. To be eligible, professional development activities must 
produce teaching and administrative knowledge and skills designed to improve students’ 
academic performance. Such activities may include approved conferences, workshops, 
institutes, individual learning, mentoring, peer coaching, study groups, National Board 

-for‘ Professional Teaching Standards Certification, distance learning, internships, and 
cdllege/university coursework. Approved professional development activities shall relate 
to the twelve areas adopted by the State Board of Education: content (Grades K-12); 
instructional strategies; assessment; advocacy/leadership; systemic change process; 
standards, frameworks, and curriculum alignment; supervision; mentoringlcoaching; 
instructional technology; principles of learning/developmental stages; cognitive research; 
and building a collaborative learning community. All approved professional 
development activities, whether individual or school wide, shall be based on the 
improvement of student achievement on state-mandated criterion-referenced 
examinations and other related indicators as defined by ACTA4.P. 

Schools are rewired to establish a professional develop plan as part of the school’s 
ACSP plan. The professional develop plan shall be reviewed annually and linked to 
identified teacher needs and student uerformance needs as established by the assessment 
system. 
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STUDENT ASSESSMENT 

The third component is a student assessment program, which includes both criterion- 
referenced and norm-referenced tests in the academic core. 

Criterion-referenced tests are customized around the academic standards in the 
Arkansas Curriculum Frameworks. These tests are developed under contract with 
a nationallv recognized company with advice and input 
from committees of Arkansas teachers. These criterion-referenced tests are 
administered to establish the level of student achievement of the state academic 
standards and to compare the level of student achievement with the expected 
performance levels set by the State Board of Education. 

Norm-referenced tests provide information to compare the performance of 
Arkansas students against the performance of a sample of students 

Because norm- 
referenced tests are not built exclusively around Arkansas’ academic standards 
and because their purpose is to group students based on their performance relative 
to the norming group, they can best be used for assisting in broad program 
evaluation and in individual student diagnosis. Norm-referenced test data will not 
be a p=kiwystate-mandated indicator within the accountability component, but 
will be reported annually on the School Performance Report. 

who composed the norming/standardization group. 

State-Mandated Assessments 

The State Assessment System includes multiple measures that provide a continuous 
record of student performance beginning with a screening instrument for kindergarten 
students and culminating; with end-of-course tests at the hiph school level. The followinp 
chart identifies specific measures, the status of the developmentlimplementation and 
anticipated grade level for each measure. 
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Grade Level 

Table of Assessments (Academic Indicators) 

Assessment Status 

Grade 1 and Grade 2 

Grade 3 

Grade 4 

Grade 5 

Grade 6 - 

Grade 7 

Grade 8 

Hiah School - end-of-course 
Alaebra I flraditionallv Grade 9 - 
taken when course is taken may 
be arades 8 - 10) 
Hiah School - end of course 
Geometrv Fraditionallv Grade 102 
Hiah School - Literacv (Grade 11 2 
Hiah School - end-of-course 
bioloqy 

uniform school readiness 
screenina to validate a child’s 
school readiness 
DeveloDmentallv aoDrooriate School Year 2004-2005 
assessment in readina and 
mathematics 
CRT assessment in readina and 
mathematics 

CRT assessment in readina and 
mathematics 
CRT assessment is science 

CRT assessment in readina and 
mathematics 

CRT assessment in readina and 
mathematics 
CRT assessment is science 

Under develooment - fullv 
imolemented in school Year 2004- 
2005 
Fullv ooerational 

Under develooment - fully 
imolemented in 2006-2007 
Under develooment - fully 
imolemented in school Year 2004- 
2005 
Fullv ooerational 

Under develooment - fully 
imolemented in school Year 2006- 
2007 
Under develooment - fully 
imolemented in school Year 2004- 
2005 
Fullv ooerational 

Under develooment - fully 
implemented in school Year 2006- 
2007 
Fullv ooerational 

CRT assessment in readina and 
mathematics 

CRT assessment in readina and 
mathematics 
CRT assessment in science 

CRT assessment - Alaebra I 

CRT assessment - Geometry 

CRT assessment - literacv 
CRT assessment - bioloay 

Fullv ooerational 

Fullv ooerational 
Under develooment - fully 
imolemented in school year 2006- 

The Department shall test public school students with a norm-referenced test to be 
selected by the State Board of Education in at least one grade in each of the following 
levels, primarv E- 4), middle ( 5 - 8) and high school ( 9 - 12). 

The Primary, Intermediate, and Middle Level Benchmark Exams, as well as the End-of- 
Course Exams, will be given late in the school year to allow maximum instructional time 
for covering the academic standards. Special provisions will be made for an alternate 
administration in January for those secondary students on a block scheduling system. 
The Literacy End-of-Course Exam will be given to students in Grade 11 to allow time for 
additional remediation, at the school’s option, before graduation. These exams are 
tailored to Arkansas’ curriculum standards, and their performance levels are absolute and 
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held constant over time. The results of the End-of-Course Exams shall become a part of 
each student’s permanent record. 

In keeping with Act 999 of 1999. any school selected for participation in the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress INAEP) must amee to participate and must provide 
administrative support necessary to identify grades, students and teacher participation to 
meet the requirements of NAEP administration ,guidelines. - - 

An academic improvement plan means a plan which details supplemental and/or 
intervention and remedial instruction in deficient academic areas. One shall be 
developed and implemented for each student not performing at the proficient level in 
every portion of the criterion-referenced examinations. 

As amA+e+part of the student assessment program for Grades K-4, schools shall select 
performance assessments or screeninddiagnostic tools to assess primary grade students. 
Any student in Grades K-4 failing to perform at the proficient level in reading and 
writing literacy or mathematics shall be evaluated as early as possible within each of the 
Grades K-4 academic years. Those students shall be evaluated by personnel with 
expertise in reading and writing literacy or mathematics who shall develop and 
implement an academic improvement plan, using ADE sanctioned early intervention 
strategies for Grades K- 1 students and remediation strategies for Grades 2-4 students. 
These strategies should assist the students in achieving the expected standard. 

Schools serving Grades 5-12 shall establish a plan, using multiple measures, to assess 
whether children are performing at the proficient level in order to help assure eventual 
success on every portion of the Intermediate, Middle Level, and End-of-Course 
Benchmark Exams. 
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Act 855 of 1999 mandates that students in Grades IS-3 not performing at grade level 
during the regular school year shall participate in an ADE approved remediation program 
or a summer school remediation program to be eligible for promotion to the next grade. 
Those schools electing not to offer a summer school program shall offer an ADE 
approved remediation program during the regular school year to students in Grades K-3 
not performing at grade level. 

- - 

Optional Assessments 

There are other assessments which are optional for student and school participation. 
These include (??,%E+ , college 
entrance examinations (e.g., ACT and SAT), Advanced Placement testing, PLAN, 
EXPLORE, and others. Some of these may be included as indicators on the School 
Performance Report, w in the annual school report to the public, or as part of the - [k-kansas) Comprehensive School Improvement Plan (ACSIP). 

9 



Draft - April 9,2003 

ACCOC'NTABILITY FOR SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS 

Accountability is a comprehensive, focused process designed to improve student 
learning. It is a shared responsibility of the state, school, district, public officials, 
educators, parents, and students. 

The ACTAAP accountability model focuses on each individual school and 
4 includes academic and non-academic &&wide 
*indicators, and a locally-generated school 
accountability narrative. tz -2 t r d , ~  -4 

, .  . . .  

Academic Indicators consist of student performance on state-mandated criterion- 
-referenced assessments. (Detailed in the Table on Page 7 . )  

Non-Academic Indicators consist of average daily attendance for Grades K-8 and 
graduation rate for Grades 9 - 12. 

Graduation Rate means the percentage of students who eraduate (earn a 
diploma. not a GED) as compared to the number who entered the school at the 
ninth grade level. Graduation rate is calculated in two steps: (1) determining the 
dropout rate which is the Dercentage of students who drop out each year between 
grades 9 and 12 as cornpared to total school membership: and (2) computing the 
percentage of comuletersia-aduates as compared to graduates plus the dropouts 
for each year 9 thou,& 12 for that class. Graduation rate is identified as the non- 
academic indicator for hiah schools for determining Adequate Yearly Pro.vess. 

Average Dailv Attendance means the total number of days attended by students 
divided by the number of days actually taught by the school. The number 
includes those students who attend school outside of the resident district on a 
tuition agreement between the two respective districts. Average daily attendance 
is identified as the non-academic indicator for all elementarv and middle-wade 
schools for determining Adequate Yearly Pro.aess. 

This &w+&w- system allows for meaningful and appropriate state and local 
involvement to implement accountability within clearly articulated parameters. 
ACTAAP encourages proactive corrections by individual schools and their local districts 
through the development and application of strategies using the comprehensive school 
improvement process as a planning instrument. 

Performance Levels 
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The primary goal of the accountability system is to assure that all students achieve grade- 
level performance. In this system, grade-level performance is defined as performing at 
the proficient or advanced level on state-mandated criterion-referenced tests. Four 
performance levels have been established for these exams: advanced, proficient, basic 
and below basic. 

Definition of Performance Levels 

Advanced students demonstrate superior performance well beyond proficient grade-level 
performance. They can apply Arkansas’ established reading, writing, and mathematics 
skills to solve complex problems and complete demanding tasks on their own. They can 
make insightful connections between abstract and concrete ideas and provide well- 
supported explanations and arguments. 

Proficient students demonstrate solid academic performance for the grade tested and are 
well-prepared for the next level of schooling. They can use Arkansas’ established 
reading, writing and mathematics skills and knowledge to solve problems and complex 
tasks on their own. Students can tie ideas together and explain the ways their ideas are 
connected. 
Basic students demonstrate a need for some additional assistance, commitment, or study 
to reach the proficient level. They show substantial skills in reading, writing, and 
mathematics; however, they only partially demonstrate the abilities to apply these skills. 

- .  

Below Basic students fail to show sufficient mastery of shlls in reading, writing and 
mathematics to attain the basic level. 
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Disaggregation of Student Data 

Each school is resuonsible for the Derformance of ALL students continuously enrolled in 
the school each year. Additionally, the school shall disagmegate its student uerformance 
data so as to track uerformance by the following sub-nouus: 

. Economically Disadvantaged . RaciaVethnic . Students with Disabilities . Students with Limited English Proficiencies 

Within the RaciaUEthnic sub-.grouD the following, major racial g-rouus will be observed: 

Caucasian . Afkican American .. Hisuanic 
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Public Reporting 

Each public school in Arkansas will have a School Performance Report that will be 
created through the combined efforts of the local school, school district, and the ADE. 
The School Performance Report will provide parents and the public data upon which to 
evaluate their schools and provide benchmarks for measuring school improvement. 
Although results from the school’s performance on the state 
criterion-referenced assessments will be the primary focus of the School Performance 
Report, other indicators may be included as determined by law or State Board of 
Education rules and regulations. 

+%l&wgkThe same standards of student performance will be expected from all students,. 
Assessment data will be analyzed and reported for the total (combined) 

population and for each of the sub-.groups as defined. L l  
5. The purpose of . .  . .  

~~ 

tracking the performance of these student groups is to focus on narrowing the - 
-acliievement gap between them and their normally higher performing peers. & 
:+,Where b applicable, students 
with disabilities and students with limited English proficiency mav complete an alternate 
portfolio assessment. The results of such alternate assessments will be reported as part of 
the overall student perfonnance report for each school. 

. .  

Disaggregated Reporting 

General Population students are those participating in the mandatory criterion- 
referenced and norm-referenced assessments that are not classified as special 
education, limited English proficient, or highly mobile. 

Combined Population students include all those participating in the mandatory 
criterion-referenced and norm referenced assessments regardless of classification. 

Special education students are those determined to be eligible for special 
education services under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 
and who have an individualized education plan (IEP). The student’s IEP must 
stipulate that the student may participate in the mandatory criterion-referenced 
and norm-referenced assessments either with or without accommodations. 
Beginning July 1, 2000, those unable to participate with or without 
accommodations and be assessed through the Alternate Assessment program. 

13 



Draft - April 9, 2003 

Limited English proficiencv students are those having a language background 
other than English and whose proficiency in English is such that the probability of 
academic success in an English-only classroom is below that of native English 
language students. The district's Language Assessment Committee must have 
determined that the students may participate in the mandatory assessments either 
with or without accommodations. Beginning July 1, 2000, those unable to 
participate with or without accommodations will be assessed through the 
Alternate Assessment program. 

High mobilitv students are those who are not in continuous enrollment in a 
school between October 1 and the first day of testing. 0 

W L  L "I c -z. To be included in the 
accountability reporting of a school, a student must be in continuous enrollment in 
a school between October 1 and the date of testing for any school year. 
Performance reports for students not meeting the continuous enrollment status 
will be either reported at the district level or at the state level depending on the 
enrollment pattern of those students during the school year. 

Schools are expected to test 100% of the students who are enrolled in each of the tested 
grades. Students with an IEP that specifies an alternate assessment and students 
identified as Limited English Proficient may complete the appropriate Alternate 
Assessment and be counted as completing the assessment. mot  more than 1% of the 
number of students enrolled mav engage in the Alternate Assessment for special 
education.) Schools that fail to test and report at least 95% of the number of students 
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enrolled will be subject to sanctions as outlined under the definition of Adequate Yearly 
Progress . 

Each school annually must report the number of students continuously enrolled between 
October 1 and the onset of test administration. Any student enrolled in a school at the 
onset of testing that does not meet the continuous enrollment condition must be tested, 
but that student’s scores will not be used to compute the school’s performance for that 
year. However, the scores of those students who are not in continuous enrollment will 
become part of the district calculation or the total state calculation as determined by the 
student’s enrollment status during that school year. 

Annual School Report to the Public: Each year, each school will prepare a report to the 
parents and community. This report will include a narrative description (such as prepared 

) that will highlight the school’s for the annual school narrative) TIcr !!I mck&ess 
improvement plan and indicate progress made in implementing the performance 
indicators within that plan. 

Arkansas School Information Site (AS-IS): The ADE plans to make school 
accountability data available statewide through the Department’s World Wide Web - 
as-i,s.org. T h s  Web site will display school data based on student performance and other 
selected indicators. 

. .  

e -  

Annual ADE Report to the Legislature: The ADE shall report to the members of the 
House and Senate Interim Committees on Education on the progress of ACTAAP. The 
report shall be due on September I, 1999 and annually thereafter. 

Comprehensive School Improvement Planninq 

As part of the state’s accreditation process, each school is required to engage in the 
development and implementation of a comprehensive school improvement plan based 
on priorities indicated by student assessment and other pertinent data. This plan is 
designed to ensure that all students demonstrate proficiency on all portions of the state- 
mandated criterion-referenced exams. The initial step in the planning model is a 
structured process that leads to disaggregation of student achievement and other student 
data. The study of this data helps schools identify areas within the curriculum where 
student performance does not meet expectation. 

Schools prioritize the needs areas, then develop performance-based benchmarks that can 
be tracked during the implementation phase of the plan. Schools then identify 
intervention and remediation strategies that, if effectively implemented, will move 
students toward meeting the established benchmarks. Finally, schools develop an action 
plan that assigns tasks, identifies resources (including the source of funds), and projects 
evaluation strategies that will signal movement toward meeting the performance 
standards. The process requires that the intervention and remediation be research-based 
and linked to proven practices. 
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The comprehensive school improvement planninp process also becomes the application 
for federal funds under current federal education guidelines and the State’s single 
accountability urocess. 

Rewards 

Rewards will be based on a system structured to recognize schools that demonstrate and 
maintain high performance over time and to recognize schools that demonstrate growth 
on the state-mandated indicators. Rewards also can be used to 
highlight individual schools so that their practices can be adapted in other schools and 
districts across the state. 

Trend goals will be established for different cohorts of students using cross-sectional 
data fiom the same indicator (e.g. Primary Benchmark Exam). Statistical techniques will 
be developed, by averaging multiple years of data, to minimize the inherent volatility 

-associated with the natural variation in performance of these different groups. This 
means that if a school is continuing to improve, the trend will be a consistent indicator 
that fewer students are below proficient, with the effect of “off-year” or “good-year” 
performance minimized. 

Improvement goals will be established for the same cohort of students using a 
longitudinal database. As students progress fkom grade to grade, data will be maintained 
and constantly updated. 

Each year the ADE will recognize individual schools that demonstrate exceptional 
performance in two categories: 

Performance Awards - Absolute levels of student achievement and other 
indicators. 

Growth Trend and Improvement Awards - Recognized growth trends and 
improvement in student achievement and other indicators. 

All award categories, which could include cash payments to individual schools, v4-l-b 
will be implemented as the indicator performance levels are 

established through the standard setting process. 

The focus of any cash awards must be to enhance the capability of the school to better 
serve its students. Awarded fimds shall be used to expand programs, provide additional 
materials and supplies, support technology, provide bonuses to staff7 or make possible 
other enhancements that serve the needs of the school or children. 

Sanctions 
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Time Line 
First year a school’s performance is below 
AYP startinq point or first year a school or 
school district fails to make adequate 
yearly proqress 

Sanctions are applied for the purpose of improving teaching and learning, not for 
punishing schools or the people in them. Intervention fiom the state is not meant to be a 
permanent solution to unacceptable student achievement, but a way to help local schools 
improve student performance. It is expected that individual schools and districts will 
monitor their own progress and take corrective steps to improve student achievement 
prior to intervention fiom the state. 

Reauired Status and Action 
Alert Status - Review school 
improvement plan and establish 
professional development needs for 
facultv and staff ’ 

* School Improvement 

The State Board of Education in concurrence with current federal 1e.eslation will 
establish a system of school and school district performance based on student results 
fiom the mandated assessment system. The Board will establish a level of performance 
fiom which each school and school district in the state will be compared. Also, the Board 
will establish a series of expected annual increments to be known as “adequate yearly 
pro,gress.” Adequate yearly proqress will be established by determining the gap between 
the established starting point and 100% proficient and distributing the gap over a ueriod 
of 12 vears. Schools and school districts that fall below the established startinq point 
and fail to make expected pro.gress will be subject to sanctions. 

When a school or school district falls below the initial starting point or in subsequent 
years is below the expected performance level for two consecutive years that school or 
school district is identified in school improvement 

School Improvement Status 

-.. 

’ Any public school or school district classified as in school imurovement shall develop and file with the 
ADE a revised comurehensive school improvement plan, which shall be designed to provide the 
opportunity for all students to demonstrate proficiencv on all portions of the state mandated criterion- 
referenced assessment. That plan shall include strategies to address the achievement gap existing for any 
identifiable subgroup previously listed. 
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failure to make AYP 

Fourth consecutive Year of a school’s 
failure to make AYP 

Fifth consecutive vear of a school’s failure 
to make AYP. 

School Improvement Status - School 
must provide choice option for students 
to attend another school in the district 
not in improvement. May, at the option 
of the school/district offer supolemental 
services if choice is not an option. 
School Improvement Status - School 
must continue to provide choice and add 
the option of supplemental services to 
students who aualifv. 
School enters corrective action status - 
The State is required to establish and 
implement a plan of corrective action 
Reconstruction status - the  State is 
reauired to act to restructure the 
identified school. 

School District Improvement Status 

Tim el in e 
First vear a school district fails to make 
Adequate Yearlv Progress and 
subsequent Years 

Academic Distress 

Required Status and Action 
Each vear the school district fails to 
make adequate yearly proqress, the 
district, in addition to any schools in the 
district that fail to make Droaress. must 
develop a district improvement plan that 
will include in depth disaaareqation of 
student performance data. the 
development of a district improvement 
plan, and development of a professional 
development plan specificallv aliqned 
with the identified needs of the entire 
district staff. 

Besrinning. with the 2002-03 school vear, the State Board of Education shall declare any 
school district in “academic distress” for which 75% or more of its students score at the 
“below basic” performance level collectively across all r a d e  levels for which criterion- 
referenced assessments are administered and across all schools in the district. 

Any public school district classified as in “academic distress” shall have no more than 
two (2) consecutive school years from the date of notice of identification by the ADE to 
be removed from academic distress status. If the district fails to be removed from 
academic distress status within the two (2) consecutive year time period. the State Board 
of Education shall annex, consolidate or reconstitute that district prior to July 1 of the 
next school year unless the State Board of Education finds that the school district could 
not remove itself from academic distress due to circumstances beyond its control. 
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Draft - April 9,2003 

-School Narrative 

~ The annual school narrative 
of approximately 500 words generally describes data sources (e.g., criterion-referenced 
tests, norm-referenced tests, etc.) used to address state and local performance indicators. 
The narrative also describes progress that the school has made in formulating the plan 
and in successfully implementing the trend and performance indicators within the school 
improvement process. This narrative, which shall be sent to the ADE during the spring 
of each year, will be incorporated in the School Performance Report that will be 
disseminated to the public. No points will be assigned for the narrative. 

Sample School Narrative 

For the last three years, scores on the Primary Benchmark Exam’s reading test have 
exceeded the district’s average. Each child from kindergarten through fifth grade 

-receives an hour and a half of developmental reading instruction per day. Emphasis is 
also placed on the implementation of activities as outlined in the School Improvement 
Plan. Independent reading of books by primary and intermediate grade level students has 
been a priority - a goal was set for each student. This year 85% of the fourth grade 
students met or exceeded their goal compared to 70% last year. Students are being taught 
writing skills using many different approaches including computer word processing. The 
writing and scoring process is designed to help students improve writing scores on the 
Benchmark Exams. The computer-student ratio is 1:4. Children have access to the 
Internet and the school has a homepage on the Web. 

In mathematics over the past five years, fifth grade students scored below the district goal 
of 50% above the national average on the SAT-9. This year, a staff focus group 
supported by a Title I supplemental grant, recommended a teacher accountability math 
pacing chart. It included chapter test scores, a consistent five-day math homework 
policy, in-service for staff and parents, a student test awareness program, homework 
room and a Math Intervention Assistance program. All recommendations were 
implemented with the approval of the school council. In May, an in-service continued to 
provide staff with training on computer software and accessing the Internet for 
mathematical teaching materials and techniques. 

Parent involvement (via parent-teacher conferences) increased by 40% this year. Parents 
participated in developing instructional materials for use at home to reinforce skills, 
learning instructional uses of the computer, donated time to serve as individual tutors for 
students during the school day and assisted with holiday events for the students. 

23 





M
 

C
 

0
 

r-4 

P 



Assessment and Accountability 

Measuring Student Achievement 
and School Progress 

Fisher Education Consulting, Inc. 



I Prior to 1970, there were very few state 
testing programs. 

I States did not have organized ways to 
monitor whether students were 
progressing. 

I National Assessment of Educational 
Progress did not exist until 1969. 



Philosophic Beginnings 
&9H$*rn 

States are responsible for education. 
States assign to local districts the task 
of implementing public education. 
A classroom teacher is part of the larger 
picture and he/she has responsibilities. 
Schools exist to educate. Students 
attend schools to learn. 



I Corn ponen ts of Accou n ta bi I i ty 

rn 

Academic goals and standards 
Assessment procedures 
Accountability expectations 
Public information 



Assessment Instruments 

Norm-referenced; compare student to a 
reference group, may or may not be 
nationally representative 

H Criterion-referenced; compare a student 
to a standard such as a required 
passing score or levels of achievement 
required by No Child Left Behind 



I Assessment Requirements 

w 

w 

w 

w 

w 

Reliable and valid 
t=ree trom bias 
Reports must be understandable 
Score scale must be stable over time 
Data must be accurate 
System must be legally defensible 
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Florida’s Assessment system I 

Reading, mathematics, writing, science 
Required high school graduation test 
PSAT or PLAN in grade IO 
Pre-K assessment system 
Florida owns the CRT 
Publisher owns the NRT 
Participation in NAEP 



Grade 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO 

Subjects 

Florida 
Assessment 

Program 

Performance NRT High 
Tasks? Stakes? 

I I 
M I RrM I 
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GRADING FLORIDA SCHOOLS 2001=2002 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIO , COMMISSIONER, www.firn.edu/doe 

School grades for 2001-02 utilize a point system. Schools are awarded one point for each - percent of students who score high on the FCAfand/or make annual fearnhg gains. 

Scoring High on the FCAT Making Annual Learning Gains 
The Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) is the primary measure 
of students’ achievement of the Sunshine State Standards. Student scores 

Since FCAT reading and math exams are given in grades 3 - 10, it is now possible to 
monitor how much students learn from one year to the next. 

are classified into five achievement levels, with 1 being the lowest and 5 
being the highest. 

s Schools earn one point for each percent of students who score 
in achievement levels 3, 4, or 5 in reading and one point for 
each percent of students who score 3, 4, or 5 in math. 

= The writing exam is scored by at least two readers on a scale 
of 1 to 6. The percent of students scoring “ 3  and above is 
averaged with the percent scoring “3.5’ and above to yield the 
percent meeting minimum and higher standards. 
one point for each percent of students on the combined 
measure. 

Schools earn 

a Schools earn one point for each percent of students who 
make learning gains in reading and one point for each 
percent of students who make learning gains in math. 
Students can demonstrate learning gains in any one of three ways: 

(1) Improve achievement levels from 1-2, 2-3, 3-4, or 4-5; or 
(2) Maintain within the relatively high levels of 3,4, or 5; or 
(3) Demonstrate more than one year’s growth within achievement 

3 Special attention is given to the reading gains of students in the lowest 25% in 
levels 1 ,  2, or 3 in each school. Schools earn one point for each percent of 
the lowest performing readers who make learning gains from the previous 
year. It takes at least 50% to make “adequate progress” for this group. 

levels 1 or 2. 

SCHOOL PERFORMANCE GRADING SCALE 

Which students are included in school grade calculations? As in What happens if the lowest 25% of students in the school do not make “adequate 
previous years, only standard curriculum students who were enrolled in progress” in reading? Schools that aspire to be graded “C” or above, but do not 
the same school in both October and February are included. Speech make adequate progress with their lowest 25% in reading, must develop a School 
impaired, gifted, hospitaVhomebound, and Limited English Proficient Improvement Plan component that addresses this need. If a school, otherwise 
students with more than two years in an ESOL program are also graded “C” or “B”, does not demonstrate adequate progress for two years in a row, 
included. the final grade will be reduced by one letter grade. 
*The 2002 grading scale above may vary by as much as 5% in order to make a smooth transition from 2001. 



Example Report for 2002 

1 I I I 

I One-half of total grade I based on reading I I FCAT Level 3 and above 

3 ways to make 
gains: 

Improve 
FCAT Levels 

Maintain 
Level 3, 4, or 5 

Improve more 
than one year 
within Level 1 
or 2 

Average of % scoring 
“3” and above and O h  

scoring “3.5” and above 

Sun 6 1  hine Middl c School 
~~ 

1 point for each % 
meetina hiah 

O/O Meeting High Standards - O/O of Students Making 
Learning Gains 

Adequate Progress of 
Lowest 25% in the School? 

reading, math, and 

66% I 68% 

50% (Yes) 

1 point for each % 
making gains in 

reading and math 

1 

1 point for each YO I of lowest readers 
making gains u 

School Grade B +- Based on total 
points, adequate 
progress, and O/O 

of students tested 
Percent of eliaible 
students tested 

50% or more = “Yes” 
49% or less = “No” 



I For comparison - iennessee 

has both CRT and 
Readingllanguage 

Tenn. Comprehensive Assessment Program 
NRT parts 
arts, math; adding social 

science and science - I. I txpanaing to grades 3-8 for NCLB 
IO end-of-course tests; 3 are required for 
graduation 
Some parts are commercial NRT; other parts 
developed for Tenn. curriculum 



2002 Tenn. Value-Added Svstem Scores for District X 

2002 3-Yr Avg 
Std. Error 

24.7 Y 21.6 G 24.2 G 19.4 G 16.9 G 114.9 110 
1.6 1 95 1.6 1.7 1.6 2.9 2 



Fundamental Decisions I 

Will you use a simple model? 
Will you use one of the more 
sophisticated systems using 
regression, HLM, etc.? 
Will you make "adjustments" for 
factors such as income, mobility, 
class size, etc.? 



Illustration of Gains 

Average Gains 
ISchool A 580 280 

680 250 
ISchool C 620 

~~ r School D 640 
260 
220 

r I Etc. Etc. Etc. 

I District 630 250 
I I I 



I Tenn. Value-Added System 

H 

Created by Dr. Sanders while at  U.T. 
Based on a single, consistent set of test 
scores, adjacent grade levels, stable 
score scale over time 
Divides results by teacher, school, and 
I . .  . I district; analyzes gains 

Complex analysis model; based on 
norm group gains 
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H Citizens, business leaders, parents 
support assessment and accountability 

H Educators generally do not want large- 
scale assessment and accountability 
programs with public disclosure of 
results 



Ant ici Date Lit iaa t ion 

4 High-stakes testing programs result in 
decisions about students 

H Many people think a diploma is 
automatic 

H Grade inflation issues 



Anticipate Changes 

H Need to renew content and 

H Need to re-bid testing contracts 
Experience with a system leads to ideas 

H An educational system improves over 

performance standards 

to change the system 

time; think long-term 



suoisnpuo3 I 



Arkansas School Boards Association 
808 Dr. Martin L. f i g ,  Jr. Blvd. 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72202 
(501) 372-1415 

As our Arkansas School Boards Association team researched the issues of 

accountability, especially those of the Omnibus Quality Education Actf we kept 

coming back to ASBA's first premise. It is the premise with which we always 

begin: Is it good for kids? 
The Arkansas Democrat-Gazette published an article on July 31 of this year 

entitled, "Tiny school districts all over exam chart." In that article a list of school 

districts was published with scores on the eleventh grade literacy end-of-course 
exam and on the literacy and mathematics exams for grades fourr six, and eight. 

The list did not include every school in the state nor even all of the scores for the 

schools that were listed; however, we used the data as it was printed since it 
represented what the public saw. We took an earlier map that we had that 

geographically plotted the eleventh grade literacy scores from 2002. We used red 
dots to represent the schools that were identified by the article as the "bottom." 

We used green dots to represent those schools identified in the article as "top." 

Each red or green dot was labeled with a code to indicate the test that it 

represented. For example "4L" is for fourth grade literacy and " 6 M  is for sixth 
grade mathematics. We used our dots to locate each district that was listed in the 

article. The results are here. 
Although we might have predicted the pattern that we see, it is no less 

distressing that we could draw a line along the 1-30 /Highway 67-167 corridor 
and find that the schools that are represented with red dots fall mostly south and 

east of the line and those schools that are represented with green dots fall mostly 

north and west of the line. 
These districts in the Delta are characterized in the article as the "bottom" 

and are likely to be described as academically distressed. These are the ones that 

are likely to be reorganized. If they are consolidated, is it possible that they might 
be attached to a district that is struggling to stay out of academic distress and 
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would this not cause a larger academically distressed district? What kind of 

support would be available to this newly formed district? Could the expense of 

wig to Fmprove student achievement irii this larger stiugglmg districi throw 

that district into fiscal distress also? What about the logistics of combining the 
two entities? What impact would that have on that newly formed district’s 

ability to meet adequate yearly progress (AYP) for No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB)? Would they receive special compensation for the difficulties that they 

face because of the additions? How will we address the effects on a succeeding 
school district that annexing a failing district to it would have? We feel that these 

concerns have yet to be addressed. We know that some districts will not be able 

to meet standards and will have to be annexed, reorganized, consolidated, etc. 
What help could the receiving districts or the newly formed districts expect? 

At ASBA we support a rich curriculum for all students in Arkansas, but 

wouldn’t a rich curriculum be a moot point in districts that are struggling 
academically? How can students who have deficit skills in literacy, mathematics, 

technology, and problem-solving begin to access a rich curriculum? It seems to 

us that first we must address the achievement gap and plan extensively and 

work intensively to provide these children with the skills that they will need to 

be able to access that rich curriculum. 
This requires long-range planning not only for those districts that are 

represented on the map, but for all districts. We need to decide what we want for 

our schools not just in three to five years, but also in ten years, and fifteen years, 
and in twenty years. We can’t simply think of what we have now, but what do 

we want, what will it take to get there, and how do we make that happen. 
School districts must be crystal clear about the expectations for them. The 

ADE must also be crystal clear. If the ADE is to have two functions-support and 

accountability-then communication is critical both internally for the ADE as 

well as externally for the districts. 
If we are going to improve academic achievement, we must intensify our 

professional development programs at all levels. The Smart conferences are 
excellent and we need to build on the firm foundation that these have laid. 

However if we are to serve 36,000 educators in this state, we must provide more 
resources to do that. T h s  will also take tine. If we know that it takes three to five 
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years even for a small organization to turn around, how long will it take to 

change the behaviors of 36,000 people? It takes about 40 miles to turn an ocean 

liner around. Professional development in Arkansas is a pretty big ship. And yet, 

when it comes to professional development, we expect every teacher in Arkansas 
to be on board immediately, to know all of the latest instructional strategies 

immediately, to be able to disaggregate data immediately, to be able to diagnose 

every child’s deficit skills and fix those immediately. We must think in terms of 

long-range planning for teachers and proceed with that plan. 
We have been @ty in education of trymg a new idea and then dropping 

it before we could determine if it worked. In other words, before we can get our 
ship turned and steered in another direction, we have changed our course and 

were heading to yet another new port. This time we need to stay the course, 

gather data, and determine what impact our efforts will have on education. 

To make an impact on test scores, educators must learn how to interpret 
the test data and to identIfy the deficit areas of the students, and then they must 

select the best instructional strategies to address those deficit areas. Many 

teachers need specific intensive training in how to deliver these strategies. In 
order to assure the effectiveness of these strateges and the delivery of these 

strategies, intensive classroom support must follow. 
This kmd of professional development requires skilled professionals who 

can deliver the training and skilled classroom observers who can follow up on 

the implementation of the skills in the classroom. More resources are needed to 
train all teachers. Currently, we don’t have enough trainers and facilitators to 

accomplish the job. We must build capacity as we go. We must find those 
teachers who are experts at these skills and utilize their talents and their 

experience to teach others. We must think on a much larger scale than we have 

done before. 

The face of professional development in Arkansas must change. 

Researchers may not be able to pinpoint THE factor that is the key to 
changing learning in the classroom, but they do agree that the most important 

factor for improving learning in the classroom is the teacher. Then the only way 

to make real change in student learning is at the classroom level. The only way to 
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change what goes on the classroom level is through the targeted, quahty 

professional development that I have described. 
ASBA has intensied its training €or school board members by adding 

instructional components to its already existing training program of finance, 
governance, operations, and law. Ths  new component is in response to the need 
for school board members to understand the complexities of instruction so that 
they can make sound decisions about allocation of resources to meet these needs. 

Our current system of criterion-referenced tests (CRTs) based on Arkansas 

standards, we believe, is a sound one. When Arkansas began its standards-based 
teachFng and learning campaign in the 1990s, we believe that this caused 
educators to focus on that body of knowledge that students should know and be 

able to do. Our CRTs measure the proficiency of students with those skills and 
that knowledge. The old Minimum Performance Test (MPT) was exactly that-a 
measure of the minimum that a student should know. The open-response items 
that we find on our current CRTs, measure not only what a student knows, but 
also what that student can do with that knowledge. It measures whether or not 
that student can apply what he or she has learned. That is a more difficult 

standard to meet than simply minimums. In other words, it is a bigger ship and 

takes more skill to steer it. 
The Arkansas Frameworks were originally designed based on national 

curriculum models-the same models that were used by other states to develop 
their state curricula. The Frameworks are solid and the CRTs that measure those 
Frameworks are solid. Two years ago, I researched other state CRTs in an effort 
to find sample items that I could use with middle school science teachers at the 
Smart Step conference. As I researched, I noted that the Arkansas Benchmark 
exams were high level tests-not watered down, as some may believe. If 
anything at all, our tests were as demanding as those in states that are highly 
touted for their testing prowess. As I researched the Texas test, TAAS, it paled in 

comparison to our test. In fact, it was much more similar to OUT old MPT. 

Interesting to note that Texas is moving to a more rigorous CRT. 
It is important for Arkansas to maintain norm-referenced tests (NRTs). 

These tests yield data that tell us how our students compare with students from 
other places in the nation. We need to know how our lads stack up to those other 
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kids. The NRTs should not be viewed as being in conflict with the CRTs, but in 

concert with them. Both yield valuable data. Both should be used. 
As we reviewed. the Omnibus Act, another issue arose for our team. The 

Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) has many tasks to accomplish. We 

cannot see how they can accomplish those tasks with the current staff. Many of 
the requirements appear to need additional staffing. We see this as a concern that 

has not been mentioned before. 
In conclusion, we believe that we have to be more far-sighted as we plan 

for the children of Arkansas. We must educate the children for the future-all of 
the Children and we must go about it systematically and systemically. If we only 
plan and execute the short-term plan, then kids will be left out, the achievement 

gap will widen and rather than having a state that is progressing economically, 
we will continue to flounder at the bottom of the heap. With long-range 
planning-including financial planning-we can make education better for the 
kids. If you always do what you’ve always done, then you’ll always get what 
you always got. We need to break the cycle and do it right this time. 
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AEA PRESENTATION TO ACCOUNTABILITY 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON 

EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to share the thoughts of practicing teachers on 
the current K- 12 accountability system in Arkansas. 

AEA's presentation will focus on the following areas: 

0 A review of what we believe an effective accountability system should look like 
and how it should be used 

Some thoughts on our current accountability system with some suggestions on 
what changes are needed and what changes are undesirable 

Testing and accountability are not necessarily synonymous, although you might not think 
so after reading much of what is written today on the subject. Certainly, the recent 
passage by Congress of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) has increased the belief 
that student testing and accountability are basically the same. That is not the case. There 
are a number of different ways to show accountability. 

Accountability is the means by which individuals or organizations take responsibility for 
their actions. Accountability in education is not just one thing. There must be systems in 
place for setting standards and assessments for what students should know and be able to 
do. There must be systems to prepare, hire, retain and continually improve the knowledge 
and skills of teachers, administrators and other school employees. There must be systems 
for parents and taxpayers to know that their money is being spent appropriately - and that 
their expectations for student achievement are in line with the investments states and 
communities make. 

Why is educational accountability important? Public education is funded through federal, 
state and local taxes. As a public function, citizens deserve a system that satisfies their 
expectations and provides an appropriate education for all students. 

Teacher associations are frequently accused of being opposed to accountability and 
standards. Nothing could be farther from the truth. Teachers welcome high standards and 
strong accountability systems. We just believe the standards and systems must be a 
shared responsibility of all stakeholders. 

As we already mentioned, any discussion about educational accountability must take into 
account the significant impact of NCLB on this area. There is no question that this federal 
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law imposes substantial new requirements on states with regard to student performance. 
We don’t believe that all the requirements imposed by NCLB are desirable. In fact, we 
are working with the National Education Association (NEA) to bring about substantial 
changes in the federal law. Of course, we recognize that Arkansas must meet the 
provisions of the law as they currently exist. But we also believe that the state can 
supplement the NCLB requirements with some of the characteristics of an effective 
accountability system that we will reference in this report. 

Balanced Assessment: The Key to Accountability and Student Learning 

Teachers support effective and fair school accountability systems. We believe that these 
systems must promote high levels of student achievement and ensure that the best 
teaching practices are supported and utilized. We also believe that the focus of the 
accountability system must be on the school, not on individual stakeholders, as the unit 
for evaluation and improvement of student learning. Development and implementation of 
the accountability system must ensure that stakeholders at the school, school district, state 
and national levels share the responsibility for establishing clear goals, adapting high 
standards for student achievement, and providing adequate and equitable funding and 
support systems. 

For your further study, we have provided for you a complete statement of the National 
Education Association Resolution on School Accountability. 

The AEA recognizes that, more and more, state and federal legislators and education 
policy makers are relying on standardized tests to measure student achievement and hold 
schools accountable for student progress. Certainly, the provisions of NCLB accelerate 
this trend. It is safe to say that accountability is going to remain test-based for the short- 
term future. However, there certainly is a danger that we can require too much testing and 
put too much emphasis on test-results as the sole indicator of whether a school is 
successful or not. It is also a fact that standardized tests don’t give teachers the day-to- 
day information they need to improve student performance. 

Given this scenario, we believe that it is important that large-scale testing be used in 
conjunction with ongoing classroom assessment to produce a better picture of student 
achievement and school quality. Therefore, we are providing you with a copy of a report, 
Balanced Assessment: The Key to Accountability and Improved Student Learning, 
published by NEA, which describes how this can be accomplished. 

Classroom assessment is a range of methods - including direct observation, checklists, 
teacher-made tests, projects, portfolios and performances -that teachers use to determine 
student progress on a daily and weekly basis. Substantial research, summarized in 
Balanced Assessment, shows that classroom assessment actually raises student 
achievement. 



We are providing for you a copy of an article by a history teacher in Portland, Oregon. 
This article, The Straitjacket of Standardized Tests, will give you an idea of why we 
believe accountability must be more than the results on a particular test. 

The AEA believes that creating such a balanced assessment system is absolutely 
necessary. It will require considerable investment in teachers and their classroom 
assessment methods, but it is an investment worth making. Additional resources will be 
needed, for example, to provide current teachers with professional development in the 
best classroom assessment methods. 

In addition, we want to share with you a guide for policymakers called Building Tests To 
Support Instruction and AccountabiZity. The Commission on Instructionally Supportive 
Assessment, convened by the American Association of School Administrators, the 
National Association of Elementary School Principals, the National Association of 
Secondary School Principals, the National Education Association and the National 
Middle School Association, developed this guide. 

This guide identifies nine requirements for the development of responsible state 
assessment systems, including tests that improve both learning and accountability. 

Arkansas’ Current K-12 Accountability System 

In critiquing our current accountability system, we must look at it both in light of NCLB 
mandates and what we believe constitutes a good accountability system. As I indicated 
earlier, AEA believes that there are some serious problems with the accountability system 
mandated by NCLB, but we recognize the state’s obligation to be in compliance with the 
law. 

AEA believes that our current accountability system appears to meet the requirements of 
NCLB. However, we have only recently received an analysis by NEA’s Student 
Achievement Division of all the state NCLB accountability plans approved by the US. 
Department of Education. As we review the analysis of the Arkansas plan as compared to 
other state plans, we will share that information and any suggestions for modification of 
the plan with the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) and with you. 

We are also in the midst of a review of the current tests used in the state’s accountability 
program to determine whether they meet the requirements set forth by the Commission 
on Instructionally Supportive Assessment. We will also share the results of this review 
with the ADE and with the legislature. 

A number of issues related to accountability are being discussed right now and we want 
to share with you our thoughts on these issues. 

As you know, AEA supported the Omnibus Quality Education Act of 2003. We still 
support this law and would be opposed to its repeal. We did not support the 



accountability system proposed in HB 2528 which we felt overemphasized standardized 
testing and provided for what we believe are inappropriate uses for such tests. 

The appropriate use of longitudinal tracking fiom tests is an issue being discussed. We 
believe that such data should be used at the school and school district level as a tool for 
monitoring student performance and developing an individual progress plan for students 
needing additional help. It can' also be used, along with other data, in the development of 
each school's professional development plan to ensure that teachers are getting 
appropriate and useful professional development. We believe that data from the 
longitudinal tracking should be available to the public at the school level, but not at the 
individual teacher level. 

The question of norm-referenced versus criterion-referenced tests is also the subject of 
much debate right now. AEA believes that both types of tests have a role to play in 
accountability. As we indicated earlier, we think we need a more balanced approach to 
accountability that reflects the value of other types of assessment. 

In any case, the reality is that right now our high-stakes testing component must be, as 
mandated by NCLB, a criterion-referenced test. AEA strongly opposes adding an 
additional high-stakes test (a norm-referenced standardized test) at every grade level, in 
addition to the benchmark tests. The Omnibus Education Act provides for a norm- 
referenced test at 1east.once in grades 5 and 9. We think this is suffkient. We know that 
the State Board of Education yesterday voted to include in the new Accountability Rules 
and Regulations, a provision that would have the state pay for voluntary norm-referenced 
tests at any grade level where a school district would want to implement the test. Frankly, 
we think the state can find better uses for this money. Providing resources to schools so 
that they can correct deficiencies identified by the tests makes more sense than spending 
money on another test at every grade level. 

Which brings us to our last point, the cost of accountability. The AEA believes that in 
determining the cost of developing and implementing an adequate and effective 
accountability plan, we must not only look at the actual costs of the tests and the 
reporting of results. We must also include the additional resources needed to help schools 
appropriately use the results of the tests. Simply implementing a balanced testing and 
reporting program by itself will not do the job. 



Arkansas State Chamber of Commerce 
Associated Industries of Arkansas, Inc. 

June 27,2003 
Education Position Statement 

Education of our citizens should be the highest priority of our state. Because the 
economic prosperity and economic development of Arkansas is dependent upon the 
educational attainment and development of our citizens, education and economic 
development cannot be isolated from one another. Today’s businesses - whether 
existing or looking to relocate to a new geographic region - demand an educated and 
well-trained workforce. 

The expected September 2003 second extraordinary legislative session of the 84th 
General Assembly will focus on education and, hopefully, result in legislation that 
will satisfy the constitutional issues raised by the state Supreme Court decision in 
the Lake View case. We firmly believe that if the legislature fails to take action 
sufficient to satisfy the court, the future economic growth and prosperity of Arkansas 
will be placed in serious jeopardy. 

The Arkansas State Chamber of Commerce/Associated Industries of Arkansas 
(ASCC/AIA) Executive Committee met Thursday, June 26, and adopted the following 
position. 

Adequacy: Our desire to see an out-of-state consultant hired to conduct an adequacy 
study was met when the legislature commissioned Lawrence 0. Picus and Associates 
from California to conduct such a study. The firm’s report is expected in A u g u s t  
2003, which will become the key component in the continued drive to reform 
education. 

Efficiency: Our desire to see a Standardized Cost Accounting System, a reduction in 
administrative costs and pooled instructional resources are significant issues that 
must be considered. The business community demands that our education system 
operate continuously at its most efficient level to justify funding. 

Accountability: To gain the business community’s support for additional funding, 
there must be a substantial level of accountability applied to school districts, schools, 
and individuals. Act 1467 of 2003 accomplished many of our goals in the area of 
accountability, and we will likely try to expand this area with additional legislation in 
the fall. National tests for student assessment, longitudinal tracking and a tightening 
of the fiscal/academic distress laws were all addressed in Act 1467. 

Curriculum: Consistent with the ASCC/AIA position, the state Board of Education 
has passed regulations requiring a rigorous standardized core curriculum of 38 
units/courses on an annual basis at  all schools. Act 1467 requires 100 percent 
compliance with curriculum standards. We would still like to see a requirement of 
standardized textbooks. EXHIBIT 
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Quality Teachers: The ASCC/AIA believes improvement in the overall quality of 
teachers must be addressed this fall. The issues we believe must be accomplished 
include: 
1) Compensation for teachers at Southern Regional Education Board average 
2) Multiple career paths 
3) Expansion of alternative teacher certification 
4) Incentive pay for high-poverty areas/ academic-shortage areas 
5) Incentive pay based upon “value-added” performance assessment 
6) More authority for hire/fire at  school level 

Giving Children a Sound Start: Act 1332 of 2003 established the structure for the 
state to provide high quality pre-kindergarten programs to low income three- and 
four-year-olds. The ASCC/AIA believes this is a critical component of ensuring 
academic success for at-risk children. 

Facilities and Resources: The issue of proper facilities and resources was not 
addressed in the regular session. This fall the ASCC/AIA would like to see legislation 
passed that would close inadequate/under-utilized facilities, create a standard 
architectural school plan and place a moratorium on building new facilities. There 
must also be an emphasis on creating a technology infrastructure within every public 
school building that would require technology training for all students. 

Innovation in Education: Act 1272 of 2003 accomplished a long-standing goal of 
the ASCC/AIA to expand public school choice to all schools. Our position statement 
suggested a pilot voucher program be implemented for failing schools. The regular 
session rejected a limited voucher program for special-needs children. We believe a 
pilot vouchers program for failing schools should remain a priority for the fall 
session. 

Higher Education: None of the issues raised in our position paper related to higher 
education were accomplished. These ideas included developing a strategic plan for K- 
14 education, providing equal funding for two-year institutions, and restoring 
academic challenge scholarships. The role of higher education in the fall session is 
unclear. However, restoration of the scholarships would be beneficial to the state’s 
future, and we have long supported equalization of funding. 

Funding: Every indication points toward additional revenue to ensure Arkansas’ 
public education system is constitutional. Without a strong public education system 
in Arkansas, jobs, growth and future economic development is only a dream. The 
ASCC/AIA believes every revenue source should be examined carefully to test its 
potential impact on those least able to pay and the ability of our business community 
to compete in a global economy. Arkansans should not be taxed at higher levels to 
support an unconstitutional education system and the ASCC/AIA opposes additional 
revenue sources without implementing the education reform measures as outlined 
above. 
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Education Reform NQW+ 
An education reform bill has been introduced in the Arkansas General 

Assembly This is not a consolidation bill. We believe this bill, H.B. 5528 and S.B. 
934, offers the best hope for improving student achievement for all students in 
Arkansas. This bill provides for: 

mTesting annually In grades 1-1 8 mRewards for schools that get an 
“ A  or “B,” calculated at $100 per 
student MNationally normed tests, such as 

the Standard 9, every year for all 
students W Publie school choice for students 

in failing schools that get two 
years of ,,DsII and ,,Fs,I Kontlnuing ACTAAP state Stan- 

dards tests 
School districts get a letter grade letter grades - 4 ’/ ‘/ Dl - for all - B, C, D, F - based on financial 
accountability K-12 schools 

Top education reform experts from around the country have reviewed and 
recommended this bill. It follows best practices in other states where 
academic achievement has improved. 

We urge you to support this bill. For Arkansas’ future, we endorse it. 

Did’s ALLrEt (SJtia 
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August 7,2003 

Senator David Bisbee 
Room 151, State Capitol 
Little Rock, AR 72201 

Representative Jodie Mahony 
Room 151, State Capitol 
Little Rock. AR 72201 

Re: Accountability Subcommittee of the Joint Committee 
on Educational Adequacy 

Dear Senator Bisbee and Representative Mahony: 

I appreciate very much the invitation to appear at your public hearing 
at 11:OO a.m. on Tuesday, August 12. I regret that a previously 
scheduled deposition in Rogers will prevent me from attending. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the accountability issues 
facing the public policy makers of our State. 

I certainly believe the tax payers of Arkansas have a right to expect 
accountability from the various stake holders in the public education 
system. As we face significant increases in our tax burden, it is right 
and proper that we be able to hold people accountable for the 
spending of that money. With that said, I would caution you not to 
become so wrapped up in accountability that we lose sight of the fact 
that most of the iaiiings o i  our present education system can be 
directly attributed to having too few resources applied to too many 
children. In my opinion, every person involved in the offering of public 
education bears some measure of accountability. Students should be 
held significantly accountable for their own efforts. Teachers should 
be held accountable for the failure of their student charges to progress. 
(They should also be rewarded for extraordinary achievement by their 
students.) Administrators should be held responsible for the failure to 
adequately address the identified failings of their students and 
teachers. (Likewise, administrators should be rewarded for 
extraordinary achievements.) School Boards should be accountable 
for the expenditures of tax payers' money for the failures (and 
successes) of administrators, teachers, and students. 
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Communities (by that I mean tax payers and school patrons) should be 
accountable for the failures (and successes) of their school districts. 
The State (through the Arkansas Department of Education and the 
Executive and Legislative branches) should be given the ability to hold 
school districts, administrators, teachers, and students accountable for 
their efforts. 

Technology is such today that the tracking of individual student's 
efforts should be relatively easy. I believe it would be an achievable 
goal to establish a baseline of knowledge and competencies for every 
student in Arkansas beginning with their first involvement in the public 
school system, be that pre-school, kindergarten, or a transfer into the 
system at a different grade. Once a baseline of competency is 
established for each child, the child's progress could be tracked. By 
tracking the progress of each and every child in Arkansas, we will be 
able to identify those school districts that succeed, those 
administrators who demand progress, and the teachers who are able 
to facilitate that progress. By the same token, we would be able to 
identify teachers who are not able to assist their students in 
progressing. By identifying teachers who have a succession of 
students who do not progress, the administrators should be able 
identify the areas of improvement needed and/or remove that teacher 
from the classroom. Administrator's progress is that regard would be 
trackable as well. School district's relative success would be 
identifiable and the commitment of communities to support their school 
districts would be measurable. Most importantly, intervention on 
behalf of children could occur in a much more timely fashion than is 
presently available. 

I am persuaded through the information gleaned during the preparation 
of the Lakeview case, as well as my service on the Arkansas Blue 
Ribbon Commission, that there are large sums of tax payer money 
being spent on sports related or other rion-acaaemic related functions. 
It may very well be that the people of Arkansas will support those 
expenditures but at a bear minimum a system should be implemented 
that requires all districts to report expenditures of that nature utilizing 
the same format so that an accurate and reliable accounting can be 
provided. That is one form of accountability that could be imposed 
immediately at virtually no additional cost. 

The same is true for transportation expenses. At the same time, a 
uniform system of measuring the expenditures of money for teaching 
resources should be easy to implement. A uniform system of 
categorizing personnel as teaching or non-teaching, administrative or 
non-administrative, and certified or non-certified would allow us to 
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compare apples to apples. I do not believe that is the case under the 
present forms utilized for reporting expenditures. 

These are a few random thoughts. I appreciate very much the 
opportunity to offer them to your Committee. I appreciate, more than 
you know, the personal efforts the two of you are making on behalf of 
the children of Arkansas. 

Sinc 

Davi ws 
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