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Requirements

e States must produce federal accountability designations for
2021-22.

* These requirements exist alongside a national desire to
understand the educational impact of the pandemic.

* And yet, data availability has been compromised.

...and Opportunities?

As states move beyond turning at least federal

accountability systems back “on”, how can these systems,

as well as “little a” accountability, best inform and direct
®® supports to accelerate learning?
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States experience different challenges as they G Senver for
restart ESSA accountability in 2022.

*States seek to understand the impact of COVID-19 on their
educational systems.

*Understanding is complicated by compromised data and
varied data availability.

*States seek to inform and situate their own accountability
system and reporting systems by and within the national
landscape.

@@ www.nciea.org



Accountability Context

Current Challenges & Why They Matter
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A survey was distributed widely to better Qe Gener for
understand education agency accountability plans.

50 states + DC

Seven other agencies
American Samoa, Commonwealth
of the Northern Mariana Islands,
Guam, Puerto Rico, Bureau of
Indian Education, Department of
Defense Education Activity, Virgin
Islands

52 total respondents

47 states
5 other agencies

©®



01601010

Relevant Results G Genver for

Test participation was lower overall in 2020-21 and
varied by district and student group.

Attendance rates were lower in 2019-20 and 2020-21, and
states are concerned about attendance data quality.

Graduation rates in 2020-21 were less impacted by COVID, but
states have adjusted graduation requirements.

Most schools provided consistent in-person instruction in
2021-22, but there were still disruptions.



Test participation varied greatly in 2021, and
many states had low overall participation.
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*Statewide participation rates
were less than 80% in 26% of

Participation Rates

et e
*Only 20% of states had 12

than 90%

participation rates regarded as ........

than 80% |

conventional (95% or higher). ...,

than 70% | d] 2

*Participation further varied by -« g,
grade band, test type S
(alternate), and content area s [
(science). W 8 5 @ B = B

Count of States

@@ www.nciea.org
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Participation in 2021 further varied across G ener for
districts and student groups.

Consistency of participation rates across districts in 2021

* Only 6% of states had consistent

participation across districts. I 20 ﬁi‘ﬂﬁi

* 20% of respondents indicated that sty ™ " ity
participation rates were very Co T T T e e
dissimilar across districts in their - il — el aall
state. | o |

Comparison of group—level part|C|pat|on to statewide rates

* Participation was uneven by poitt ¥ K F KN R R R R T |
student groups, with districts i -
testing fewer students in some s I I W ower
historically marginalized groups = I I I I I I Unceran
compared to statewide rates. ™ l l

@@ www.nciea.org of.., Amer.., Othe... fami... 9



Attendance has also been impacted by changes in (@

"% Assessment

learning environment and other COVID-related disruptions.

Attendance rates were Most states noticed some negative
noticeably lower in 2020-21 impact on data completeness and
quality.
Observed or expected pandemic impact on
Comparison to 2018-19 Attendance Rates attendance data completeness and/or quality
Atten;:r-uzcg | 35% | 2019-20 40%
20-21 ' ' ' ' 2020-21 38%
Attendance 44%
0%  10%  20%  30%  40% 50%  60%  70%  BO%  90% 100% 2021-22 13%
. Higher . Similar Lower . Uncertain

0% 10% 20% 30% 400 50% 60% T0% BO% 90%  100%

B Moobserve . [ Minor obse Substantial.. [ Uncertain

@@ www.nciea.org
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Compared to attendance, states have seen less G Serer for
variability in graduation rates since 2019.

Comparison of 2020 to 2019 Graduation Rates

* Most states indicated that
graduation rates in 2020 and ’
2021 were similar to or higher -
than 2019 rates.

*This may have been influenced

by changes in policy.
» 15 states Changed requirements Comparison of 2021 to 2019 Graduation Rates

for 2020; all had similar or higher _ .

30

graduation rates that year.

» 10% of the 47 states that did not
change requirements saw lower
graduation rates in 2020. :

5 10 15 20 25 30
@@ www.nciea.org
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Pandemic-related disruptions to learning @ Geneer for.
continued in 2021-22.

11 states (22%) indicated there have been some disruptions to
in-person learning in 2021-22. In four of these states, the
impact was large.

Describe the extent of pandemic disruptions to in-person learning
in 2021-22

il 0 4
6% M 8% 8%

] 1040 2 300 4040 5% Gl T0%% g% a0 100%

B Lictie impact [ someimpact B variableim... [ Large impact

ﬂ Uncertain . Other
@@ www.nciea.org 12



G S or
We also asked about accountability systems

Many of th

Most aspects of | q While results
ESSA | ch b are critical at
accountability ) © angtesbappear this time, we
systems are : c_) = must also
o transitional; we . :
changing in __ ; interpret with
2022. N ) caution.

change. /
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Pandemic Challenges

©@®

Missing achievement data due to test suspension in
2020 and uneven participation in 2021 and 2022

Adjustments to growth due to missing priors
Potential data quality questions
New performance targets

Modifications to design decisions (e.g., weights,
aggregation methods)



Principles to Consider

QF

4
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Minimize the influence of ‘fragile’ indicators
Prioritize utility

Don’t overload the ESSA system

. When in doubt, support

b=

@@ www.nciea.org
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Principle 1: Minimize influence of fragile indicators

* For most states, there is Erobably no wa?{ to avoid using

some imperfect data in t

eir accountability system.

* When compelled to use more fragile indicators, such as
those based on data that are less reliable or less
representative, consider how to mitigate their influence for

consequential decisions.
* Some examples include:

©@®

Reduce the weight and/or adjust performance thresholds for
some indicators.

Adopt shorter-term classification cycles (e.g., 1 year instead of 3
years) in order to revisit the decision sooner with better data.

Eschew potentially disruptive or restrictive sanctions.
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Principle 2: Prioritize Utility

* Key question: “How does this information help education
leaders understand and support the needs of students and
schools, particularly for the most disenfranchised students?”

* For example, adding additional status measure will likely do little
to help understand the academic performance of underserved
students

* Examples:
= Progress or gap closure measures
= Data on access and/ or opportunity to learn

@@ www.nciea.org 18
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Principle 3: Don’t Overload ESSA

* The state’s ESSA accountability system is not the only tool to
understand and support students and schools.

* Examples:
= Local assessment information
= |nputs (e.g., professional development, supplemental services)

= District specific measures.

. Di?\tricl'gs have a unique responsibility and shouldn’t be treated as a ‘super
schoo

* Many states may conclude that streamlined ESSA systems are
preferred especially during the ‘build back’ transitional period

@@ www.nciea.org
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Continuum of Accountability
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Internal data Public

Reporting

collection and
sharing

@@ www.nciea.org

Formal/

Consequential

Beware of Campbell’s Law!
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Principle 4: When in doubt, support

* Missing and less reliable data will create more uncertainty
in decisions about school classifications.

* In the face of such uncertainty, it may be best to err on the
side of deploying supports to schools, particularly when
those supports are widely available and non-restrictive.

* Such supports may already be contemplated through
Elementary and Secondary School Emergency Relief (ESSER)
funded initiatives.

* Application:
= Set a high bar for discontinuing support
= Establish multiple tiers of support
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Which is more problematic?

 Type | Error: The system falsely identifies a school that is
not among the those most in need of support

* Type Il Error: The system fails to identify a school that is
among those most in need of support

@@9 www.nciea.org
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Availability and Consequences Influence Decisions

Avoid type Il error!

Support is Widely Available Support is Scarce

Consequences are Example: Access to curricular Example: Access to an instructional
Not Restrictive resources or training materials coach or mentor to provide close
support to the school

Consequences are Example: Loss of flexibility in Example: Compulsory deployment of
Restrictive personnel decisions state-directed/funded school
improvement program

@@9 www.nciea.org 23



The Road Ahead...

G
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Every challenge presents an opportunity!

Even as states work to ‘repair’
accountability in the short-term, it makes
sense work toward a vision of improved

accountability systems in the longer term.

I’ll share some ideas to build-back better.

@®
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Seven ideas to improve accountability systems

Idea

Address reciprocity

Prioritize utility

Include a broader range of
information

Differentiate

Don’t forget about districts

Incorporate Opportunity to Learn

Establish more meaningful
performance expectations

What does this mean?

The system should specify what conditions, resources, and actions are necessary at all levels
(e.g., state, system, school) to achieve the intended outcomes.

Include more timely and useful information to promote school improvement. For example,
include both inputs and outcomes and provide reports during the year not just at the end of the
year.

More fully capture the dimensions associated with school quality and student success that go
beyond academic measures. For example, address components such as teaching and learning,
readiness for post-secondary options, and school climate.

A one-size-fits all model is too limiting. Consider solutions that allow schools to demonstrate
success in different ways. This is particularly important for alternative programs and schools

Districts should not be treated like ‘super schools.” Design district systems that address their
unique areas of responsibility and contributions to student success.

Collect and report data on opportunity to learn to help put outcomes in context and guide
support

There is no inherent meaning in letter grades or other labels. Set performance expectations that
are meaningfully tied to policy priorities with clear descriptions to guide interpretation.



The Role of State Accountability and
Reporting to Support Recovery
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Agenda

* Pandemic Disruptions and School/District Accountability:

e Using Accountability and Reporting Systems to Influence Support

* Implementing a Research and Evaluation Agenda



The 2020-21 School Year:

Commitment to Assessment, not Accountability

* Robust Assessment
Participation in 3-8

* Centerline Blogpost:
Rethinking School
Accountability | Center

for Assessment
(nciea.org)

Participation Rate
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How You Tested on Smarter Balanced (3-8)
Depended on How You Learned

* If you LEARNED
fully/mostly in-person or
hybrid, you tested

=R in-person.

* If you LEARNED

fully/mostly remotely, you
= gg:nTo?:ted were more likely to test

I In-Person remotely.

Test Location
60000+

30000

Number of Students

* Non-participation was
greatest among those
who LEARNED fully/mostly
remotely.

0.

Fully/Mostly In-Person Hybrid  Fully/Mostly Remote
Remote proctoring was also offered on the NGSS Assessment (5, 8, 11),
and our ELP Assessment (LAS Links). 29



Figure 4: Matched Cohort (2018-19 to 2020-21) Proficiency Rates by High Needs Status (Grades 5-8)
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Matched Cohort Math Grade 6 in 2020-21
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Test Scores Effects by High Needs Share and 4
In-Person Opportunity
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The 2021-22 School Year

* Understand pandemic impact by looking at:
* Achievement
* Rough Cohort
* Matched Cohort

* Restart School/District Accountability



Achievement: Pandemic Recovery Dashboard

Filtars Selacted: District-Level | Msthematics | Al Studentz | <No item selected=
District Type Selectad: A/l Dizrrices | District{s] Selected: <MNc item zelected=

‘CONNECTICUT STATE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Select Level Select Subject Select Student Group Category Select Student Group(s)
School-Leve English/Language Arts Science All Students ' Student Groups =
.{)'
Sel istrict Ts - Ay
Select District Type Change in Performance Index {2018-19 to 2021-22)
All Districts ™ Difference 2018-19 to 2021-22

Select District(s)

[J Achieverment Firs: Bridg. .. |

[ Achievernent Firsz Hard.. ) &

[ Amistad Arademy Diswict

[ Andeover School District
Arzonia School District

[ Area Cooperative Educ. .

[ Ashford School District

[0 Awcn School District

[ Barkhamstad School i

[ Beriin Schoe! District 15 o

[ Bethany Schocl Diswict

[] Bethel School District r 4

[ Bloomfield School District 2018-19 Performance Index

[ Baltan Scheol District 2018-19 Number of Stu... Student Group

. Swudenz
[ Bocker T. Washington A... 9
34
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Rough Cohort Growth: Grade 5 ELA Example

2200
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Matched Cohort Growth

Smarter Balanced Growth Report, Trend
State of Connecticut, ELA and Math, All Grades, All Students

Export .csv file

State of Connecticut

Subject 2015-16

Growth Rate

201617

School Year

201718

2018-19

202122

2015-16

Average Percentage
of Target Achieved

School Year

2016-17 201718

2018-19

200122

ELA 45 7% 38.4% 43.2% 41.4% 43.3% 70.2% 62.1% 67.5% 64.9% 67.5%
Math 43.7% 40.0% 41.6% 43.6% 49 3% 73.4% 68.3% 69.8% 71.3% 76.4%
ELA 43.9% 36.2% 41.9% 40.8% 44 1% 67.3% 58.6% 65.4% 63.6% 67.3%
Math 43.8% 41.6% 43.6% 44 7% 50.8% 65.9% 62.5% 64.4% 65.1% 71.2%
ELA 42 1% 35.5% 39.4% 36.4% 38.3% 61.0% 53.3% 57.8% 56.7% 57 1%
Math 43.4% 43.4% 42.1% 41.2% 43 3% 63.0% 62.2% 60.5% 59.1% 60.8%
ELA 42.0% 36.4% 38.0% 40.7% 38.0% 60.8% 54.2% 56.7% 59.5% 56.7%
Math 44.1% 41.4% 40.2% 42.7% 47.0% 62.8% 58.8% 56.4% 59.6% 64.5%
ELA 41.9% 33.3% 39.2% 38.4% 37.5% 59.8% 49.2% b6.3% | 553% [ 54.0%
Math 44 3% 40.9% 42 9% 42.5% 38.5% 60.0% 56.5% 58.6% 57.7% 53.4%

‘CONNECTICUT STATE

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

36



New Identifications

e Alliance District (state program)

*Schools
* Comprehensive Support
 Targeted Support
» Additional Targeted Support



Supporting Attendance

* Learning Model weekly tracker in 2020-21

* Monthly collection and reporting in 2020-21 and 2021-22 which
includes state dashboard and district/school/student group data files

* District support (Talk Tuesdays, Community of Practice,)
* Home visitation program (LEAP)

e Research with Attendance Works: Chronic Absence Patterns and
Prediction During Covid-19: Insights from Connecticut

38



Promoting FAFSA Completion

* State dashboard and student-level data to districts (updated weekly)

* FAFSA Challenge produces results — targets high-needs schools and
offers mini grants, in-depth training, community of practice

FAFSA Completion Rates

70

60

50

FAFSA Completion Rate (%)

Statewide All Challenge Schools Tier 1 (Basic Support) Tier 2 (Intensive Support)
Challenge Schools Challenge Schools

39
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Equitable Allocation of Resources

* ESSA Requirement
— created Resource
Allocation Review
dashboard to help
CSDE staff work
with districts
around resource
allocations across
their schools

‘CONNECTICUT STATE

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Dashboard Compare Tool Compare Tool (Trend)
Per Pupil Expenditure (PPE) Function: Total School PPE, incl. Share of Central District PPE, 2019
Select Year Select PPE Function Select PPE By Variable
2020 2019 2018 2017 Total Schocl PPE, incl. Share of Central District PPE v Percent High Needs v
Select Filter(s): o
z g < hoal Ty
PPE by Percent High Needs (Sized by Enroliment) senodfype
District Name ¥
Schoal Name v Q' Q Pupils - School Enrollme... PPE by School Level and Size
PPE Measure Small ile g 120324

School Type r 5

Turnaround/Focus ¥ S e : 5

Alliance District ¥

Commissioner's Network ¥

Low Grade x
High Grade v
T T T T
Locale ¥ 20 40 60 50
Percent High Needs

Percent High Neads o

PPER . Average PPE for selected schools: $17,959

PPE Range
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Increasing Educator Diversity

‘CONNECTICUT STATE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

° D a S h b 0 a rd to Trend % Educators of Color by Year Comparison of Educators and Students of Color by Year

Vi S u a | | Ze t re n d S Select District(s) Comparison of Educator and Student Diversity, Trend
a n d fa CI I Itate M State of Connecticut I W Students of Color M Educators of Color

[] Achievement First Bridgsport ..

District Name
. Dis Name
COI I I pa rlsons [] Achievement First Hartfard Aca... 'j
i
o . P 58 3 - g
[] Amistad Academy District £ . s . 2 p " 58 a2 & b &
5 i i 2 5 i I 9 s = = =
i iE & : 3 o ~
[ Andover School District L\_Jl ; @ 2 g & o 3 Lol < ~ <+ L Lk
L
Ansonia School District "
&

D Area Cooperstive Educationsl ...

. Y )
[ Ashford School District - - W 22 22 L fn
" 4 b b i o b 3 i
el Pl bl s = o0 N ) . o - ~

[ Aven School District = s

[] Barkhamsted Scheool District

[] Berlin School District

pr) pr) " ey 7y o o )
@ i fs & Al a A 2 a2 ) ® & 2

. _— 2 & % = b b

[] Bethany School District g 3 o b= s i i s = o 2 = i -

G- G- o 2 E 2 2 S = =S o o O-

[] Bethel School District

Bloomfield School District

[] Boheon School District

[[] Bocker T. Washington Academ. 2009-10

17 201718 201819 201920
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Computer Science Participation

* Dashboard to
visualize trends,
facilitate
comparisons, and
highlight course
enrollments at
the state, district,
and school levels.

State Diatrict/School

Select School Year

2020-21

Students with Access 1o Computer

Courses

2019-20

Saience Courses

Districts with Computer Science Courses

88%

School Year

Course Descriptions

Statewide Computer Science Access and Participation in Grades 9-12, 2020.21

Schools with Computer Science Courses

53%

Select Student Group

2017-18 201617 Gender

Al €5 Courses | Group 1 Courses | Group 2 Courses | >

Students Participating in Computer

Science Courses Top 10 Computer Science Courses

‘CONNECTICUT STATE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION



School Desegregation

* Metrics by

resident town of

the student

* Focal town
compared to all
other towns

Dsshboard  Help

‘CONNECTICUT STATE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Filters Selectad: 2021-22 | Hartford | <MNa item sslected's | All Students

Select School Year

Select School(s)
[] Academy of Aerozpace and Engineering

[ Academy of Aerezpace and Enginesring Elementary

lence 2nd snd Enginesring Middle Schosl

jence 2nd Enginesring
[ Academy of international Studies 612
[ Academy of international Studies Elémentary School

[ Academy

fScience a

[ Ana Grace Academy of the Am:

[ Bewmnces Learning Lab Magnet Schocl

M Retmmmmn STERE L

Double-click map to resst zoom.
Map locations are not availzble for all schools.

2020-21 2019-20 2018-1% 2017-18 2016-1

Select Resident Town

Hartford

Astendancs | SmarterBalancad | Growth (APTA]

* Get mere inform,

School(s) Selacted: <Mo irem zeizctad>

Select District Select Student Group

r X All Students ¥

Total Student Enrallment | Enroliment

Total School Enrollment*

are bazed onthe u
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Implementing a Research and Evaluation
Agenda

e Started a new research collaborative of public and private university
faculty across Connecticut to support evaluation of ARP ESSER
investments CCERC (ct.gov)

UCUNN CSCU

& Goodwin
Fairfield == University
—
: Quinnipiac rrccda (g Sacred Heart
m ll ..... I 5 ¥ Rersselacr = UNIVERSITY
MITCHELL
i B TR g, e - g UNIVERSITY 4
s =l OF HARTEORD |,
New H

C C E RC BRuiiy  WESLEYAN Vale
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