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This document contains results from a process conducted by the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) on September 14, 2006 designed to gather input on the upcoming NCLB reauthorization from representatives of the State Superintendent’s various task forces and advisory councils. These results fall under five categories: accountability, identification & sanctions, testing, teacher quality, and data collection & reporting/other. The results are listed according to three questions that were posed to participants: What has been working so far? What are the challenges that we face with existing law? What would you like to see changed in the law?

The first section of the document contains general themes that were synthesized from the discussions of the day. The second section contains the detailed notes from which the common themes emerged, representing five “rounds” of conversation. This information, along with other input sessions conducted by DPI, will be compiled into a more complete representation of Wisconsin voices.
Emerging Themes
	Topic:  Accountability

	What has been working so far?
	What are the challenges that we face with existing law?
	What would you like to see changed in the law?

	· Disaggregating data has helped to put a great emphasis on the needs of special populations who are not performing well. 

· Disaggregating data pushes us to “raise the bar.”
· Disaggregating data has assisted in advancing new approaches and strategies in assisting all students succeed. 

· Supports data-based decision-making.

· Shifts focus from instruction to learning.
	· Disaggregating data and holding schools and districts accountable for the performance of subgroups has created scapegoats, blame, or negative attitudes toward low-performing populations.

· Goal of 100% proficiency by 2013 is laudable, but unrealistic and the formula does not adequately recognize or give credit to growth.  

· The curriculum is narrowing, and teachers are losing their ability to be creative and innovative, while “teaching to the test.”

· The tone of the law is negative and punitive as opposed to providing opportunities and support.

· Accountability based on state assessments alone in two subject areas is not an accurate reflection of a school’s overall performance.
· Highly mobile students adversely affect NCLB scores.
	· Accountability should be based on more than large scale state assessment and should include multiple assessments.

· Recognize growth, including excellence, in making AYP determinations.

· More funding to ensure we truly can help each student succeed to high standards regardless of condition.
· Stop punishing schools – reward schools for positive growth and provide more supports.


	Topic:  Identification and Sanctions

	What has been working so far?
	What are the challenges that we face with existing law?
	What would you like to see changed in the law?

	· NCLB has caused districts to focus on data and employ effective instructional practices.
· The law has raised awareness, helped to identify problems, and required schools and districts to implement possible solutions.

· Expectations for children and the belief that all children can achieve has increased.

· The threat of sanctions results in greater accountability, which has helped to focus attention on those most in need.

· Identification and sanctions has required greater data analysis and using data to target improvement.
	· Students with disabilities, as a subgroup, have created several challenges, including appropriate assessments and the perception that these students are the reason for poor school outcomes.
· Identification and sanctions has resulted in poor perceptions of public schools, which has become a public relations issue.

· Identification and sanctions is a punitive model that is not always effective in improving school achievement.
	· Allow for growth model so schools can follow a specific cohort over time.
· The law should provide incentives, not sanctions, moving away from a punitive to a reward model.


	Topic: Testing

	What has been working so far?
	What are the challenges that we face with existing law?
	What would you like to see changed in the law?

	· Data collected from tests can be used to assist with intervention and show trends.
· When all children are being assessed, even children with special needs, each child is accounted for.
· Schools are held accountable for how they perform on state assessments.
· Tests can help provide a focus by identifying problem areas and identifying students who are low performing, as well as students who are gifted and talented.
· Testing unifies teachers throughout the school and has shifted a focus from “teaching” to “learning.” 
	· Too much time and too many resources spent preparing and administering tests.

· Results are not timely.

· There is no motivation for students to do well.  It is high stakes test for schools, but not high stakes for students.

· Standardized testing takes time away from instruction and other student services.

· Too much focus on standardized testing narrows the curriculum, interfering with the school’s ability to create a well-rounded child.

· Critical thinking and other relevant skills students need to succeed are being overlooked.
· Stress/Emotional effects on children. 
	· Allow states more control over testing.

· Less testing; does not need to be done every year.


	Topic: Teacher Quality

	What has been working so far?
	What are the challenges that we face with existing law?
	What would you like to see changed in the law?

	· Excellent teachers provide effective instruction.

· Wisconsin has strong teacher preparation programs.

· Teacher education programs are responsive to school district needs.

· Colleges and universities provide opportunities for professional development.

· WI has an emphasis on continuous improvement over the career of an educator.

· NCLB has brought a community to rally around a school identified for improvement. Problems are being addressed and the quality of teaching has improved because of the focus on student achievement.

· PI 34 dovetails with the HQ requirements of NCLB.

· Teachers can use the PDP process to get additional certifications.
	· Goal of 100% is unrealistic – there will always be exceptions due to emergency situations.

· There is a danger of national standards for teachers with the HQ requirement. WI already has a great system.

· Hiring for ESL and special education is difficult when supply and demand don’t match.

· The PRAXIS 1 & 2 tests keep out underrepresented teacher groups that are needed in our schools, not because the teacher candidates aren’t intelligent, but rather because some just aren’t good at taking this kind of test.

· The PRAXIS 2 is forcing colleges and universities to change course work to add test content and decrease course depth.

· Recruiting HQ teachers for rural areas is an ongoing problem.

· Colleges and universities should ‘push’ teacher ed candidates to get multiple certifications so they can teach more than one subject in rural areas.

· Teachers in rural areas should plan for declining enrollment by getting multiple certifications.

·  Districts in rural and urban areas struggle to meet the requirements because of circumstances beyond their control.
	· There should be no differentiation between regular education and special education preparation since a regular teacher should be prepared to teach both in the regular classroom.

· Required content tests (PRAXIS) need greater flexibility and options for those who don’t do well on this kind of test.

· Teachers may meet the federal requirements for high quality but may not have the right skills and dispositions to work with students. The present requirements are too simplistic.

· The law is too prescriptive for rural schools; there should be flexibility.

· A growth model is needed for HQ teachers since there will always be situations where teachers need to be hired on an emergency basis. 

· States that show high student achievement should not be subjected to the same rules as states whose students consistently under-perform.




	Topic: Data Collection and Reporting/Other

	What has been working so far?
	What are the challenges that we face with existing law?
	What would you like to see changed in the law?

	· Disaggregation of data has increased awareness of achievement gaps and helped identify needs.
· The data collection requirements have made the use of data a priority.
	· Lack of funding for meeting the data requirements.
· Timely turnaround of data.

· Moving to a new data collection system has been a challenge in terms of staffing time and data accuracy.

· The connection and compatibility of state and local systems.
	· More sustained funding for the development and maintenance of high quality data management systems at the local and state levels.


	Topic:  Accountability

	
	What has been working so far?
	What are the challenges that we face with existing law?
	What would you like to see changed in the law?

	ROUND 1
	· Raised awareness for the need for accountability

· Pushes us to “raise the bar.”

· Made us recognize all stratas of students.

· Increased parent involvement.

· Has focused instruction.
	· Special populations being the “scapegoats.”

· Goal of 100% is not reasonable, or statistically possible.

· Equal weight on subgroups is challenging.

· Economically disadvantaged subgroup does not necessarily represent all that are “eligible” through free and reduced lunch.

· High proficiency, low growth students are “left behind.”

· Low proficiency, high growth students are “left behind.”

· Testing alone is not enough to determine what a well-rounded child is. Need multiple measures of achievement.

· Society might be comparing accountability now to that of 50 years ago.

· Punitive nature of the law.

· Highly mobile students adversely affect NCLB scores.

· Creates negative public image.
	· Change how we look at the weight of each subgroup.

· Use multiple assessment measures.

· Implement growth model.

· More funding.

	ROUND 2
	· Disaggregation of data has increased awareness of achievement gaps.
	· Transient, migrant children.

· Growth is not being recognized.

· Focus on reading and math at the expense of other subjects and skills.

· Punitive nature of the law.

· The law is difficult for the public/parents to understand.

· Erosion of local control.

· This system doesn’t take into account the many different learning styles that exist.
	· 

	ROUND 3
	· Shift of focus from instruction to learning.

· Draws attention to the achievement gaps that exist.

· More information shared with homes/families/parents.
	· Punitive nature of the law.

· Expected to do more with fewer funds.

· Conflict between IDEA and NCLB.

· Creates an image in the media that public schools are bad.

· Disparities grow wider between subgroups.
	· Multiple measures of evaluation are needed.

· Less punitive approach – more supports are needed, and a rededication of resources.

· Would be nice if schools/districts could “self refer” for help, instead of only getting help when “identified.”

	ROUND 4
	· Accountability provides a “rationale” for the need for more resources and programs.

· Accountability has encouraged more conversation on what schools are doing, and when.

· Raises awareness and data is used to make better decisions.
	· Time taken away from instruction.

· Goal of 100% proficiency by 2014 is not reasonable.

· There is pressure on educators – forcing them to “teach to the test.”

· Having the same accountability standards for all students is unrealistic.
	· Implement growth model.

· Use multiple forms of assessment.

· Less punitive, more rewards and supports.

· More funds.

	ROUND 5
	· Requires schools to respond quickly.

· Raises awareness to areas in need.
	· 
	· More funds.

· More local control.


	Topic:  Identification and Sanctions

	
	What has been working so far?
	What are the challenges that we face with existing law?
	What would you like to see changed in the law?

	ROUND 1
	· NCLB has caused districts to focus on data and identify effective instructional practices.  

· There is greater attention on student achievement and the achievement gap.  

· There is a greater belief that every child can learn; teachers are encouraged not to give up on a child.  

· Expectations for low achieving students/students with disabilities have increased.  

· There is an increased effort to improve instruction. 
	· Increased pressure to assess more students with disabilities using the statewide assessment.  

· More than 2% of students with disabilities may be more appropriately assessed using an alternate assessment, but the law prevents.  

· Students with disabilities are seen as the reason for poor outcomes and this causes a negative attitude towards these students. 

· Concepts have to be taught earlier in order for students to be prepared for the test.  

· Private supplemental service providers have no accountability.  

· More time is spent on testing and less on teaching.  

· AYP determinations are not based on the same cohort of children.  

· Assumes all school districts are starting at the same point and have equal resources.  

· Impossible to meet 100% proficiency.

· Punitive process.

· Stressful for children.

· Research does not support this approach.

· Achievement gap is already in existence prior to entering school as a young child.
	· Less punitive, more incentives. 

· Follow same cohort over time.

· Measure student’s progress over time with pre/post tests. 

· Use a different type of assessment – not a point in time.

· Measure reasonable improvement; don’t compare schools. 

· Recognize high achieving schools can’t continue to improve. 

	ROUND 2
	· Shift to focus on learning.  

· Teachers understand data analysis – and are using data.  

· Change in curriculum to address needs.  

· Awareness of needs.
	· Small districts losing students to open enrollment. 

· Negative P.R. for districts.  

· Punitive system.  

· Difficult to lead in a school identified for improvement.  

· Cell size issues in larger districts – districts attract families with students with disabilities and therefore may not make AYP as a result.  

· Based on inequality – districts lack resources and NCLB makes it worse.  

· Minority students carry burden – wealthy will segregate out. 

· Teaching to the test – critical thinking skills are key and are not measured.  

· Harder for teachers to be creative.
	· Allow people (teachers) to participate in re-drafting NCLB.

· Reward system needed.

· Focus resources on underachieving schools; don’t take away resources, provide more support.

· Change open enrollment law so children don’t leave underachieving schools.

	ROUND 3
	· Identify where problems exist and fix much quicker.  

· Parents know what the issues are.  

· Awareness of problems.  

· Focus on issues.  

· Teachers continue to work with students until they understand a concept. 

· Greater teacher accountability move away from bell curve.  

· Compare schools to see what’s working and what’s not.
	· Not monitoring the use of the funds.  

· Mismatch: WKCE is based on the bell curve, but NCLB doesn’t match.  

· Money spent on testing.  

· Public perception is negative – impacts local referendum efforts.

· Time spent on testing takes resources away from teaching.

· Punitive, especially for small schools. 

· Must do a better job with less money. (3)

· ELL, SWD are being moved to one building so that only one school is impacted – causing segregation. 

· Doesn’t’ measure school’s commitment to education.  

· Local control complicates the issue.
	· Consider growth model.  (2)

· Rewards/incentives. 

· Identify models (e.g. New WI Promise Conference highlights districts making improvement).   

· Look at what research says about how to improve outcomes and how to assess.  

· Follow same cohort.

· Provide more money/resources for school districts.

· Use multiple assessments.  

	ROUND 4
	· Gave School Board ability to remove ineffective educators.  

· Focus on accountability for awareness of who is not making it and give attention to improve.
	· Involve community/parents in the learning process.  

· Need to educate teachers/community about NCLB; they don’t understand SIFI, AYP, NCLB.  

· Loss of funding; public doesn’t understand impact.  

· 20% out of Title I for sanctions.  

· Does not follow cohort.  

· Sanctions are imposed late in school year when students (for which the school was identified) are leaving.  

· Assessment covers narrow topics. 

· Schools are required to do more and more things because of NCLB.  

· Increased paperwork and standards.
	· Should be positive, not sanctions.

· DPI should produce a public relations CD – “What is NCLB and AYP?”  

· Develop a grant program to support improvement plans for SIFI.  

· Change the 100% proficiency – it is not realistic.  

· Measure student progress over time.  

· Funding should be equitable.  

· Cell should be eliminated.  

· Measure what resources are needed to administer, operate, and enforce NCLB and then fund.  

· Base on number of students and geographic area.  

· Provide additional support (more teachers’ aides) for SWD.  

· AYP for students, not buildings.  

· Compare same cohort over time. 3 – 8 can now track child.  

	ROUND 5
	· Staff is more cohesive. 

· Improvement in academics. 

· Money for improvement efforts.  

· Change is sometimes hard to identify; need someone from outside to identify needs.  

· More discussion and focus on scores/data, and what needs to be emphasized.
	· News media knew before school district (La Crosse) 

· Cell size for SWD causes school not to meet AYP.  

· Large Severe SWD population because the district is near a medical facility.  Not appropriate to count against school.  

· Negativism towards SWD.  

· Parents have trusted schools in the past; NCLB causes distrust/fear and unrealistic expectations.  

· Losing teachers.

· SES, other outside impacts.
	· Growth model.  

· Evaluate child with a disability based on IEP.


	Topic:  Testing

	
	What has been working so far?
	What are the challenges that we face with existing law?
	What would you like to see changed in the law?

	ROUND 1
	· Testing makes the schools accountable

· Promotes staff development

· Promotes efficiency – making best use of instructional time.

· Useful data

· Learning has become the focus, not just teaching
	· Time is taken away from the arts to prepare for testing

· Results are not timely

· Too much testing

· Standardized testing is not benefiting the students.

· Poor use of finances

· Children who are not being tested are losing instructional time because they often get the day off from school.

· Too many resources being spent on alternative assessment.
	· Let the states decide what grades to test

· Testing not necessary every year.



	ROUND 2
	· Data – we know more about our students than we previously did.

· Testing unifies all the teachers in the school.  It is no longer just the 4th grade teachers doing testing.

· Takes the focus from “teaching”, back to “learning.”
	· Causes teachers to teach to the test.

· Standardized testing is not always the best tool for measuring progress for each student.  “One size does not fit all.”  

· Results are not timely; students would like to see their results.


	· Less testing.

· Growth model testing.

	ROUND 3
	· Schools are now data rich.

· Helps identify gifted and talented students.

· Helps schools find their practices

· Helps schools set yearly goals.
	· Standardized testing does not promote analytical/critical thinking.

· Tests are biased.

· There needs to be criteria other than test results that is evaluated before “punishing” a school.
	· Less testing

· Promote critical/analytical thinking.  These are important skills for today’s job market.

	ROUND 4
	· Testing provides focus.

· Testing identifies problems and where improvement is needed.
	· Losing valuable instructional time with students.

· Teaching to the test.

· Not enough time for the arts.

· Staff development.
	· Less testing

· More flexibility.  

	ROUND 5
	· Data

· Children with special needs must be accounted for.  
	· Timed tests cause anxiety amongst the students.  

· Standardized testing does not promote critical thinking.  
	· Less testing

· Give the states more control over testing.  


	Topic:  Teacher Quality

	
	What has been working so far?
	What are the challenges that we face with existing law?
	What would you like to see changed in the law?

	ROUND 1
	· 
	· 
	· 

	ROUND 2
	· 
	· 
	· 

	ROUND 3
	· 
	· 
	· 

	ROUND 4
	· 
	· 
	· 

	ROUND 5
	· 
	· 
	· 


	Topic:  Data Collection and Reporting/Other

	
	What has been working so far?
	What are the challenges that we face with existing law?
	What would you like to see changed in the law?

	ROUND 1
	· DPI has responded with good data management by having a “point person”.

· Data gathering has been helpful I the decision-making process.

· Consolidation of data collected

· Good system to follow student mobility

· Non-use of social security numbers for ISES
	· Protecting privacy

· Providing security while collecting data

· Connecting Higher Ed with K-12 system so that statewide system is seamless.

· Punitive nature of the law.

· Highly mobile students adversely affect NCLB scores.

· Creates negative public image.
	· N/A

	ROUND 2
	· Disaggregation of data has increased awareness of achievement gaps.

· We have broadened our base to ask what districts and students want.

· Requirements have moved us forward faster.
	· Transient, migrant children.

· Keeping the reporting of data to districts in pace with the collection (i.e. turn-around time).

· Training on collecting/using data for school improvement.

· Move collection of data to school/district levels so that all systems intersect.

· Performance-based funding and the need for data (cost differential).

· Relating the results of state assessment to the local level.

· Districts cannot access disaggregated data because of suppression rules.

· Need more conversation between end users of data and government as to what data is actually useful.
	· 

	ROUND 3
	· Data collection is the right way to go in meeting the needs of all students.

· Federal funding to create database.

· Data collection is happening, however, turnaround of information is slow.
	· How do we reconcile errors in data collection?

· Quality of data

· Timely turn around of data from the state / timely responsiveness of districts to requests for data

· Schools / districts with high proportion of special education (and ELL) students become identified as “in need of improvement” because of assessment data.

· Double and triple counts of students (ELL, special needs, poverty).

· Assuring that student data is “clean” when uploaded.
	· 

	ROUND 4
	· We know more about what the needs of students and schools are, BUT the $$ is not being supplied to address the needs, setting up the system for failure.

· Populations are being identified that need to be.
	· Race and ethnicity disaggregation used for punishment rather than improvement of services.

· Punishment model: data should be based on a continuous improvement model.

· The impact of AYP on real estate values

· NCLB is ignoring the reality of the impact of poverty.

· State and local data should be combined to build a more realistic picture

· Shifts in teaching and learning as a result of the impact of data.

· The data for some schools/districts can keep them in a “box”
	· 

	ROUND 5
	· Disaggregated data helps to identify needs and possible supports needed.

· Data helps in report generating
	· Difficulties of first year data collection.

· Data collection and record keeping in smaller districts- staff duties reassigned or added to (i.e., multiple ‘hats’), rather than adding staff.

· Accommodations for smaller schools when identified through data are difficult for small schools because of limited resources.

· 8th grade Tech Literacy Assessment is a part of ESEA, but has not been discussed with NCLB.

· Secretarial staff has problems inputting information.

· Data collection focused on issues and conditions that are outside the control of the school (poverty).
	· More funds.

· More local control.

· Meaningful, best-practice based parent involvement agreements. 
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