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Introduction

Section 8302 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the Every
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA),? requires the Secretary to establish procedures and criteria under which,
after consultation with the Governor, a State educational agency (SEA) may submit a consolidated State
plan designed to simplify the application requirements and reduce burden for SEAs. ESEA section 8302
also requires the Secretary to establish the descriptions, information, assurances, and other material
required to be included in a consolidated State plan. Even though an SEA submits only the required
information in its consolidated State plan, an SEA must still meet all ESEA requirements for each
included program. In its consolidated State plan, each SEA may, but is not required to, include
supplemental information such as its overall vision for improving outcomes for all students and its
efforts to consult with and engage stakeholders when developing its consolidated State plan.

Completing and Submitting a Consolidated State Plan

Each SEA must address all of the requirements identified below for the programs that it chooses to
include in its consolidated State plan. An SEA must use this template or a format that includes the
required elements and that the State has developed working with the Council of Chief State School
Officers (CCSSO).

Each SEA must submit to the U.S. Department of Education (Department) its consolidated State plan by
one of the following two deadlines of the SEA’s choice:

e April 3,2017; or

e September 18, 2017.

Any plan that is received after April 3, but on or before September 18, 2017, will be considered to be
submitted on September 18, 2017. In order to ensure transparency consistent with ESEA section
1111(a)(5), the Department intends to post each State plan on the Department’s website.

Alternative Template
If an SEA does not use this template, it must:
1) Include the information on the Cover Sheet;
2) Include a table of contents or guide that clearly indicates where the SEA has addressed each
requirement in its consolidated State plan;
3) Indicate that the SEA worked through CCSSO in developing its own template; and
4) Include the required information regarding equitable access to, and participation in, the
programs included in its consolidated State plan as required by section 427 of the General
Education Provisions Act. See Appendix B.

Individual Program State Plan

An SEA may submit an individual program State plan that meets all applicable statutory and regulatory
requirements for any program that it chooses not to include in a consolidated State plan. If an SEA
intends to submit an individual program plan for any program, the SEA must submit the individual
program plan by one of the dates above, in concert with its consolidated State plan, if applicable.

2 Unless otherwise indicated, citations to the ESEA refer to the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA.



Consultation

Under ESEA section 8540, each SEA must consult in a timely and meaningful manner with the
Governor, or appropriate officials from the Governor’s office, including during the development and
prior to submission of its consolidated State plan to the Department. A Governor shall have 30 days
prior to the SEA submitting the consolidated State plan to the Secretary to sign the consolidated State
plan. If the Governor has not signed the plan within 30 days of delivery by the SEA, the SEA shall
submit the plan to the Department without such signature.

Assurances

In order to receive fiscal year (FY) 2017 ESEA funds on July 1, 2017, for the programs that may be
included in a consolidated State plan, and consistent with ESEA section 8302, each SEA must also
submit a comprehensive set of assurances to the Department at a date and time established by the
Secretary. In the near future, the Department will publish an information collection request that details
these assurances.

For Further Information: If you have any questions, please contact your Program Officer at
OSS.[State]@ed.gov (e.g., OSS.Alabama@ed.gov).
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Programs Included in the Consolidated State Plan

Instructions: Indicate below by checking the appropriate box(es) which programs the SEA included in its
consolidated State plan. If an SEA elected not to include one or more of the programs below in its
consolidated State plan, but is eligible and wishes to receive funds under the program(s), it must submit
individual program plans for those programs that meet all statutory and regulatory requirements with its
consolidated State plan in a single submission.

{4 Check this box if the SEA has included all of the following programs in its consolidated State plan.

or

If all programs are not included, check each program listed below that the SEA includes in its

consolidated State plan:

L] Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by local educational Agencies

L] Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children

L1 Title I, Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected,
Delinquent, or At-Risk

L] Title I1, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction

L1 Title HI, Part A: English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic

Achievement

L1 Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants

[ Title IV, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers

L1 Title V, Part B, Subpart 2: Rural and Low-Income School Program

L1 Title VII, Subpart B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Education for Homeless

Children and Youth Program (McKinney-Vento Act)

Instructions

Each SEA must provide descriptions and other information that address each requirement listed below
for the programs included in its consolidated State plan. Consistent with ESEA section 8302, the
Secretary has determined that the following requirements are absolutely necessary for consideration of a
consolidated State plan. An SEA may add descriptions or other information, but may not omit any of the
required descriptions or information for each included program.



1. Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local
Educational Agencies (LEAS)

1. Challenging State Academic Standards and Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(1)
and (2) and 34 CFR §§ 200.1-200.8.)°

The State of Wisconsin has state academic standards in the areas of English language
arts and mathematics that are rigorous, relevant, and promote career and college
readiness. The state assessments are aligned to these academic standards.

Academic standards are written goals for what students should know and be able to do at
a specific grade level or within a grade band. Standards in a subject area help ensure
schools offer students the opportunity to acquire the knowledge and skills necessary for
success in that academic area. The state has academic standards* in 28 areas of learning
for students, as well as early learning standards from birth.

Wisconsin has developed a comprehensive process for reviewing and revising academic
standards at the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction. The process begins with a
public notice of intent to review an academic area with an associated public comment
period. The State Superintendent’s Standards Review Council® then examines those
comments and recommends whether or not to revise or develop standards in that
academic area. The State Superintendent authorizes whether or not to pursue a revision
or development process based on that recommendation.. Following this, a state writing
committee is formed to work on revision or development of those standards for all grade
levels. That draft is then made available for open review in order to get feedback from
the public, key stakeholders, educators, and the legislature with further review by the
State Superintendent’s Standards Review Council. The State Superintendent then
determines adoption of the standards.

2. Eighth Grade Math Exception (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C) and 34 CFR §
200.5(b)(4)):
i.  Does the State administer an end-of-course mathematics assessment to meet
the requirements under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(1)(bb) of the ESEA?
o Yes
No

3 The Secretary anticipates collecting relevant information consistent with the assessment peer review process in 34 CFR §
200.2(d). An SEA need not submit any information regarding challenging State academic standards and assessments at this
time.

4 All of Wisconsin’s academic standards can be accessed at https://dpi.wi.gov/standards.

> The Standards Review Council membership can be accessed at
https://dpi.wi.gov/sites/default/files/imce/standards/New%20pdfs/The%20State%20Superintendent%20Standards%20Council.p
df.  Membership consists of higher education, school district, school board, parent, teacher, business and legislative
representatives.
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ii.  If a State responds “yes” to question 2(i), does the State wish to exempt an
eighth-grade student who takes the high school mathematics course
associated with the end-of-course assessment from the mathematics
assessment typically administered in eighth grade under section
1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(l)(aa) of the ESEA and ensure that:

a. The student instead takes the end-of-course mathematics
assessment the State administers to high school students under
section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(1)(bb) of the ESEA,;

b. The student’s performance on the high school assessment is used in
the year in which the student takes the assessment for purposes of
measuring academic achievement under section 1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of
the ESEA and participation in assessments under section
1111(c)(4)(E) of the ESEA,;

c. In high school:

1. The student takes a State-administered end-of-course
assessment or nationally recognized high school academic
assessment as defined in 34 CFR § 200.3(d) in mathematics
that is more advanced than the assessment the State
administers under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(1)(bb) of the
ESEA;

2. The State provides for appropriate accommodations
consistent with 34 CFR § 200.6(b) and (f); and

3. The student’s performance on the more advanced
mathematics assessment is used for purposes of measuring
academic achievement under section 1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the
ESEA and participation in assessments under section
1111(c)(4)(E) of the ESEA.

o Yes

o No

Not applicable.

iii.  If a State responds “yes” to question 2(ii), consistent with 34 CFR
8§ 200.5(b)(4), describe, with regard to this exception, its strategies to
provide all students in the State the opportunity to be prepared for and to
take advanced mathematics coursework in middle school.

Not applicable.

3. Native Language Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(F) and 34 CFR §
200.6(f)(2)(ii) ) and (f)(4):
i.  Provide its definition for “languages other than English that are present to
a significant extent in the participating student population,” and identify
the specific languages that meet that definition.




In Wisconsin, the definition of a language other than English that is present to a
significant extent in the participating student population is a language that has a
written form and is the first language of students who represent at least 20

percent of the pupils enrolled in grades K-12 who are current or former English

learners.

The 20 percent threshold ensures there is an adequate size group of English
learner students who both read and write in their first language and therefore
would benefit from a translated test. Former English learners are included to
ensure representation of younger siblings who will enter K-12 in the near future.

The only language currently meeting this definition is Spanish. In Wisconsin,
sixty-six percent of English learners indicate Spanish is their first language.
Wisconsin’s second largest non-English language group, at 16 percent of
English learners, speaks Hmong. 149 other languages are present in Wisconsin,

with none used by more than 2 percent of enrolled English learners.

The table below lists the 10 languages other than English spoken by 90 percent
of Wisconsin English learners in grades K-12. 141 other languages are used by

the remaining 10 percent of English learners.

Language other than English Student count Percentage

Spanish 46,203 65
Hmong 11,390 16
Arabic 1,267 2
Chinese, Mandarin 1,074 2
Somali 1,071 2
Burmese 598 <1
Russian 563 <1
Karen, S’Gaw 556 <1
Vietnamese 476 <1
Albanian, Gheg 472 <1
All others (141 languages) 7,103 10




Totals 70,766 100

Identify any existing assessments in languages other than English, and
specify for which grades and content areas those assessments are available.

The Wisconsin Forward Exam, which is given in grades 3-8, is available as a
stacked translation in Spanish for mathematics and science. For The ACT with
writing in grade 11, students may use approved Spanish-English, word-to-word
bilingual dictionaries and translated, written test directions.

Indicate the languages identified in question 3(i) for which yearly student
academic assessments are not available and are needed.

No additional assessment in a language other than English is needed. For
Spanish, the single language present to a significant extent, Wisconsin already
has a translated version of the grades 3-8 assessment and allows word-to-word
bilingual dictionaries and translated test directions for the high school
assessment.

Describe how it will make every effort to develop assessments, at a
minimum, in languages other than English that are present to a significant
extent in the participating student population including by providing:

a. The State’s plan and timeline for developing such assessments,
including a description of how it met the requirements of 34 CFR §
200.6(f)(4);

b. A description of the process the State used to gather meaningful
input on the need for assessments in languages other than English,
collect and respond to public comment, and consult with educators;
parents and families of English learners; students, as appropriate;
and other stakeholders; and

c. Asapplicable, an explanation of the reasons the State has not been
able to complete the development of such assessments despite
making every effort.

Under 34 CFR § 200.6(f)(4) states are required to address three issues. They
are:

1. Ensure that the definition of “languages other than English that are
present to a significant extent in the participating student population”
encompasses at least the most populous language other than English
spoken by the State's participating student population;

2. Consider languages other than English that are spoken by distinct
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populations of English learners, including English learners who are
migratory, English learners who were not born in the United States, and
English learners who are Native Americans; and

Consider languages other than English that are spoken by a significant
portion of the participating student population in one or more of a
State's LEAs as well as languages spoken by a significant portion of the
participating student population across grade levels.

Wisconsin has addressed all three requirements. As discussed in (i) and (ii),
above, Wisconsin already has a translated version of the grades 3-8 assessment
and allows word-to-word bilingual dictionaries and translated test directions for
the high school assessment. As a result, no further effort to develop assessments
in languages other than English is being undertaken.

Wisconsin relied on discussions with and input from the following groups:

A statewide network of school district Title 111 coordinators, which
meets semiannually to provide continual input to WDPI on topics
related to English learners, assessment, and accountability.

The Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (WDPI) Office of
Student Assessment’s Title 111 Stakeholder Group, a group of 40
English learner staff from large and small school districts across the
state and representatives from Cooperative Educational Service
Agencies (CESA’s).

CESA School Improvement Specialists (CESA SIS), which meets
monthly and is comprised of one representative from each of the state’s
twelve CESAs.

State Superintendent’s Equity Council.®

ACT’s Blue Ribbon Panel on English Learners, in which Wisconsin
was represented, which provided the input leading to ACT updating the
types of supports allowed for English learners.

4. Statewide Accountability System and School Support and Improvement Activities

(ESEA section 1111(c) and (d)):
i.  Subgroups (ESEA section 1111(c)(2)):

a.

List each major racial and ethnic group the State includes as a
subgroup of students, consistent with ESEA section 1111(c)(2)(B).

Wisconsin will base calculations on the subgroups required in ESEA
section 1111(c)(2)(B). They include:
e Major racial and ethnic groups: American Indian or Alaskan
Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic/Latino,
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, Two or More, and

6 A list of Equity Council members can be accessed at https://dpi.wi.gov/statesupt/equity-council.
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White;
e Economically disadvantaged students;
e Students with disabilities; and
e English learners.

b. If applicable, describe any additional subgroups of students other
than the statutorily required subgroups (i.e., economically
disadvantaged students, students from major racial and ethnic
groups, children with disabilities, and English learners) used in the
Statewide accountability system.

Wisconsin has a state statutory accountability system that results in
school and school district report cards. This state system is also applied
to private schools in the Wisconsin, Racine, and Milwaukee Parental
Choice Programs. Any additional subgroups would be discussed with
the state legislature and Governor for inclusion in that system. This
state system is separate from the federal accountability system required
under the Every Student Succeeds Act. For purposes of federal
requirements, Wisconsin will not include any additional subgroups in its
system of federal accountability.

c. Does the State intend to include in the English learner subgroup the
results of students previously identified as English learners on the
State assessments required under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(l)
for purposes of State accountability (ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(B))?
Note that a student’s results may be included in the English learner
subgroup for not more than four years after the student ceases to be
identified as an English learner.

Yes
o No

d. If applicable, choose one of the following options for recently
arrived English learners in the State:
X Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i); or
0 Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii); or
O Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i) or
under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii). If this option is selected,
describe how the State will choose which exception applies to a recently
arrived English learner.

ii.  Minimum N-Size (ESEA section 1111(c)(3)(A)):

a. Provide the minimum number of students that the State determines
are necessary to be included to carry out the requirements of any
provisions under Title I, Part A of the ESEA that require
disaggregation of information by each subgroup of students for
accountability purposes.
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Wisconsin’s minimum n-size (otherwise known as group size) for
federal accountability purposes will remain at 20 students as has been
past practice. We will continue to use the same n-size for all students
and each subgroup.

Describe how the minimum number of students is statistically
sound.

When determining a minimum n (group)-size for accountability
purposes, WDPI weighed three considerations:
1. Inclusion of students in the federal accountability system, with a
goal of including as many students as reasonably possible;
2. Validity and reliability of metrics based on the given n-size; and
3. Ability to maintain student privacy when publicly reporting the
results.

The n-size of 20 is the result of significant discussion and study that
began over six years ago. Wisconsin made a meaningful shift from a
minimum n-size for accountability purposes of 40 students to 20
students five years ago as part of a new phase of accountability for the
state, reflected in the state’s ESEA Flexibility Request under No Child
Left Behind. This change was based on extensive stakeholder
engagement with groups and individuals representing students with
disabilities, English learners, Native American students, the Governor,
the chairs of the Senate and Assembly education committees, school
and district leadership, school boards, teachers, and parents. These
stakeholders agreed upon the desire to have an accountability system
that allowed for the representation of as many schools and subgroups as
possible but that also presented statistically valid and reliable data.

An accountability design team comprised of representatives from these
groups provided extensive input on Wisconsin’s ESEA flexibility
request in 2011 and WDPI held additional meetings with stakeholders
to review impact data and discuss the policy change. The change from a
minimum n-size from 40 to 20 students greatly increased the
representation of all subgroups in the accountability system. WDPI
analyses at that time revealed that the percentage of schools included in
the state accountability system for the economically disadvantaged
subgroup increased from 56.2 percent to 75.7 percent; 14.9 percent to
43.3 percent for the students with disabilities subgroup; and 6.6 percent
to 13.0 percent for the English learner (EL) subgroup. All racial and
ethnic subgroups also saw increased representation at the school-level.
These data were included in Wisconsin’s ESEA waiver, which was
approved with the n-size of 20.
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The question of n-size was again raised in recent stakeholder
engagement, specific to ESSA implementation and the state’s proposed
plan. Stakeholders support Wisconsin’s n-size of 20, and were given
opportunity to provide input on group size. Stakeholders reaffirmed the
desire to maintain a balance between inclusion of subgroups and
inclusion of a valid and reliable group size. As the state’s accountability
system under ESSA will be used to identify schools for comprehensive
and targeted support, it is important to utilize an n-size that provides
meaningful differences between groups. Wisconsin’s stakeholders
support the n-size of 20 in ESSA accountability calculations.

As such, Wisconsin does not plan either to increase or lower the n-size.
Increasing beyond n=20 would mean a loss of subgroup representation.
Decreasing below n=20 would mean a loss of reliability and statistical
soundness. As the table below shows, a smaller n-size would increase
the number of subgroups included in the accountability system, but
there are significant concerns about whether a very small number of
students would drive perceived meaningful difference of outcomes. For
example, at an n-size of 20, two students account for 10 percent of the
measured results, while at an n-size of 10, one student could prompt a
10 percent change in outcomes. It is not reasonable to have only one
student impact outcomes so significantly, from both statistical and
practical perspectives. Furthermore, our stakeholders indicated that they
do not want an accountability system in which one student’s
performance disproportionately impacts results.
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Comparison of the Number of Schools and Students Included with

N-Sizes of 20 and 10, 2015-16 School Year

% of Schools
Number of Included in Number of | % of Students
Schools Accountability |  Students Included
All Students
Current Cell Size (N = 20) 1,945 92.00% 408,628 99.80%
Cell Size = 10 1,994 94.30% 409,344 99.90%
American Indian
Current Cell Size (N = 20) 39 1.80% 2,249 46.60%
Cell Size =10 77 3.60% 2,783 57.70%
Asian
Current Cell Size (N = 20) 223 10.50% 9,858 63.70%
Cell Size =10 427 20.20% 12,704 82.10%
Black
Current Cell Size (N = 20) 350 16.60% 28,790 83.80%
Cell Size =10 529 25.00% 31,177 90.70%
Hispanic
Current Cell Size (N = 20) 561 26.50% 36,492 80.40%
Cell Size =10 935 44.20% 41,664 91.80%
Two or More
Current Cell Size (N = 20) 120 5.70% 3,599 31.30%
Cell Size =10 395 18.70% 7,241 62.90%
White
Current Cell Size (N = 20) 1,799 85.10% 296,032 99.40%
Cell Size =10 1,873 88.60% 297,098 99.80%
English Learner
Current Cell Size (N = 20) 297 14.00% 15,107 70.30%
Cell Size =10 545 25.80% 18,499 86.10%
Students with Disabilities
Current Cell Size (N = 20) 1,049 49.60% 43,732 82.10%
Cell Size =10 1,557 73.70% 51,058 95.90%
Economic Disadvantaged
Current Cell Size (N = 20) 1,628 77.00% 153,733 97.50%
Cell Size =10 1,841 87.10% 156,885 99.50%
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Describe how the minimum number of students was determined by
the State, including how the State collaborated with teachers,
principals, other school leaders, parents, and other stakeholders
when determining such minimum number.

Wisconsin discussed maintaining n-size with advocates representing a
number of stakeholders including the civil rights community, English
learners, leaders from Native American tribes, disability rights
advocates, parents, legislators, the Governor’s office, the teacher’s
union, school and district administrators (i.e. principals,
superintendents, special education directors, and business managers),
school board members, school and district staff, staff from regional
education service agencies, and representatives from Wisconsin’s
charter and choice school communities. These discussions were held
through multiple avenues, including listening sessions held across the
state, individual meetings with different organizations, and discussions
with the State Superintendent’s Equity in ESSA Stakeholders Council.”
All of the aforementioned groups are represented on that council, and all
were invited to provide feedback on the proposed n-size in future
conversations and via the public comment periods.

The n-size discussion was also thoroughly vetted with stakeholders
when the state lowered its minimum n-size from 40 to 20 students five
years ago. That stakeholder engagement included groups and
individuals representing students with disabilities, English learners,
Native American students, legislators, school and district leadership,
school boards, teachers, and parents. An accountability design team
comprised of representatives from these groups provided extensive
input on Wisconsin’s ESEA Flexibility Request and WDPI held
additional meetings with stakeholders to review impact data and discuss
the policy change. The change from a minimum n-size from 40 to 20
students greatly increased the representation of subgroups in
Wisconsin’s accountability system.

Describe how the State ensures that the minimum number is
sufficient to not reveal any personally identifiable information.®

7 Alist of Equity Council members can be accessed at https:/dpi.wi.gov/statesupt/equity-council.

8 Consistent with ESEA section1111(i), information collected or disseminated under ESEA section 1111 shall be collected and
disseminated in a manner that protects the privacy of individuals consistent with section 444 of the General Education
Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1232g, commonly known as the “Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974”). When
selecting a minimum n-size for reporting, States should consult the Institute for Education Sciences report “Best Practices for
Determining Subgroup Size in Accountability Systems While Protecting Personally Identifiable Student Information” to

identify appropriate statistical disclosure limitation strategies for protecting student privacy.
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For accountability purposes, Wisconsin will not identify n-sizes below
20. Wisconsin will continue to report any n-size below 20 students as
indicated by <20 in public reporting and display an asterisk in place of
data. This redaction protects the privacy of students who are members
of small subgroup populations and prevents any release of personally
identifiable information.

This described procedure ensures that the privacy of individuals for
accountability purposes is protected consistent with the requirements in
ESEA section 1111(i). The privacy of Wisconsin students is primary
and is protected by Federal law, state statutes, and WDPI policy.®

e. If the State’s minimum number of students for purposes of
reporting is lower than the minimum number of students for
accountability purposes, provide the State’s minimum number of
students for purposes of reporting.

WDPI requires accountability reporting to use the rule as described
above under (d) for group size that is less than 20.

Wisconsin plans to include all required reporting elements based on the
non-accountability provisions under section 1111(h)(1) in our
WISEdash Public Portal.

9 For more information on student data privacy at DPI, please see https:/dpi.wi.gov/wise/data-privacy.
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The WISEdash Public Portal* is WDPI’s public reporting system for
state and federal non-accountability reporting requirements. WISEdash
uses a dynamic redaction technology, which was developed and
informed by the statewide longitudinal data systems (SLDS) technical
brief on redaction published by NCES.!

WNDPI avoids disclosure of confidential information on small groups of
students by avoiding both direct and indirect disclosure of individual
student data. Upon user filtering, the WISEdash public portal’s
aggregated datasets must comply with a strict hierarchy of redaction
rules which includes redacting data with a cell size less than six,
effectively masking potentially identifiable variables. The WISEdash
Public Portal displays an asterisk * in a dashboard's data table instead of
a number in order to mask data for small groups of students.

These procedures ensure the privacy of individuals consistent with the
requirements in ESEA section 1111(i). The privacy of Wisconsin
students is primary and is protected by Federal law, state statutes, and
WDPI policy.?

Establishment of Long-Term Goals (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)):

a. Academic Achievement. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(1)(aa))

1. Describe the long-term goals for improved academic
achievement, as measured by proficiency on the annual
statewide reading/language arts and mathematics
assessments, for all students and for each subgroup of
students, including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline for
meeting the long-term goals, for which the term must be the

10 hitp:/fwisedash.dpi.wi.gov

1 http://nces.ed.qov/pubs2011/2011603.pdf

12 Fyrther information regarding direct/indirect disclosure and data redaction in the WISEdash Public Portal can be found at
http://wise.dpi.wi.gov/wisedash_redaction. Examples of data suppression in the WISEdash Public Portal can be found at

http://wise.dpi.wi.gov/wisedash_graphs-nodata. Definitions of specific redaction terms in the WISEdash Public Portal can be
found at http://wise.dpi.wi.gov/wisedash_glossary. For more information on student data privacy at DPI, please see

https://dpi.wi.gov/wise/data-privacy.
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same multi-year length of time for all students and for each
subgroup of students in the State; and (iii) how the long-
term goals are ambitious.

Wisconsin has set the ambitious goal of cutting the achievement
gap in half for each subgroup within six years. For English
Language Arts (ELA), this means a 1.0 percentage point annual
increase in grade-level proficiency for the all students group.
Higher annual increases are required for the other subgroups —
ranging from 1.6 percentage points in grade-level proficiency
for Asian students to 4.0 percentage points in grade-level
proficiency for black students. For mathematics, it means a 1.0
percentage point annual increase in proficiency rate for the all
students group. Higher annual increases are required for the
other subgroups — ranging from 1.4 percentage points for Asian
students to 4.2 percentage points for black students. While the
targets are specific to each subgroup, the length of time to halve
the gap is six years for all groups.

The goal to cut the gap in half reflects Wisconsin’s expectation
that all students graduate from high school ready for college and
career, and the urgency needed to ensure that this expectation
must be met for all students, regardless of race, income and
ability. At the conclusion of the six-year timeline, after the
2023-24 school year, the state can reevaluate — and potentially
reset — the annual targets needed to close the achievement gaps
entirely, essentially creating a second six-year term. As part of
Wisconsin’s public consultation, stakeholders indicated it was
important to set a timeline of six years, not twelve (or a two-
stage six-year plan) to help convey the urgency of change
required to equitably meet the needs of underserved students.

The six-year timeline is also aligned to the research on
implementation science. That research has shown that for
school turnaround efforts to be consequential and sustained, up
to seven years of implementation with fidelity are required to
see measurable improvement. This helped inform the decision
of a six-year timeline. Stakeholders felt it was neither too long
that it loses urgency nor too short that it sacrifices
sustainability.

Wisconsin’s goal to halve the achievement gap is ambitious.
The goal calls for subgroups to maintain annual progress of
between about 1.5 percentage points and up to more than 4
percentage points for those subgroups that have the largest gap.
This means that the black subgroup is expected to have more
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annual growth in proficiency rate of both ELA and mathematics
during the goal timeline than was realized over the previous six-
year period. The students with disabilities group must also
realize annual proficiency rate increases in mathematics that
eclipse the entirety of the growth in the prior six-year timeline
as well as yearly increases in ELA about one percentage point
less than that of the previous six years of growth, combined. At
the same time, the proficiency rate expectation for all students
and higher performing subgroups continues to increase by 1
percentage point annually, meaning gap closure will not be
caused by stagnation among higher performers. This makes it
clear that all students in all subgroups are expected to continue
to improve their performance.

As Wisconsin’s proficiency cut scores are already aligned to the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) we are
assured that not only are the state’s grade-level expectations
ambitious, they are rigorous and aligned with college readiness
expectations — not just within Wisconsin’s institutions of higher
education but also with national and international benchmarks.

In the following tables, 2015-16 proficiency rates for each
student subgroup are used as the baseline.

20



English Language Arts
Baseline Data and Long-Term Goals

Group 2015-16 ELA | 6-Year Goal Required
Proficiency Annual
Rates Increase in
Percentage
Points
All Students 42.3% 48.3% 1.0%
Amer Indian 23.1% 42.2% 3.2%
Asian 41.8% 51.5% 1.6%
Black 13.8% 37.7% 4.0%
Hispanic 25.1% 43.1% 3.0%
Pacific Isle 38.8% 50.2% 1.9%
Two or More 38.0% 49.4% 1.9%
White 49.2% 55.2% 1.0%
Econ 25.6% 45.4% 3.3%

Disadvantaged

Not Econ 53.1% 59.1% 1.0%
Disadvantaged*

English Learner 10.6% 33.4% 3.8%
English 44.1% 50.1% 1.0%
Proficient*

Students with 13.6% 36.4% 3.8%
Disabilities

Students without 46.8% 52.8% 1.0%
Disabilities*

*These groups are presented for comparison purposes only; goals are set with
a focus on improving outcomes for traditionally marginalized populations and
are not measured for these comparison groups.
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Mathematics
Baseline Data and Long-Term Goals

Group 2015-16 6-Year Goal Required
Mathematics Annual
Proficiency Increase in
Rates Percentage
Points
All Students 41.2% 47.2% 1.0%
Amer Indian 20.5% 40.4% 3.3%
Asian 43.7% 52.2% 1.4%
Black 10.3% 35.5% 4.2%
Hispanic 21.7% 41.5% 3.3%
Pacific Isle 37.3% 49.3% 2.0%
Two or More 35.3% 47.9% 2.1%
White 48.7% 54.7% 1.0%
Econ 23.8% 44.2% 3.4%

Disadvantaged

Not Econ 52.5% 58.5% 1.0%
Disadvantaged*

English Learner 12.8% 33.8% 3.5%
English 42.8% 48.8% 1.0%
Proficient*

Students with 13.6% 35.8% 3.7%
Disabilities

Students without 45.5% 51.5% 1.0%
Disabilities*

*These groups are presented for comparison purposes only; goals are set with
a focus on improving outcomes for traditionally marginalized populations and
are not measured for these comparison groups.
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2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward
meeting the long-term goals for academic achievement in
Appendix A.

Wisconsin reports proficiency rates for all student groups
annually. As such, interim progress toward the long-term goals
will be measured for all students and all subgroups in English
language arts and mathematics each year. This coincides with
Wisconsin’s plan to annually examine the performance of
comprehensive and targeted support schools in regards to exit
criteria.

Wisconsin will also annually measure and report on the
following accountability indicators:

Academic achievement,

Student growth,

Progress in attaining English language proficiency,
Graduation, and

Chronic absenteeism.

As Wisconsin has identified the required annual increases in
proficiency necessary to halve the gap in the state’s long-term
goals, the state will be able to quickly see, and clearly display,
the progress towards those goals each year.

See Appendix A for specific interim progress goals for all
students and for each subgroup.

3. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of
interim progress toward the long-term goals for academic
achievement take into account the improvement necessary
to make significant progress in closing statewide proficiency

gaps.

Wisconsin’s long-term goals are set with the intention of
halving the current achievement gaps in six years. In
establishing the long-term goals, Wisconsin also provided
annual increases required for each subgroup to achieve this
goal. At the end of the six-year timeline, the expectation is that
the gaps will be cut in half. As that timeline is lengthened, but
the same goal trajectory maintained, gaps would be expected to
close in twelve years.

See Appendix A for specific interim progress goals for all
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students and for each subgroup.

b. Graduation Rate. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(1)(bb))

1. Describe the long-term goals for the four-year adjusted
cohort graduation rate for all students and for each
subgroup of students, including: (i) baseline data; (i) the
timeline for meeting the long-term goals, for which the term
must be the same multi-year length of time for all students
and for each subgroup of students in the State; and (iii) how
the long-term goals are ambitious.

Wisconsin’s long-term graduation goal, consistent with the
ambition of Wisconsin’s other long-term goals, is to halve the
graduation gap within six years. Stakeholders, including the
State Superintendent's Equity in ESSA Stakeholders Council
and the Wisconsin Legislature, have expressed interest in
ensuring that the goals strike a balance between ambition and
achievability, insisting that the goals reflect both the urgency
that the achievement and graduation gaps necessitate as well as
to allow time for school improvement efforts to take effect. The
goal to halve the gap within six years conveys both a need to
remediate unequal outcomes and permits time for schools to
address their gap. As a consequence, the goals are necessarily
ambitious.

Using recent graduation rate trends, goals are set for each of the
comparison student groups (white, not economically
disadvantaged, English language proficient, and students
without disabilities) as well as the all students group to exceed a
90 percent four-year graduation rate by the end of six years.
Based on baseline rates, the goals for the comparison student
groups range from 90.4 percent for all students to 95.5 percent
for students who are not economically disadvantaged. All
comparison groups have annual targets to increase graduation
rates by approximately 0.3 percentage points. The resulting
long-term rates for target subgroups to close the gaps with the
comparison groups within six years extend from 77.6 percent
for English learners to 93.4 percent for Asian students. Annual
required increases range from 0.4 percentage points for Asian
students to 2.7 percentage points for black students.
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In the following table, 2014-15 graduation rates for each student
subgroup are used as the baseline.

Four-Year Graduation Rates

Baseline Data and Long-Term Goals

Disabilities*

Student Group 2015 4-year |Long-Term| Required
Adjusted Goal (6- Annual
Cohort Year Increase in
Graduation Period) Percentage
Rate Points
All Students 88.4% 90.4% 0.3%
Amer Indian 78.1% 87.1% 1.5%
Asian 90.7% 93.4% 0.4%
Black 64.0% 80.1% 2.7%
Hispanic 77.5% 86.8% 1.6%
Pacific Isle 84.5% 90.3% 1.0%
Two or More 85.5% 90.8% 0.9%
White 92.9% 94.5% 0.3%
Econ
Disadvantaged 77.3% 87.3% 1.7%
Not Econ 93.7% 95.5% 0.3%
Disadvantaged*
English Learner 62.2% 77.6% 2.6%
English Proficient* 89.0% 91.0% 0.3%
Students with
Disabilities 67.5% 81.2% 2.3%
Students without 91.1% 93.0% 0.3%

*These groups are presented for comparison purposes only; goals are set with
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a focus on improving outcomes for traditionally marginalized populations and
are not measured for these comparison groups.

If applicable, describe the long-term goals for each
extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate, including (i)
baseline data; (ii) the timeline for meeting the long-term
goals, for which the term must be the same multi-year
length of time for all students and for each subgroup of
students in the State; (iii) how the long-term goals are
ambitious; and (iv) how the long-term goals are more
rigorous than the long-term goal set for the four-year
adjusted cohort graduation rate.

Wisconsin’s extended-year graduation rate goals are based on a
seven-year graduation rate.

Wisconsin stakeholders have emphasized a desire for the
extended-year graduation rate to be consistent with the
provisions of Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) for
Students with Disabilities. Federal law and Wisconsin statute
allow for students with disabilities to receive services until the
age of 21, three years beyond the age at which most students
graduate. Moreover, Wisconsin’s Constitution (Article X,
Section 3) requires schools to be free and without charge for
tuition to all children between the ages of 4 and 20 years. Thus,
to maintain consistency with FAPE and go beyond a four-year
rate as reflected in Wisconsin’s Constitution, Wisconsin will
use an extended-year graduation rate of seven years, allowing
for the graduation rate to be measured three years after the four-
year graduation rate. Stakeholders have made clear that a
measurement of the seven-year rate will more fairly reflect the
work done in schools to provide an appropriate education for
students who require up to three additional years of service.

The seven-year rate goals for all students and for each subgroup
are established using the same methodology as the four-year
graduation rate goals. In order to ensure more rigor for the
seven-year rates, all comparison groups’ (white, not
economically disadvantaged, English language proficient, and
students without disabilities) goals meet or exceed 93.5 percent.
(The long-term four-year graduation rate goal for all students is
90.4 percent.) To align with four-year graduation rate goals,
target group rates were set to fulfill the goal to halve the gap
within six years. These goals, all of which are significantly
higher than their respective four-year rate goals, and thus
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remain ambitious, range from 85.3 percent for English learners
to 96.7 percent for the Asian subgroup. The seven-year rate
goals are more rigorous than the four-year rate goals as each
student group must attain higher graduation rates in the long-
term goals. All groups in the seven-year rate goals are targeted
for a graduation rate of at least 85% after the six-year time
period, nearly eight percentage points higher than the lowest
four-year rate goal.

In the following table, the six-year graduation rates from the
2012-13 four-year cohort for each student subgroup are used as
the baseline. (Wisconsin currently measures extended-year
graduation rates of six years; seven-year rates are not yet
available. Thus, six-year rates are used to establish the goals.)
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Seven-Year Graduation Rates
Baseline Data and Long-Term Goals™

Disabilities*

Student Group 2013 Long-Term| Required
Extended Goal (6- Annual
Year year Increase in
Adjusted Period) Percentage
Cohort Points
Graduation
Rate™

All Students 92.1% 93.5% 0.2%
Amer Indian 80.2% 89.0% 1.5%
Asian 95.5% 96.7% 0.2%
Black 74.2% 86.0% 2.0%
Hispanic 83.2% 90.5% 1.2%
Pacific Isle 91.2% 94.5% 0.6%
Two or More 90.7% 94.3% 0.6%
White 95.2% 96.5% 0.2%
Econ Disadvantaged 84.3% 90.9% 1.1%
Not Econ 95.5% 96.5% 0.2%
Disadvantaged*

English Learner 76.0% 85.3% 1.5%
English Proficient* 92.5% 93.5% 0.2%
Students with

Disabilities 82.0% 88.9% 1.1%
Students without 93.3% 94.5% 0.2%

*These groups are presented for comparison purposes only; goals are set with
a focus on improving outcomes for traditionally under-performing populations
and are not measured for these comparison groups.
"Rates in the table are based on six-year graduation rates and are intended to
provide a close approximation of seven-year graduation rates. The 2013 6-
year adjusted cohort rate is based on students who graduated, after six years in
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high school, in 2015. WDPI does not currently calculate seven-year
graduation rates. The baseline rates and goals will be updated to reflect the
actual seven-year rates as the data become available.

3. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the
long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort
graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort
graduation rate in Appendix A.

See Appendix A for graduation rate measurements of interim
progress.

4. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of
interim progress for the four-year adjusted cohort
graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort
graduation rate take into account the improvement
necessary to make significant progress in closing statewide
graduation rate gaps.

Wisconsin’s long-term goals are set with the intention of
halving the current achievement gap in six years. As that
timeline is lengthened, but the same goal trajectory maintained,
gaps would be expected to close in twelve years.

c. English Language Proficiency. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(ii))

1. Describe the long-term goals for English learners for
increases in the percentage of such students making
progress in achieving English language proficiency, as
measured by the statewide English language proficiency
assessment including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the State-
determined timeline for such students to achieve English
language proficiency; and (iii) how the long-term goals are
ambitious.

Wisconsin’s state-level long-term goal for students making
progress in achieving English language proficiency (hereafter
referred to as ELP Progress) is to achieve an 18-point increase
in the percentage of students on-track to proficiency by the end
of six years, in alignment with the timeline of the academic
achievement and graduation rate goals. This translates to a
three-point annual increase in the percentage of English learners
on-track to reach English language proficiency (ELP) within
expected timelines. The state-level on-track trajectory is built

29



off of student level goals which are differentiated by student
grade level and English proficiency level at time of entry to
Wisconsin schools. The student-level time-to-proficiency goal
may be anywhere from one to eight years and is included in
Appendix A.

This goal requires substantial improvement in the percentage of
ELs on track to proficiency. The amount of annual
improvement required is consistent with the 2- to 4-percentage
point annual improvement needed to reach Wisconsin’s
ambitious ELA and mathematics achievement goals for
subgroups who are behind in the state. This rate of
improvement is also more ambitious than the 2-percentage
points of annual increase required to meet Wisconsin’s prior
Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOQO) for ELP
progress (AMAO 1) under No Child Left Behind.

Wisconsin will set the statewide on-track to proficiency
baseline rate for English Learners (ELS) using 2014-15
calculations for the prior AMAO 1: EL progress in learning
English measure. Specifically, the baseline will be set at the
2014-15 district median of percent ELs on track. This results in
a baseline on-track rate of 61 percent. Wisconsin is opting not
to use 2015-16 growth as the baseline for the long-term goal,
due to a shift in test administration and associated shifts in the
distribution of student test scores between the 1.0 and 2.0
versions of the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs exam, Wisconsin’s
statewide ELP assessment.

To calculate the statewide on-track rate, student-level time-to-
proficiency targets are set. Expected time-to-proficiency and
associated expected annual growth at the student level will be
differentiated by initial ELP level and grade when a student
enters the Wisconsin public school system. Changes in WDPI’s
data collections will eventually allow timelines and growth
expectations to be further differentiated by program type (e.g.
dual-language immersion, pull-out, etc.).

The distribution of ELs by initial ELP level and grade upon
entering Wisconsin public schools is presented graphically in
the figure below to provide context for the ELP Progress goals.
It is important to note that the vast majority of ELs in
Wisconsin enter the public school system in Kindergarten with
ELP levels between 1 and 3.
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Historic ACCESS 1.0 data for Wisconsin students was used to
calculate median scale score growth by ELP level in three
different grade groups: Kindergarten; grades 1 through 5, and
grades 6 and above. (Note that median growth within these
groups was quite comparable.) The results of these calculations
are presented graphically below.
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The target time-to-proficiency is calculated for each
combination of starting grade and starting ELP level by
summing the median growth for each successive grade as a
student advances through school, counting the number of years
it takes at this rate to reach ELP 5.0, Wisconsin’s proficiency
standard. Using this method the maximum time-to-proficiency
for the majority of Wisconsin students (those entering school in
Kindergarten at an ELP 1) would be approximately 6 years. The
maximum time-to-proficiency for students starting atan ELP 1
in upper grades, however, is 7 to 8 years. There are a number of
possible factors affecting the time-to-proficiency for students
who enter school in later grades with low ELP levels. One is
that the students are new to country and may have had little if
anyne formal schooling before coming to the United States.
Another potential reason is that there are more rigorous
requirements for academic language in higher grades. Appendix
A includes a table showing the breakdown of time-to-
proficiency by starting grade and starting ELP level based on
our calculations.

These time-to-proficiency numbers are used to calculate
whether or not a given student is on-track to proficiency in a
given year using the following formula:

Annual Growth Target = (Goal Score — Prior Year Score)
(Years Left to Reach Proficiency)

In this formula the Years Left to Reach Proficiency is calculated
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as the difference between years in school and the time-to-
proficiency set for a given student based on their starting ELP
level and grade.

Years Left to Reach Proficiency = Time-to-Proficiency Target -
Years in School

The Goal Score is the scale score required to reach proficiency
in the grade in which a student is expected to reach English
proficiency based on the time-to-proficiency target.

Goal Score = Score corresponding to ELP 5 at expected grade
level of Time-to-Proficiency year (assumes no grade retention)

This formula accounts for expected non-linear growth (higher
growth at lower starting score), by readjusting the growth
expectation each year based on prior years” progress. Consider,
forFer instance, a typical EL in Wisconsin--; ELs-one who starts
school in Wisconsin at an ELP 1 in Kindergarten. For this
example we will assume a starting-ELP score in Kindergarten of
140 (corresponding to ELP 1.2). Based on entering school in
Wisconsin in Kindergarten at an ELP 1, this student has a Time-

to-Proficiency Target of 6 years, which are-expected-toreach

proficiency-in-sbx-years—Fhis-would-mean-implies reaching
proficiency (defined in this plan as a 5.0 on the ACCESS exam)

in grade 6, which requires, at a minimum, a scale score of 385.
If we simply divided by years remaining to proficiency, a
student starting at a scale score of 140 (ELP 1.2 for
Kindergarteners) would need to make growth of 41 points each
year.

Annual Growth Target (KG to grade 1) =
(385 — 140) +6 =41

However, the data suggest that the largest scale score growth
will be in the first couple of years. The median scale score
growth between Kindergarten and grade one for students
starting at an ELP 1.2 is around 130 points, meaning they would
easily meet the goal in grade 1 in-thet-but then drops to around
32 points between grades 1 and 2, meaning that they would
miss the goal for subsequent years.

If assume linear growth:

Annual Growth Target (grade 1 to grade 2) =

(385—140) ~6 =41
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If, however, we By-subtracting off the growth in prior years to
reset targets we capture the nonlinearity in growth, putting this
student in a position to meet the progress goals in later years.
For this particular example seenario-, let us assume that the
student makes median growth from Kindergarten to grade 1.
Then the grade 1 to 2 growth target would become:

If adjust for prior year’s progress:

Annual Growth Target (grade 1 to grade 2) =

(385-(140+130)) ~(6-1)=23
the-grade-l-te-2-grewth-target-would-become:
I B a .

This puts students in a position to reach growth targets not only
in the first year, but in subsequent years as well.

Note that Wisconsin’s ELP assessment vendor, WIDA,
conducted a standards setting in the fall of 2016. As a result,
WIDA reset performance cut-scores beginning in 2016-17 to
better align proficiency expectations in English with current
college- and career-readiness standards. The result was a higher
bar for attaining English language proficiency. WIDA has
informed states that, “We should expect proficiency level scores
for students taking ACCESS for ELLs to be lower in 2016-17
than they were in 2015-16. Scale scores will not be affected by
the results of standard setting but proficiency level scores will
be affected.” Wisconsin will closely monitor the impact of this
performance level shift on time-to-proficiency and update the
above time-to-proficiency table and the resulting student-level
on-track targets after sufficient data under the redefined
performance levels are available.

Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the
long-term goal for increases in the percentage of English
learners making progress in achieving English language
proficiency in Appendix A.

See Appendix A.

Interim progress toward the long-term goal will be measured
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annually. This is consistent with Wisconsin’s measures of
interim progress for achievement and graduation rate long-term
goals. Interim progress targets are for three-point increases
annually in the percentage of English learners on-track to reach
English language proficiency (ELP) within expected timelines.

iv.  Indicators (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(B))
a. Academic Achievement Indicator. Describe the Academic

Achievement indicator, including a description of how the indicator
(i) is based on the long-term goals; (ii) is measured by proficiency
on the annual Statewide reading/language arts and mathematics
assessments; (iii) annually measures academic achievement for all
students and separately for each subgroup of students; and (iv) at
the State’s discretion, for each public high school in the State,
includes a measure of student growth, as measured by the annual
Statewide reading/language arts and mathematics assessments.

The academic achievement indicator will be based on combined English
language arts (ELA) and mathematics performance on the Wisconsin
Student Assessment System (WSAS) for the all students group and each
subgroup that meets cell size (n=20) and will be
reported as a points-based proficiency rate. The combined score equally
weights ELA and mathematics results. To improve the reliability of the
measure and to reduce the impact of year-to-year fluctuations that may
be due to randomness and small subgroup sizes, up to three sequential

years of testing data will be used to calculate the points-based
proficiency rate for the all students group and for each subgroup.
Wisconsin

only includes assessment results for students with full academic year
status (FAY) in achievement calculations.

The method for calculating each content area points-based
rateseere is based on assigning points to each of the school’s students in
each of the measured years according to the student’s performance level
in that year. A student is assigned no points for performance at the
Below Basic performance level; one-half point for performance at the
Basic level, one full point for Proficient, and one and-a-half points for
Advanced performance on the state’s annual summative assessment.

A point-per-student
average is produced for each available year for each —Foreach-year;

students’scores-are-pooled-by-subgroup and the all students group-te
producenne oo orenehoroun Nexd, =rerthesom o s o

an multi-year average, using up to three years of data, is
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calculated for the all students group and for each subgroup. Thise
multi-year averagige processesrused—m—th&ealeuianens gives greater
weight to more recent years’ data and reduces the effect of year-to-year
enrollment variability on aggregated test data. EFhe-scoreforeach
content area points-based proficiency rateseere—reflects this multi-year
average of a school’s all students group and each subgroup in that

content area.-fwhen-multiple-years-of data-are-not-available-one-yearof
datais-used). The two content area scores (ELA and mathematics) are

then combined equally-te-produce-one-everal-achievement-indicator
score- for the all students group and each subgroup. These values are
converted to indicator scores using a percentile-based approach
resulting in an indicator score ranging from 0 to 100. Percentile ranks
will be assigned separately for high schools and all other schools. Fhe

The Department of Education requested information evidence that

WDPI’s approach ensures “that the performance of each student
contributes to the overall performance on the indicator.” All FAY
students are included in achievement calculations, with the scoring
structure detailed above. The method for reporting results is a key
component of this approach. It is critical to report performance for all
students and each subgroup by performance level. This drives data
analysis and local conversations to consider which students are
performing at different levels, by content area, and to consider the
factors that have resulted in such outcomes. The Department of
Education also requested evidence that “no student’s performance
overcompensates for the results of a student who is not yet proficient.”
Importantly, points-based proficiency has been in place for six years in
Wisconsin (and was originally approved by the Department of
Education as part of our ESEA Flexibility Request), with no evidence
that any student performance overcompensates for other students.
Indeed, the points-based proficiency method has been a proven driver of
school improvement conversations across the state. By scoring and
reporting the performance of individual students and subgroups at each
performance level, but in particular, those at the lowest level (Below
Basic), school leaders are able to personalize their accountability data
and use it to take action. This is noteworthy given the extensive
opportunities WDPI provided for input and feedback on our plan,
including the point-based proficiency proposal. Schools and districts are
used to this system and requested no changes as part of WDPI’s ESSA
plan. Further, WDPI’s Title I Committee of Practitioners reaffirmed this

13For more information about multi-year averaging of data see Appendix E.
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approach after reviewing WDPI’s plan feedback from the Department
of Education, strongly asserting that WDPI’s proposed approach should

not change.

Because this indicator is a measure of proficiency for ELA and
mathematics, it is based on the long-term goals, which are to reduce by
50 percent the academic achievement gap in ELA and mathematics.
Progress towards the long-term goals necessarily means an increase in
proficiency across the two academic areas.

Indicator for Public Elementary and Secondary Schools that are
Not High Schools (Other Academic Indicator). Describe the other
academic indicator, including how it annually measures the
performance for all students and separately for each subgroup of
students. If the Other Academic indicator is not a measure of
student growth, the description must include a demonstration that
the indicator is a valid and reliable statewide academic indicator
that allows for meaningful differentiation in school performance.

Wisconsin will use a growth measure for elementary and middle
schools. This growth measure will use Student Growth Percentiles

(SGP) to meaningfully differentiate medeling-for-ELA-and-mathematies

to-caleulate-nermative-percentte-ranks-for-all-students-and-each

: fation-by summarizing a school’s
performance relative to other schools in the state, importantly allowing
for differentiation across lower performing schools or schools with
struggling subgroups. —SGPs do not control for student
demographics. This technicality reflects a conscious equity-focused
decision supported by stakeholders: by using a measure that is based
upon prior test performance and not demographics, Wisconsin’s ESSA
federal-accountability system reflects the state’s focus on equity and the
need for all students - regardless of background - to achieve to the
highest degree possible.

Wisconsin has a history of using SGPs in its school report cards (the
cornerstone of the state accountability system under state law), so these
measures are familiar to and supported by stakeholders including school
and district personnel.
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. For this indicator, DPI will calculate
student-level SGPs will-be-averaged-separately for each by-subject. The
student-level SGPs will be averaged to produce school-level mean SGPs
for both ELA and mathematics for the all students group and for each
subgroup that meets cell-size.

14

Graduation Rate. Describe the Graduation Rate indicator,
including a description of (i) how the indicator is based on the long-
term goals; (ii) how the indicator annually measures graduation
rate for all students and separately for each subgroup of students;
(iii) how the indicator is based on the four-year adjusted cohort
graduation rate; (iv) if the State, at its discretion, also includes one
or more extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rates, how the
four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate is combined with that
rate or rates within the indicator; and (v) if applicable, how the
State includes in its four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and
any extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rates students with
the most significant cognitive disabilities assessed using an alternate
assessment aligned to alternate academic achievement standards
under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(D) and awarded a State-defined
alternate diploma under ESEA section 8101(23) and (25).

The graduation rate indicator will be calculated both for the all students
group and for each student group that meets the minimum n-size of 20
students-in-the-mostrecentavatableyear. The indicator will include
both four-year and seven-year adjusted cohort graduation rates; an
average of the two rates will be translated into a graduation rate
indicator score for the all students group and each eligible subgroup.
The average will equally weight the four- and seven-year adjusted
cohort graduation rates.

14 For more information about multi-year averaging of data see Appendix E.
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students (i.e. has a 12th grade), WDPI tFhe-graduation-rate-indicator

will convert the school’s combined graduation rates to an indicator

The indicator is based on the long-term graduation rate goals as it
measures the four-year and seven-year graduation rates for the all
students group and for each subgroup. Year-to-year improvement on the
indicator will signify progress toward the long-term goals.

Wisconsin will not include a state-defined alternate diploma in the
calculation of the graduation rates at this time.

d. Progress in Achieving English Language Proficiency (ELP)
Indicator. Describe the Progress in Achieving ELP indicator,
including the State’s definition of ELP, as measured by the State
ELP assessment.

The ELP progress indicator will consist of a school-level mean Student
Growth Percentile (SGP) measure.

An SGP model will be used to calculate normative growth percentile
ranks for all English learners (ELS) in the state with English learner
proficiency (ELP) assessment data in at least the current and prior year.

mean SGP for English learners based on ELP assessment data. To
improve the reliability of the measure and to reduce the impact of year-
to-year fluctuations that may be due to randomness and small subgroup
sizes, up to three sequential years of SGP means within each subject
area will be averaged for the all students group and for each subgroup
before calculating scores. This multi-year averaging processes gives
greater weight to more recent vears’ data™®. Mean SGPs are converted to
an indicator score from 0 to 100 using a percentile-based approach.
Percentile ranks will be assigned separately for high schools (i.e.,
schools that graduate students) and all other schools. when-possible: For

astnse—-ornde b studontbude st toglothe NOCEEE tor Bl Lo reaey

15 For more information about multi-year averaging of data see Appendix E.
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Given that English learners are required to be tested on language
proficiency annually from grades Kindergarten through 12, we will
include students in grades 1 through 12 in the calculation of this
indicator. Wisconsin sought input on this decision from the Office of
Student Assessment--Title 111 Stakeholder Group, comprised of EL
educators from small and large districts across the state. Inclusion of as
many grades as possible was the preference of a majority of
stakeholders.

In addition to the school-level data reported as part of the ELP Progress
indicator, Wisconsin intends to provide additional resources to support
EL educators in understanding current and expected performance for
English learners. These resources may include dashboards or other data
tools.

Once an English learner has achieved a 5.0 composite score on the ELP
assessment (ACCESS for ELLSs), the student is considered proficient in
English for accountability purposes.

School Quality or Student Success Indicator(s). Describe each
School Quality or Student Success Indicator, including, for each
such indicator: (i) how it allows for meaningful differentiation in
school performance; (ii) that it is valid, reliable, comparable, and
statewide (for the grade span(s) to which it applies); and (iii) of how
each such indicator annually measures performance for all students
and separately for each subgroup of students. For any School
Quiality or Student Success indicator that does not apply to all
grade spans, the description must include the grade spans to which
it does apply.

Wisconsin will use chronic absenteeism? as the School Quality and

16 Chronic absenteeism is a well-known and established indicator for our state, as it is one of the student engagement measures
included in the School Report Cards used in our state accountability system. However, there are important differences in how
absenteeism will be measured, and how it’s included in the overall score. The description here only refers to the federal
accountability system, as outlined in ESSA.
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Student Success indicator. While overall attendance rates are high for
schools across Wisconsin, absenteeism rates have a different
distribution which contributes to meaningful differentiation of school
performance. The table below shows the distribution of chronic
absenteeism rates for Wisconsin using 3-year absenteeism rates for
2015-16.

School Counts and Percentages of Proportion of Students Who are
Chronically Absent, 2015-16 3-Year Absenteeism Rate

Proportion 2015-16 2015-16 Percent of

Chronically Absent | School Count (Total | Schools
N=1861) (Cumulative)

<= 5% Students 598 32%

<= 10% Students 1260 68%

<= 15% Students 1544 83%

<=20% Students 1682 91%

<= 25% Students 1753 95%

<= 30% Students 1794 97%

<= 40% Students 1836 99%

<=50% Students 1852 100%

The chronic absenteeism indicator applies to all grade spans. Wisconsin
has used chronic absenteeism as an indicator in our state accountability
system since 2011-12. The measure has been found to be sound, valid,
and reliable across years, and stakeholder engagement revealed that
educators feel this is an appropriate measure for the School Quality and
Student Success indicator. Additionally, well-established research?’
demonstrates an inverse relationship between absenteeism and school
performance, research supported by Wisconsin Student Assessment
System performance data. As rates of chronic absenteeism increase at a
student level, overall school performance is also impacted. Indeed, there

7 For more information, see Chronic Absenteeism in Our Nation’s Schools, U.S. Department of Education at
https://www?2.ed.gov/datastory/chronicabsenteeism.html?utm_content=&utm_medium=email&utm_name=&utm_s
ource=govdelivery&utm_term#four.
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is a “tipping point” of student-level chronic absenteeism beyond which
the performance of students who are not chronically absent is affected.

Chronic absenteeism indicator scores will be based upon student-,
group-, and school-level calculations. First, individual attendance rates
are calculated. A student is considered chronically absent if he or
shesthe misses more than 10 percent of possible attended days. Second,
the percentage of chronically absent students is calculated for the all
students group and for every subgroup that meets the minimum group
size requirements (n=20). Up to three years of data will be used for the
calculation, when available 18 The percentage
of students who are not chronically absent will be converted to an
indicator score on a scale from 0 to 100 using a percentile-based
approach. Percentile ranks will be assigned separately for high schools
(i.e., schools that graduate students) and all other schools. This
approach allows for meaningful differentiation of schools. Fhe-scalefor

v.  Annual Meaningful Differentiation (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(C))

a. Describe the State’s system of annual meaningful differentiation of
all public schools in the State, consistent with the requirements of
section 1111(c)(4)(C) of the ESEA, including a description of (i) how
the system is based on all indicators in the State’s accountability
system, (ii) for all students and for each subgroup of students. Note
that each state must comply with the requirements in 1111(c)(5) of
the ESEA with respect to accountability for charter schools.

Wisconsin’s system of annual meaningful differentiation under ESEA
will be based upon all indicators described above, namely academic
achievement in ELA and mathematics; student growth (Other Academic
Indicator); graduation rate; chronic absenteeism (School Quality and
Student Success Indicator); and the ELP progress indicator. Indicator
scores will be produced for the all students group and for each eligible
subgroup (those meeting minimum n-size requirements). A school could
receive up to 11 possible scores--one schoolwide score for all students
and one score each for the ten subgroups--for each indicator. Indicator
scores result from a percentile ranking of outcome data, as described in
the preceding sections. Inrdicatorscores-will-be-standardized-to-be-onthe
same-seale—Percentile rankings will be calculated within two separate
groups of schools: (1) high schools, i.e., schools that graduate students,
and (2) all other schools. Preliminary analyses of this scoring

18 For more information about multi-year averaging of data see Appendix E.
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mechanism revealed that a disproportionately large number of high
schools received low percentile ranks when compared to all schools
statewide. Ranking within these two separate groups ensures that high
schools and non-high schools are equitably represented within the
system of meaningful differentiation.

The visual below this paragraph presents how outcome data will be
combined to calculate schoolwide and subgroup scores. These
scores©veratl-seares will range from 0 to 100 points because they are
calculated by averaging indicator scores that have been converted to a
percentlle -rank scale of 0 to 100 —andwﬂJ—be—based—en—the—staHdaFdA—zed

Outcome Data

ELA
Achievement
Walue

N

Academic
Achievement
Value

Math 4-Year T-Y'ear Chronic
Achievement Growth Mean Graduation Graduation Absentesizm ELP Progress
Value SGP Rate Rate Rate SGP
Graduation Rate
Value

The primary purpose of this system is appropriately to appropriately
identify schools for comprehensive and targeted support and
improvement. Individual indicator scoresing meehanisms-are-desighed

topreduceseoress will suehthattheyean-be
combined into schoolwide and subgroup scoresan-overall-score that will

be ranked to allows for meaningful differentiation and identification of
schools. Since the individual indicator scores will be normative with
respect to two distinct groups - high schools and non-high schools - the
composition of the schools identified will be proportional to the number
of schools in each group. -Since the intent is to produce an-everak- score
that differentiates school and subgroup performance_in order to identify
schools appropriately for needed support, the scores will determine the
following three ESSA rating categories-ofsupport: 1) comprehensive
support; 2) targeted support; and 3) not identified. For annual reporting
purposes, public reports will indicate the year of identification for any
previously-identified schools.
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b. Describe the weighting of each indicator in the State’s system of
annual meaningful differentiation, including how the Academic
Achievement, Other Academic, Graduation Rate, and Progress in
ELP indicators each receive substantial weight individually and, in
the aggregate, much greater weight than the School Quality or
Student Success indicator(s), in the aggregate.

Wisconsin will run an accountability calculation based on a 0-100 scale
to meaningfully differentiate school performance.

scores will be derived based on the weighting of
up to five possible indicator : academic achievement, student
growth (Other Academic Indicator), graduation rate, ELP progress, and
chronic absenteeism (School Quality or Student Success indicator). The
exact combination of indicators will be determined by the data available
in each school. Schools will be neither advantaged nor disadvantaged
for the presence or absence of an indicator.

The table below shows how Wisconsin will combine each indicator

into an overall score in the typical scenarios. Academic
achievement, student growth, and graduation rate are evenly weighted
when all three measures are present in a school. When one of those
measures (student growth or graduation) is not present, the weighting
adjusts, by expanding the weight of the other available measures (either
academic achievement, student growth, or graduation). Chronic
absenteeism has a fixed weighting at 15 percent. Weighting for the ELP
progress indicator, when available, depends on the proportion of EL
students in a school. For schools with ELs making up at least 10 percent
of the whole school population, the indicator is fixed at 10 percent. The
ELP progress indicator receives a fixed five percent weight in schools
with less than a 10 percent EL student population. This is done with the
intent to include, yet not disproportionately impact, ELP Progress
within the overall weighting scheme for schools with small percentages
of ELs. When the ELP progress indicator is not available, the weight is
evenly distributed between the academic achievement, student growth,
and graduation rate indicators.

Proposed Weighting Scenario*
for System of Annual of Meaningful Differentiation
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Academic Student Chronic
School Type . . .
Achievement| Growth Graduation |Absenteeism | EL Progress
EL >= 20; EL >= 10% 37.5 37.5 15 10
High
EL >= 20; EL <10% 40 40 15 5
School
EL< 20 42.5 42.5 15
‘ Elem. |EL>=20; EL>=10% 37.5 37.5 15 10
and/or
. EL >= 20; EL <10% 40 40 15 5
Middle
School
EL< 20 42.5 42.5 15
‘ EL >= 20; EL >= 10% 25 25 25 15 10
Combined
EL >= 20; EL <10% 26.7 26.7 26.7 15 5
School
EL<20 28.3 28.3 28.3 15

The final weighting structure will afford substantial individual weight
and, in the aggregate, much greater weight (85 percent) to the indicators
other than School Quality or Student Success (weighted at 15 percent).

Wisconsin has been running a compensatory accountability index since
2011-12 under the state accountability system as created under state
statutory authority. Those years of experience producing an index-based
accountability system with a weighting structure that adjusts based on
data availability has demonstrated how critical it is to carefully
construct a weighting schema that fairly treats schools of all types -
from the small rural schools that make up most of Wisconsin’s districts,
to the urban schools that have large and diverse student enroliments. As
such, WDPI will ensure that the final weighting of this federal
accountability system neither advantages nor disadvantages schools
based on the availability (or not) of data for particular indicators. This
will require the standardization of indicator-level score distributions
prior to combining indicator-level scores into an overall score.

If the States uses a different methodology or methodologies for
annual meaningful differentiation than the one described in 4.v.a.
above for schools for which an accountability determination cannot
be made (e.g., P-2 schools), describe the different methodology or
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methodologies, indicating the type(s) of schools to which it applies.

Wisconsin already has an alternate accountability process under
Wisconsin’s separate state authorized accountability system to assign an
alternate rating to those schools that cannot be assigned a regular
accountability score. This applies to schools having no tested grades,
schools with fewer than 20 full academic year students enrolled in
tested grades, new schools, and schools exclusively serving at-risk
students. In 2016-17, there were 194 schools that participated in
alternate accountability. Each of these lacked sufficient data, due to the
reasons described above, for DPI to calculate a traditional accountability
score. In other words, alternate accountability only applies to schools
for which there is insufficient data to calculate a score.

The Alternate Accountability process involves a district-supervised
school self-evaluation designed around specific performance indicators
(which have included academic performance, growth, attendance, and
graduation rates). -Schools must report performance relative to the
performance indicators, resulting in an overall summative rating, either
“Satisfactory Progress” or “Needs Improvement.”

Wisconsin will continue to use this same feundation-and-process, which
has been in place in the state for five years, to meet requirements
outlined in ESSA;. DP1 is committed to workspeetficaty- werking-with
Alternate Accountability these-schools to align the alternate
accountability process, performance indicators, and identifications
place-in-the-state-accountability-system-with federal ESSA
requirements. Specifically, the summative alternate ratings named
above will correspond to ESSA identifications. Any school in the
alternate accountability process with the “Needs Improvement” rating in
the current year and in either of the previous two school years will be

identified for Comprehensive Support and Improvement (CSI).

vi.  ldentification of Schools (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D))
a. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the
State’s methodology for identifying not less than the lowest-
performing five percent of all schools receiving Title I, Part A funds
in the State for comprehensive support and improvement, including
the year in which the State will first identify such schools.

Identification of comprehensive support schools will be based upon
overall outcomes of the federal accountability system. In order to

46



identify five percent of schools receiving Title I, Part A funds, overall
scores will be ranked and the schools with overall scores in the lowest
five percent will be identified. Percentiles will be considered for high
schools and non-high schools separately so that the composition of
identified schools is proportionate to the statewide composition of

school types.

Schools will first be identified for the 2018-19 school year, using the
most recent data available.

Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the
State’s methodology for identifying all public high schools in the
State failing to graduate one third or more of their students for
comprehensive support and improvement, including the year in
which the State will first identify such schools.

Identification of schools for comprehensive support for graduation rate
outcomes will be based upon both four-year and seven-year cohort
graduation rates. The rates will be averaged for all schools and schools
with an average graduation rate below 67 percent will be identified. All
high schools in the state with a graduating class that meets minimum n-
size requirements are included in the calculation for purposes of this
identification.

Schools will first be identified for the 2018-19 school year.

Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the
methodology by which the State identifies public schools in the
State receiving Title I, Part A funds that have r