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Senator Farrow, thank you for holding public hearing on this important issue. My name is
Jeff Pertl, and | am a Senior Policy Advisor at the Department of Public Instruction (DPI). | am
testifying for information only on Senate Bill (SB) 1 as drafted.

More than five years ago advocates, legislators from both parties, policy experts, parents
and educators began an unprecedented, systemic effort to improve educational outcomes.
These included new district and school report cards, an educator effectiveness system,
interventions for low performing public schools, college-and career-ready standards,
interoperable data systems, academic and career planning, and next generation assessments.

In the midst of all this system reform work, frontline teachers have continued to focus on
improving instruction and closing the achievement.

A comprehensive accountability system for all publicly-funded schools has always enjoyed
broad support. However, the devil has been in the details in getting a bill passed. There have
been countless bill drafts, proposals, counter proposals, legal reviews and negotiations all
aimed at bringing a widely held value (accountability for all schools) to fruition in an equitable,
feasible way that is: (1) easily understood by parents and the public; (2) fair to wide-ranging
types of districts and schools; and (3) constitutional with regard to the state superintendent’s
authority and private schools’” autonomy.

Despite the challenges, the legislature has enacted school accountability legislation in all
three previous legislative sessions:

e 2009 WI Act 28 required students in choice schools to take the state assessment.

e 2009 WI Act 215 strengthened the state superintendent’s authority to intervene in
low-performing schools and districts.

e 2011 WI Act 32 (2011-13 State Budget) updated assessment and data systems.

e 2011 Accountability Design Team led by Gov. Walker, State Superintendent Evers,
Senator Olsen and Representative Kestell.

e 2013 WI Act 20 (2013-15 State Budget) required choice schools to receive report
cards; codified the report cards in statute.

e 2013 WI Act 237 strengthened pre-accreditation requirements for choice schools.

e 2013 WI Act 256 clarified choice school interoperability in the state data system and
uniform use of data for all schools in the accountability system.
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I. Highlights of Senate Bill 1

Senate Bill (SB) 1 builds upon previous proposals and is a positive step forward in resolving
the current accountability conversation.

Areas of Improvement

SB 1 maintains the current law requirement of one, uniform assessment for
accountability. Multiple tests reduce validity, transparency, and accuracy-significant
problems for high stakes accountability.

SB 1 maintains the current law requirement to use multiple years of data when
calculation report cards. Multiple years of data are necessary to calculate growth and
significantly reduce year-to-year variance in scores.

SB 1 requires more definition for school rating categories, while eschewing “Grades,”
which will negatively impact how parents and communities view the average school.

SB 1 maintains and strengthens the existing improvement requirements (sanctions) for
low-performing schools, ensuring a pathway for public school improvement.

SB 1 addresses many of potential constitutional issues regarding the state
superintendent’s authority and the proposed accountability board.

Areas of Concern

Creating a separate accountability board for choice schools under SB 1 addresses some
legal, policy and political concerns. However, separate accountability systems may raise
questions around how equitably schools across sectors are treated.

The business community and education stakeholders strongly support a continually
improving accountability system with more college and career ready data (AP and IB
data, military readiness exam data, college enrollment and persistence data, workforce
performance data, etc.). A robust accountability system will have the ability to
integrate new college and career ready measures.

Any accountability system should continue to use the state assessment. Higher costs
and less confidence will not improve school accountability. The most accurate and fair
comparisons across schools and students are made with same tests, measuring the
same knowledge, and administered under the same conditions. As the number and
complexity of the tests increases, so will the cost and time necessary to accurately
equate results.
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* Under SB 1, the respective boards are allowed to waive identification of a school as
“chronically failing” for one year. However, “exceptional circumstances” is not defined
and the respective board might apply different criteria.

* Adopting “Grades” would negatively impact how families and communities view the
average school. The report cards were not designed to reflect student grading patterns;
they were designed to quantify the performance of a school.
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Almost half of all schools and almost two-thirds of Wisconsin’s school districts would no
longer “meet expectations,” but rather would be graded a “C.” Parents and the public
have strong perceptions related to grades and this kind of change would send the wrong
message about school performance.

* Any proposed accountability system must be constitutional. Article X, Sec. 1 of the
Wisconsin Constitution states that “supervision of public instruction shall be invested in
the state superintendent, and other officers as the legislature shall direct.” However,
the State Supreme Court has consistently ruled that those other officers must be
subordinate to the authority of the elected State Superintendent (Thompson v. Craney;
Coyne v. Walker). Any accountability boards or councils should develop policy
recommendations that are subject to the State Superintendent’s final approval to avoid
litigation and constitutional concerns.

* Including value-added growth will not significantly alter school ratings. Value-added
growth uses demographic control and statistical analysis to mitigate factors like poverty,
which makes sense for education evaluation and high-stakes accountability systems;
however, incorporating value-added would only marginally reduce the poverty
correlation (from -.71 to -.70 according to VARC modeling) present in the report card.

Furthermore, value-added does not provide growth data for individual students like the
current growth model. The current growth model is more helpful for school
improvement efforts because it offers student-level growth projections, which can help
shape student interventions and learning.
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[I.0Overview of Wisconsin Schools & Districts

A robust accountability system must be fair and equitable for a wide
array of public schools and districts with very different challenges.

Declining enrollment has concentrated and those small, rural districts are facing
students in fewer districts... growing poverty

Proportion of Students FRL 2012

FY 20122012 Percentage Change it Memdershpfom 200082se .

Wisconsin has a large number of small, often rural school districts. In fact, 55 percent of
districts enroll fewer than 1,000 students.

In 2001, 1/3 of districts were in declining enroliment, but by 2010, nearly 2/3 districts were in
declining enrollment.

While many districts are declining in enrollment, statewide enroliment has been stable—
concentrating enrollment in a smaller number of districts. Today, 75 percent of students are
located in just 30 percent of districts.

Cumulative Enrollment - of Districts District Enrollment % of Districts
25% 8 2% C‘ 55% )

209,535 nder 1,000
419,387 50% 41 11%
Under 3,000 83%
< 526,834 75% 114 30% >
Under 10,000 98%
871,551 100% 424 100%

Over the same period, statewide student eligibility for Free and Reduced price Lunch (FRL)
more than doubled from 21 percent to 43 percent.
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Most districts have only one elementary, middle, and high school.*

The majority of districts with only one school are K-8 or Unified High School (UHS) districts.
Additionally, independent (2r) charters are considered individual districts.

There are 73 districts (16%) that only have * There are 274 districts (61%) with only

one school for all grades and an one elementary school and an
additional 77 districts (17%) that only additional 58 districts (13%) with only
have two schools for all grades.? two elementary schools.

i Y e S o e ® There are 346 districts (77%) with only

one middle school and an additional
49 districts (11%) with only two
middle schools.

Number of Disiricts

* There are 304 districts (68%) with only
one high school and an additional 50
districts (11%) with only two high
schools.

7§ B 101443134817 192021 2238 2632 38 35 43 8218
Number of Schools in tha District

Independent Unified High

(2r) Charter 3 School (UHS)
Count 23 5 35 10 73
Share 32% 7% 48% 14% 100%

Wisconsin’s constitution provides for school districts to be as nearly uniform as practicable.

Article X, Sec. 3 District schools; tuition; sectarian instruction; released time.
The legislature shall provide by law for the establishment of district schools,
which shall be as nearly uniform as practicable; and such schools shall be free
and without charge for tuition to all children between the ages of 4 and 20 years;
and no sectarian instruction shall be allowed therein; but the legislature by law
may, for the purpose of religious instruction outside the district schools,
authorize the release of students during regular school hours. (Emphasis added)

In Davis v. Grover (1992) the Wisconsin Supreme Court found this uniformity clause in the
state’s constitution requires that children have the opportunity to attend a free, uniform district

! For this purpose, elementary school is defined as a school enrolling students in first grade, middle school is as enralling students in sixth grade,
and high school i as enrolling students in ninth grade.
? There are 447 public schools and non-district charter (2r) schools with first grade or higher.



Department of Public Instruction 2015SB 1
Testimony

school, but that the legislature is not precluded from provided other options. So, while the
legislature may expand educational opportunities, a sanction that eliminates a students’
access to traditional public school would likely be unconstitutional.

Sanctions should be used to improve, not limit, educational options. A feasible accountability
system has to have a meaningful pathway for public school improvement.

The accountability system must also work well for all education sectors,
driving improvement while recognizing inherent differences.

2012-13 Enroliment by School Type

Private Schools 1 93,500
(Tuition-Paying) I
26,509
Choice Schools
Virtual | ' 6,964
Charter Schools
Non-District 8,412
(2r) Charters
Ietr | 29,298
District
Charter Schools
Public Schools 430,33
(Home District) |/ /
10 20 3p ) 30 60 2 8 %
0 0 0 0 0 ) o » 0
> 000 > 000 g 000 ~ 000 > 000 - 000 > 00 0 % 000 20, 00

Most students attend a school governed by a local school board. Wisconsin’s 2,100 traditional
public schools enroll almost 830,000 students (92 percent). Additionally, almost 30,000
students enroll in one of the 242 district charter schools (three percent) and almost 7,000
students (one percent) enroll in one of 30 virtual charter schools.

Efforts to ensure equity and fairness across education sectors (public, charter, and choice) in
the accountability system are important as student move among school types, particularly in
Milwaukee. However, it is important to recognize that traditional public schools educate 92
percent of all students.
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III. Wisconsin’'s Nationally-Recognized Report Card

ECS lauds Wisconsin Report Card
Education Commission

“Wisconsin and Ohio were the only two
States

states whose report cards were top picks
by parents, while also meeting and
reporting all five essential indicators.”

— ECS Report

Parents and experts agree Wisconsin’s School Report is among the best

ECS experts identified five essential indicators of While parents want report cards that
meaningful accountability systems that states * Are easy to understand;
should measure and report: * Provide sufficient data; and
* Student achievement * Are useful
* Student academic growth
*  Achievement gap closure Wisconsin’s  School Report Card
»  Graduation rates includes all five essential indicators
*  Postsecondary and career readiness and was highly ranked by parents.

According to ECS President Jeremy Anderson, “Wisconsin is a state dedicated to creating a high-
quality accountability system, and to effectively communicating the results of such a system to
the public. Transparency of accountability systems is essential for parents, educators, and
policymakers to make informed decisions about their students and schools”

ECS identified several key policy issues to consider when developing accountability systems:

* Identify and publicize your state’s “North Star.”

* Re-engage people in your schools. Good communication is vital to ensuring the data and
accountability story is easily understood by everyone.

* Choose your indicators and metrics carefully. Know how to use an indicator — make it
less about grading and shaming and more about what research says works and how to
address problems.

* Be realistic about the limits of your data system. Highly mobile students may create
special challenges in tracking proficiency and growth data.

* Consider the potential unintended consequences of what’s being measured, rewarded
or punished.

Source: Education Commission of the State, Rating States, Grading Schools: What Parents and Experts Say States
Should Consider to Make Accountability Systems Meaningful, May 28, 2014.
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IV. Spotling on School Improvement

School Report Cards

The flashlight approach works. Since the report cards were created in 2011, schools in the
lowest performance categories and schools with the largest achievement gaps have shown
greater improvement than schools overall.

Among all 1,862 schools that received a rating:
e 481 (26%) schools moved up one or more categories.
e 220 (12%) schools moved down one or more categories.

e The average overall score increased just over one point.

Among the 258 schools starting in the lowest two categories, “Fails to Meet Expectations” or
"Meets Few Expectations”:

e 122 (47%) schools moved up one or more categories.
e 15 (6%) schools moved down one or more categories.

e The average overall score increased more than three points.

Over the last three years, more schools have moved into the top two categories and
fewer schools are in the bottom two categories.

e There has been a 22 percent increase in the number of schools in the top two categories
(from 693 in 2011-12 to 842 in 2013-14).

e There has been a 37 percent decrease in the number of schools in the bottom two
categories (from 258 in 2011-12 to 95 in 2013-14).

This table shows the number of schools that moved from the category on the left in 2011-12 to
the corresponding category on the top in 2013-14.

2013-14 Current Ratings

Significantly Exceeds Meets Meets Few Fails to Meet

2011-12 Initial Ratings Exceeds
Significantly Exceeds (61) 35 24 2 0 0
Exceeds (632) 64 434 128 6 0
Meets (911) 8 269 589 43 2
Meets Few (189) 0 8 86 80 15
Fails to Meet (69) 0 0 4 24 41

107 735 809 153 58
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Focus Schools

Focus schools are Closing Achievement Gaps faster than non-Focus schools, especially in math
and in particularly in rural and suburban area.

In general, focus schools are average or higher-performing schools that are identified because
of significant achievement gaps (racial, socio-economic status, ELL, disability, etc.).

Figure 1: Median Closing Gaps scores for Focus and non-Focus schools over the past three years.
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Priority/SIG schools are also Closing Achievement Gaps faster than non-Priority/SIG schools,
especially in reading.

Priority schools were identified in 2011-12 as the bottom 5% of all schools based on combined
reading and math achievement.

Figure 1: Median Closing Gaps scores for Priority/SIG and non-Priority/SIG schools over the past three years.
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Below is a sample of priority schools that have made significant gains in student achievement
and exited the lowest performance category:

e Menominee Indian High School increased 10.6 overall points, with significant increases
in on track and postsecondary readiness as well as graduation rate.

e Jackson Elementary School (MPS) increased an impressive 24.9 overall points to reach
“Meets Expectations”, with significant increases in student growth and closing gaps.

e Cass Street Elementary School (MPS) increased 10.0 overall points, with significant
increases in student achievement and closing gaps.

e Silver Spring Elementary School (MPS) increased 7.9 overall points, with significant
increases in student achievement as well as on track and postsecondary readiness.

School Overall Overall
Year District School Grades Score Rating

2011-12 Menominee Menominee Indian 9-12 47.8 Fails to Meet Expectations
Indian High School

2012-13 Menominee Menominee Indian 9-12 59.1 Meets Few Expectations
Indian High School

2013-14 Menominee Menominee Indian 9-12 58.4 Meets Few Expectations
Indian High School

2011-12 Milwaukee Jackson El K3-5 40.4 Fails to Meet Expectations

2012-13 Milwaukee Jackson El K3-5 55.0 Meets Few Expectations

2013-14 Milwaukee Jackson El K3-5 65.3 Meets Expectations

2011-12 Milwaukee Cass Street El K3-8 50.9 Fails to Meet Expectations

2012-13 Milwaukee Cass Street El K3-8 57.9 Meets Few Expectations

2013-14 Milwaukee Cass Street El K3-8 60.9 Meets Few Expectations

2011-12 Milwaukee Silver Spring El K3-5 51.3 Fails to Meet Expectations

2012-13 Milwaukee Silver Spring El K3-5 55.0 Meets Few Expectations

2013-14 Milwaukee Silver Spring El K3-5 59.2 Meets Few Expectations

Additionally, some schools made impressive gains in overall accountability score, even though
they were not able to exit the “Fails to Meet” expectations category.

e For example, over the last three years North Division Charter gained 12 points and
Alliance High School gained 18.

e If these gains continue, Alliance will Meets Expectations in 2016-17 and North Division
will Meets Expectations in 2019-20.

School 2011-12 Score 2012-13 Score 2013-14 Score Change
Alliance High School 23.4 34.8 41.4 +18.0
North Division Charter High School 21 27.8 32.9 +11.9

10
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Mobility is a Major Factor

Student mobility has a hugely negative impact on student achievement and graduation.

In every sector (traditional public, open enrollment, charter or choice), students who enroll and
persist in one school have superior academic outcomes to students who migrate between
schools and/or systems.

As an example of this, the table below should the Milwaukee Public Schools (MPS) graduation
rate broken out by the number of high schools a student attends.

2012 MPS Graduation Rate (4 Year Cohort)

# of Schools Enrolled  Grad Rate Eligible Grads  Share Actual Grads  Share
1 High School 74% 3,468 59% 2,566 69%
2 High Schools 50% 1,562 26% 781 21%
3 High Schools 42% 695 12% 292 8%
4 High Schools 28% 191 3% 53 1%

62% 5,916 3,693
MPS Grad Rate Wisconsin Grad Rate
4 year cohort 61% 4 year cohort 88%
5 year cohort 71% 5 year cohort 91%
6 year cohort 73% 6 year cohort 91%

The almost 60 percent of eligible high school seniors in MPS who remained enrolled in one high
school has a significantly higher graduation rate and made up a disproportionate share of total
graduates.

In light of the high levels of mobility in Milwaukee, improving student retention within schools
and increasing economic stability for families will significantly improve academic outcomes.

11
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Thank you Mr. Chair and members for the opportunity to address you today. I appreciate your
concern for the education of our children.

This bill is something called ‘accountability,” but the bill does not create the change we need to
reform Wisconsin’s education system. Instead, SB1 creates two unelected statewide boards.

We’ve had a school accountability system in place for a while. Those of you who voted for the
last budget voted to improve this system; to begin assessing students using ACT and Smarter
Balanced national tests.

But Wisconsin has tested students for a long time. Tests today give us mountains of data.

The tests help us see the problems. They provide insight into what’s going on. But the tests
themselves are not the solution.

Proponents say this bill is about school reform. But the bill is not about targeted interventions to
fix problems and improve schools, to provide sorely needed resources for needy students or rural
schools, nor does it create a more rigorous curriculum or upgrade teacher competencies.

In a similar bill, AB 1, the solution to poor public school performance is conversion to an
independent charter school.

There is no reason to believe closing a school and re-opening it as an independent charter school
will produce superior results. If independent charter schools are no more successful than public
schools, this remedy makes no sense.

Let’s face it — these bills are guided by an intent to punish poor performing public schools.

Far too long policymakers have seen punishment as the solution to struggling public schools. But
punishment doesn’t work. I suggest instead of punishment, let’s take a look at what does work.



To prepare for this hearing, I read a couple of books and several articles. I brought two of them
with me: the first is an article by Michael Fullan Choosing the Wrong Drivers for Whole System
Reform; the second, a book entitled The Smartest Kids in the World and How They Got that Way
by Amanda Ripley. g

How can we answer the question “What Works?”

Mr. Fullan summarizes the research on high performing students and schools. He sets out a
framework of “wrong drivers” that have little chance of achieving high student performance and
“right drivers,” policy approaches that can achieve measurable results for students.

“Accountability” is on the top of his list of wrong drivers.

To use high stakes tests, like the tests that underpin SB1, to reward or punish schools assumes
testing made public will shame schools into better performance. But there is no evidence to
suggest this is so. Further Fullan writes “no system in the world has ever achieved whole system
reform by leading with accountability”".

Fullan argues, based on research, that it is not the presence or absence of testing that makes a high
performing school or student; it is the attitude that underpins the testing and the dominance of
testing in the curriculum that undermines true learning and teaching. It is “instructional
improvement” that characterizes schools and countries that have made big strides in student
performance. This Fullan calls, “the learning-instruction-assessment nexus that is at the heart of
driving student achievement”. Further, “intrinsic motivation and improved technical
competencies of groups of educators working together purposefully and relentlessly” is what
drives student success.

The “new average™ for students growing up in the rest of this century, Fullan argues, are higher
order skills: problem solving; collaboration; critical thinking and reasoning; citizenship;
competence in the use of technology; and communication including writing and listening. To
understand high student performance it helps to understand the new world in which students of
today become tomorrow’s professionals.

Ms. Ripley is a journalist tired of the usual education battles. She takes no partisan bent. Instead,
she follows several US students studying abroad in South Korea, Finland and Poland. She focuses
on the facts — especially those aspects of the foreign systems the US might or might not want to
adopt.

From Ms. Ripley’s book, the smartest kids in the world came from systems where everyone —
kids, parents, teachers — see getting an education as a “serious quest.” Both Fullan and Ripley
would agree — in successful countries there is an absolute belief that high quality education for all
is crucial to the future of the country. In these countries, the curriculum is sophisticated, rigorous
and focused. Tests are challenging and measure critical thinking not rote learning; there is even a
more rigorous conversation around the student’s dinner table!

! Fullan, M.; Choosing the wrong drivers for whole system reform. Centre for Strategic Education, 2011 p.
9.



The top countries in the world spend more money on the more remote rural schools and schools
with disadvantaged students. Spending on education is tied to need, which only makes sense. The
more disadvantaged the more money the school receives?.

Both Ripley and Fullan, in different ways, talk about the importance of preparing and paying
teachers. Fullan emphasizes “capacity building” and the importance of teacher collaboration.
Ripley observes that in the best schools in the world, teachers are in the top third of their high
school class; most had some graduate education; and teacher colleges are serious and rigorous.

In the best performing countries in the world, highly educated teachers chose material that is
more rigorous. Everyone knows teachers are highly educated, serious people doing a hard job.
Teachers are trusted and respected. Teachers get more autonomy to do their work like true
professionals. As Ripley wrote, “They were accountable for results but autonomous in their
methods™.

Which leads us back to accountability and SB1; Wisconsin doesn’t do so well on international
tests. We are at about the same level as Hungary”. Nationally about 29 other nations rank above
the US in math.

But, why not Wisconsin education leading the nation? Heck, why not Wisconsin leading the
world?

We don’t have to go far to find out how to lead the world. Just look west to Minnesota — ranking
second in the nation in math next to Massachusetts. A few years ago, elementary kids (in Ripley’s
words) “rocked a major international math test, performing at about the same as the kids in
Japan...Roughly speaking, Minnesota ranks below just a few dozen countries (including Canada,
Korea and Finland) in math proficiency.”

How did Minnesota do it? They agreed on a single set of clear, targeted standards®, Teachers
focused on a few topics each year — but in depth: a rigorous approach. Kids no longer dabbled in
fractions for 8 years. They’d start fractions a few years later but were done in 5 years.

Not too far away in Ontario’ improved literacy and math across the province resulted in 13%
point increase in graduation rates over six years.

* Ripley wrote the ‘backwards math’ of poorer schools spending less per student than wealthier schools is
one of the most obvious differences between the US and other countries. Ripley, A; The Smartest Kids in
the World, 2013 p.140.

7 Ripley, p. 180.

* Ripley wrote the most glaring problem in America is the mishmash of directives. The state has one idea,
the locals another; the required test has nothing to do with the curriculum. In the US, the average 8th grade
math textbook is 800 pages; internationally the average 8th grade math textbook is 225 pages. Why? In the
US there are hundreds of different districts with different standards and levels of rigor. Every topic is
covered over and over again. Kids learn different things in different schools. And kids are bored, repeating
the same lesson in grade after grade.

’ Fullan wrote Ontario succeeded because of a “judicious mix” of investments in capacity building
(including teacher skills, technical competencices, respect and building the profession), high expectations,
relentless but supportive leadership, good standards and assessments, transparency and accountability.



Fullan reviews research showing high performance happens with capacity building including
attracting and developing high quality teachers; and with building collaborative cultures where
teachers work together to inspire as they demand excellence. The collaborative culture accelerates
performance and squeezes out poor teachers in ways individual merit based pay never can. In
high performing schools there is an explicit strategy to develop the group as well as the
individual. Education happens in an environment and it is the whole environment that achieves

SUCCESS.

Senate Bill 1 does not address what must happen in Wisconsin to make us the best. Two boards
add to the incessant, relentless focus on testing without a concurrent focus on excellence in
teaching. The bill does nothing to improve teacher motivation or competence nor provide
resources for teacher training and professional development; does nothing to encourage
collaboration or capacity building; does not improve the rigor of the curriculum or assist in
providing the resources for our rural schools who must go to referendum (in Alma) just to keep
the heat on.

Accountability makes no sense when it undermines our larger education goals. SB1 takes us away
from our broader education goals; these are goals upon which we all agree.

We all want children to learn — a lot. We understand the world is changing. To succeed in a
global economy our children need to be driven. They need to know how to adapt- they are going
to be doing it all their lives. A rigorous education is critical to our kids” life chances.

We want our children to work hard. They need to think critically; to persevere, to understand the
consequences of their actions. We want them to pick themselves up and dust themselves off when
they fail and to get right back to work — something called academic resilience.

We know what to do to improve schools. Students need access to books. They need breakfast.
They need to be healthy to learn. Schools need money for busses and to pay teachers. Poor
students, special ed students and non-English speakers need additional help.

If we truly want to help kids, school improvement doesn’t mean shuttering the neighborhood
school; it means investing in proven, meaningful changes in our children’s education.

I agree Wisconsin’s school system needs reform. But I see no evidence SB1 gets us where we
need to go.

Thank you. I look forward to continuing this discussion.

Fullan, M.; Choosing the wrong drivers for whole system reform. Centre for Strategic Education, 2011
p.12.
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Introducing the drivers for
whole system reform

“Whole system reform’ is the name of the game
and “drivers” are those policy and strategy levers
that have the least and best chance of driving
successful reform. A ‘wrong driver’ then is a
deliberate policy force that has little chance
of achieving the desired result, while a ‘right
driver’ is one that ends up achieving better
measurable results for students. Whole system
reform is just that — 100 per cent of the system
— a whole state, province, region or entire
country. This paper examines those drivers
typically chosen by leaders to accomplish
reform, critiques their inadequacy, and offers
an alternative set of drivers that have been
proven to be more effective at accomplishing
the desired goal, which 1 express as

... the moral imperative of raising the bar
(for all students) and closing the gap (for
lower performing groups) relative to higher
order skills and competencies required to be
successful world citizens.

As an advance organiser [ suggest four
criteria — all of which must be met in concert
— which should be used for judging the likely
effectiveness of a driver or set of drivers.
Specifically, do the drivers, sooner than later,

1. foster intrinsic motivation of teachers and
students;

2. engage educators and students in continuous
improvement of instruction and learning;

3. inspire collective or team work; and

4. affect all teachers and students — 100 per cent?
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A 'wrong driver' is a deliberate policy force

that has little chance of achieving the desired
result, while a ‘right driver’ is one that ends up
achieving better measurable results for students.

Thus intrinsic motivation, instructional
improvement, teamwork, and ‘allness’ are
the crucial elements for whole system reform.
Many systems not only fail to feature these
components but choose drivers that actually

make matters worse.

The key to system-wide success is to situate
the energy of educators and students as the
central driving force. This means aligning the
goals of reform and the intrinsic motivation

- of participants. Intrinsic energy derives from

doing something well that is important to you
and to those with whom you are working.
Thus policies and strategies must generate the
very conditions that make intrinsic motivation
flourish. This is as basic as the human condition.
After minimal needs are met what turns most
people on is being effective at something that
is personally meaningful, and which makes a
contribution to others as well as to society as a
whole. Personal contributions are all the more
gratifying when they are part of a team effort
melding personal and social goals. Policies
and strategies that do not foster such strong
intrinsic motivation across the whole system
cannot be a source of whole system reform.
Furthermore, strategies that do not develop
increased capability (the skills to do something
well) are similarly destined to failure. In other
words, both strong motivation and enhanced
skills on a very large scale are required.
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The interest in whole system reform has been
tueled recently by better analyses of how
different countries are faring in international
benchmark comparisons. OECD’s Programme
for International Student Assessment (PISA)
2009 results received the strongest media
coverage ever as it released its latest results
on 7 December 2010 (OECD, 2010a). At the
same time McKinsey and Company published
its insightful analysis of how ‘improved school
systems keep getting better’ (Mourshed et al,
2010). The McKinsey report examined 20
entities (countries or sub-regions of countries)
including developing countries going from
‘poor to fair’, “fair to good’, ‘good to great’,
and “great to excellent’.

The right drivers are effective because they
work directly on changing the culture.

In both the PISA and McKinsey reports the
top five countries in literacy, science and
mathematics are Korea, Finland, Hong Kong,
Singapore and Canada (Shanghai scored best on
literacy but is not a country, and is likely not to
be very representative of China as a whole). In
this paper I use the United States and Australia
as examples. Both countries have recently
launched ambitious national education reform
initiatives. Both have acknowledged a strong
sense of urgency for reform — the US because
it has fallen steadily from one of the top-
performing systems in the world to its current
ranking of 17th, 31st and 23rd in reading,
mathematics and science respectively, according
to the most recent PISA results (OECD, 2010a).
Australia has fared better, at 9th, 15th and
10th respectively, but has stagnated over the
last decade.

The combination of lack of progress in many
of the English speaking countries, intra-
country economic and social problems, and
global competition has created a transparent
sense of urgency among political leaders to get
better whole system reform results as quickly
as possible. In other words, policy makers are
desperate for ‘drivers that work’.
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An effective driver is a policy (and related
strategies) that actually produces better results
across the system. An effective driver is not
something that sounds plausible; it is not
something that can be justified by a cavalier (as
distinct from a carefully considered) reference
to research. Nor is it an urgent goal (such
as moral purpose); rather, drivers that are
effective generate a concerted and accelerating
force for progress toward the goals of reform.
An effective driver is one that achieves better
measurable results with students.

The four ‘wrong’ drivers I discuss in this paper
are compelling on the surface, and have a lot
of face-value appeal for people with urgent
problems. They will be hard to dislodge. The
politics will be fierce because leaders want
immediate results, and are susceptible to what
look like plausible solutions but turn out to
be silver bullets. I believe, however, that we
will see some breakthroughs soon, for several
interrelated reasons:

the evidence that the wrong drivers don’t
work is increasingly clear and compelling;

there are positive alternative solutions in
play that do work and are also clear and
compelling; and, most encouragingly

it is almost inevitable that those most
committed to reform, and most perplexed
by the lack of progress, will figure it out
because they are used to solving complex
social problems. I expect, for example, that
Bill and Melinda Gates, and key political
and policy leaders in the US and Australia
will be open to the arguments and evidence
put forward in these pages.

In this paper Iam only interested in drivers that
evidently cause whole system improvements;
are measurable in practice and in results; and

for which a clear case can be made that
strategy X produces result Y.

By contrast, an ineffective driver would be one that

while sounding good actually does not
produce the results it seeks;

may make matters worse; and



i omn closer scrutiny can never have the impact
it purports to produce.

In the rush to move forward, leaders, especially
from countries that have not been progressing,
tend to choose the wrong drivers. Such
ineffective drivers fundamentally miss the
target. There are four main ‘wrong driver’
culprits that I discuss with their matched pairs
that refer to the more effective alternative. In
all cases choosing a combination of the drivers
makes matters significantly worse (or better).
The culprits are

1. accountability: using test results, and teacher
appraisal, to reward or punish teachers and
schools vs capacity building;

2. individual teacher and leadership quality:
promoting individual vs group solutions;

3. technology: investing in and assuming that
the wonders of the digital world will carry
the day vs instruction;

4, fragmented strategies vs integrated or
systemic strategies.

Although the four ‘wrong’ components have

a place in the reform constellation, they can

never be successful drivers. It is, in other words,

a mistake to lead with them. Countries that do

lead with them (efforts such as are currently

underway in the US and Australia, for example)
will fail to achieve whole system reform. Even
worse, chances are that such strategies will
cause backward movement relative to other
countries that are using the right drivers. As we
consider each of the four problem strategies,
it is worth noting in advance that none of
the top-performing countries in the world led
their reforms with these four current favourites

(although elements of the four components

eventually take their proper place in the reform

agenda). '

I need to be clear here. The four “wrong drivers’
are not forever wrong. They are just badly
placed as lead drivers. The four ‘right drivers’
— capacity building, group work, pedagogy,
and ‘systemness’ — are the anchors of whole
system reform. You don’t have to give up your
affinity to accountability, individual quality,
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technology, and favored quality components
of the reform package. Stated another way,
I am not talking about presence or absence
or even sequence, but rather dominance.
Dominance is another word for saying what
system leaders state and acknowledge as the
anointed, explicitly articulated lead drivers. The
encouraging news is that the judicious use of the
four right drivers ends up accomplishing better
the goals that those espousing the wrong drivers
are seeking. And it does so in a fundamentally
more powerful and sustainable manner.

The right drivers — capacity building, group
work, instruction, and systemic solutions — are
effective because they work directly on changing
the culture of school systems (values, norms,
skills, practices, relationships); by contrast the
wrong drivers alter structure, procedures and
other formal attributes of the system without
reaching the internal substance of reform —and
that is why they fail.

The glue that binds the effective drivers together
is the underlying attitude, philosophy, and theory
of action. The mindset that works for whole

system reform is the one that inevitably generates

individual and collective motivation and

corresponding skills to transform the system.

The essence of this paper is that if you want
to be successful at whole system reform, then
base your dominant set of strategies on the
four right drivers in combination. If you have
a tendency to gravitate to one or more of the
four wrong drivers you need to diminish their
role proactively; know that the four underlying
right drivers are what counts and make them
prominent. The glue that binds the effective
drivers together is the underlying attitude,
philosophy, and theory of action. The mindset
that works for whole system reform is the
one that inevitably generates individual and
collective motivation and corresponding skills
to transform the system. It is okay to use the full
constellation of eight drivers along the way, as
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long as you make sure the less effective four play
a decidedly second fiddle role to the right four.

This distinction is critical because the evidence
is clear: the wrong four as drivers de-motivate
the masses whose energy is required for success;
the right four drivers do the opposite. Countries
that are successful (increasingly on a sustained
basis) have figured this out and will only get
stronger. All systems need to shift toward the
right constellation of drivers because this will
give them success, and will result in global
advances. Every country that gets better
educationally becomes a better neighbour. The
moral imperative in education is about the
whole world advancing. Systems that embrace
the four right drivers using the so-called wrong
drivers in a supportive role can win at home as
they win abroad.

Before turning to the four flawed drivers (and
their more effective counterparts) we need to
consider the national reforms currently being
pursued in the United States and in Australia.
These are big audacious efforts that I cannot
do justice to in this brief paper but we can get
a good appreciation of their profile and main

elements.

The US and Australia

The US

The Obama administration and the Secretary
of Education, Arne Duncan, have launched
a massive reform effort that generally goes
under the banner of ‘race to the top’. The best
accessible version is contained in A Blueprint
for Reform (US Department of Education,
2010a). American aspirations include leading
the world ‘once again’ in college completion by
2020. ‘Our goal’, says Obama, “must be to have
a great teacher in every classroom and a great
principal in every school’ (p 1). Four pillars are
seen in such a system:

new world class standards and corresponding

assessments;

a robust data system that tracks student
achievement and teacher effectiveness;
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improving teacher and principal quality
through recruitment, training and rewarding
excellence; and

turning around the 5000 worse-performing
schools (out of a total of 100,000 in the country.

Put another way. the big drivers include: new
world class standards; aligned assessments, and
focused feedback including student performance
and teacher effectiveness often tied to merit pay
or similar rewards. For example 48 states, two
territories and the District of Columbia have
developed a new set of Common Core State
Standards (CCSS) in English Language Arts
(ELA), and in Mathematics from Kindergarten
to Grade 12. These standards are positioned
as rigorous, relevant to higher-order skills,
informed by the standards in top-performing
countries like Singapore, and as evidence- and
research-based.

Two consortia have been funded by the Federal
Government to develop new assessments for
the CCSS set of standards. One group, the
Partnership for Assessment for Readiness for
College and Careers (PARCC) is developing
‘summative’ evaluations in the two K-12 strands
(ELA and Mathematics) including ‘“through-
course assessments’ that will be administered
three times during the school year (and a 4th
time at the end of the year) for all students
in Grades 3 through 8. The assessments will
include performance-based higher-order skills.
The whole apparatus will be heavily supported
by technology of assessment and easy access to
data with accompanying resources and tools.
The system will be completed by 2015.

The second group is the Smarter Balanced
Assessment Consortium (SBAC). Their mandate is

to strategically ‘balance’ summative, interim
and formative assessment through an
integrated system of standards, curriculum,
assessment, instruction and teacher
development, while providing accurate
year-to-year indicators of students’ progress
toward college and career readiness.

(Center for K-12 Assessments for the Common
Core State Standards, 2011).



They will integrate performance tasks, computer
adaptive assessments (whereby teachers can
access 40-65 questions per content area)
for immediate online scoring and response,
measurement of growth, and accountability
reports. They too will complete their task by
2015.

Another part of the reform package in the
US consists of the development of updated
standards for teachers, such as the Interstate
New Teacher Assessment and Support
Consortium (INTASC) (Council of Chief State
School Officers, 2011). Similar standards exist
for administrators focusing on leadership.

Australia

Australia has remarkably similar ambitions
and strategies. All education ministers,
Commonwealth, State and Territory, agreed
in late 2008 to the Melbourne Declaration on
Education and the Goals for Young Australians
(MCEETYA, 2008), which outlined new
goals for schooling. This declaration identifies
key strategies and initiatives that Australian
governments will undertake to support the
achievement of the educational goals. Those
related to schooling are articulated through
the National Education Agreement (COAGa,
2008). Four areas of reform have received
particular priority and include

# developing a national framework of
schooling, linking Australian government
funding to state and territory outcomes for
schooling;

¢ increasing school level transparency and
accountability, to improve student and
school performance;

2 closing the gap in educational outcomes
between Indigenous and non-Indigenous
students; and

7 developing and implementing a national
curriculum across all learning areas from
kindergarten to year 12.

In order to support these key reform priorities,
National Partnerships have been established
(COAG, 2008b), representing a new approach
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to funding and working collaboratively across
all school systems, aiming to

# address disadvantage in low socio-economic

status school communities;

@ provide a greater focus on literacy and
numeracy, including building the evidence
base of what works to improve literacy and
numeracy outcomes;

g improve teacher quality, including leading
work on national teacher workforce reform
in relation to pre-service teacher education,
teacher standards, teacher registration,
professional standards for school leaders
and performance management.

Three newly established key national agencies
play a major role-in this equation — the
Australian Curriculum, Assessment and
Reporting Authority, the Australian Institute
for Teaching and School Leadership, and
Education Services Australia. As in the US,
the reform strategy is to drive reform by better
standards, assessment, monitoring, intervention
and development.

As in the US, the reform strategy is to drive

reform by better standards, assessment,

monitoring, intervention and development.

As one more important point, Australia has
an additional whole system constraint — there
are three publicly funded educational sectors:

@ the public sector (what we would call the
public education system in North America);

2 the Independent Sector (private schools,
which are funded by the public purse); and

the Catholic sector (also funded publicly).

With this structure and tradition ‘systemness’
poses a further challenge.

1 will say flat out, for reasons that will become
clear in the ensuing pages, there is no way that
these ambitious and admirable nationwide
goals will be met with the strategies being used.
No successful system in the world has ever led
with these drivers. They cannot generate on a
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large scale the kind of intrinsic motivational
energy that will be required to transform
these massive systems. The US and Australian
aspirations sound great as goals but crumble
from a strategy or driver perspective. At best
they can tighten up an otherwise loose system
and get temporary pockets of improvement,
but can never establish the conditions for
whole system reform. These wrong drivers are
ineffective because they fail to get at changing
the day-to-day culture of school systems. Let’s
take a closer look.

Focusing on accountability
(vs capacity building)

It is understandable that politicians and their
public go for ‘rigorous and fair accountability’
at all levels’ especially if, as is the case with
the US, they have invested heavily for 30 years
with little or no progress to show for it (US
Department of Education, 2010a). The same
observation holds for Australia — ‘greater
accountability of schools’ across the nation
(Australian Government, 2010).

The US and Australian aspirations sound great
as goals but crumble from a strategy or driver
perspective. At best they can tighten up an
otherwise loose system and get temporary
pockets of improvement, but can never establish
the conditions for whole system reform.

A focus on accountability uses standards,
assessment, rewards and punishment as its
core drivers. It assumes that educators will
respond to these prods by putting in the effort
to make the necessary changes. It assumes that
educators have the capacity or will be motivated
to develop the skills and competencies to
get better results. It is true that in both cases
there is money, and an investment in capacity
building (but, as we shall see, it tends to be
individualistic rather than collective, and
is based on rewarding higher performers
financially). Even the money is not sustainable

because the public will only support continuous
spending if the investment is paying off, and
the investments in question will not, cannot
succeed on any convincing level. Strange as it
sounds, leading with accountability is not the
best way to get accountability, let alone whole
system reform. The four right drivers actually
produce deeper, more built-in accountability of
action and results.

To be clear, it is not the presence of standards
and assessment that is the problem, but rather
the attitude (philosophy or theory of action) that
underpins them, and their dominance (as when
they become so heavily laden that they crush
the system by their sheer weight). If the latter is
based on the assumption that massive external
pressure will generate intrinsic motivation it
is patently false. Instead (and this will require
combining the right elements of all four driver
sets) what is required is to build the new skills,
and generate deeper motivation. Change the
underlying attitude toward respecting and
building the profession and you get a totally
different dynamic around the same standards
and assessment tools. Furthermore, focusing on
standards and assessments does not highlight
adequately the instructional improvements
that are the core driver in the equation. Put
slightly differently it is the learning-instruction-
assessment nexus that is at the heart of driving
student achievement.

For whole system reform to occur, lead drivers,
as [ have said, must get at the motivation and
competency development of the vast majority
of educators. Accountability measures plus
sticks and carrots do not and cannot, ever
accomplish this feat. Higher, clearer standards,
combined with correlated assessments are
essential along the way, but they are not
going to drive the system forward. Whole
system success requires the commitment
that comes from intrinsic motivation and
improved technical competencies of groups
of educators working together purposefully
and relentlessly. Accountability in the form
we are seeing in the US and Australia does not
build widespread capacity, nor does it increase



intrinsic motivation. Do testing, but do less of it
and, above all, position assessment primarily as
a strategy for improvement, not as a measure of
external accountability. Wrap this around with
transparency of practice and results and you
will get more accountability all round.

Playing down blatant accountability to get more
real accountability is a hard argument to grasp,
but we get some great insight from one of the
findings in the McKinsey study of 20 strongly
improving systems (Mourshed et al, 2010).
In all of these systems the McKinsey group
measured the number of interventions that
could be classified as ‘accountability’ based,
and the number that focused on ‘professional
learning’ (capacity building). Accountability
interventions included externally conducted
performance assessments with consequences,
school inspections and reviews and the like;
capacity-building referred to investments in
collaborative practices, coaching technical
skill building and so on. What they found
was this: in the improving systems in the
developing countries (those going from awful
to adequate) the interventions were split 50/50
— an equal proportion of accountability and
capacity-building activities; in the good to
great countries the percentages were 78 per
cent professional learning, and 22 per cent
accountability. In short, even in the worst cases
(‘awful performance’) accountability was a co-
equal driver, not a dominant one. '

The net result of excessive testing is that, instead
of teachers being swept up to ride waves of
successful reform, they will be crushed by a
veritable tsunami of standards and assessments.
The US approach, as of now, requires that
English Language Arts and Mathematics be
assessed for all students in Grades 3 through 8,
along with summative assessments four times a
year. Even in sheer accountability terms there
will be such a massive amount of data that
teachers, let alone the public, will not be able to
grasp what is happening. Moreover the current
standards-assessment imposition is so great that
it will end up squelching any possibility that the
higher-order skills (which require engagement
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and ingenuity) will be accomplished, even
though some of these skills are in the set. What
sets out as progressive for the 21st century ends
up going backwards. Make no mistake about
it, the higher-order skills — critical thinking and
reasoning, problem solving, communication
(including listening), collaboration, digitally-
based learning, citizenship — will become the

 new average for the rest of this century. The four

wrong drivers block any possibility of heading
down this critical path.

In the final section of this paper I will address
the question of how to get better accountability
without loading it directly with negativity, but I
can say here that high-stakes accountability will
only motivate a small percentage of teachers
and, even if motivated, only a minority will
know what changes to make in instruction to
get better results.

Nor will turning around the bottom 5 or 10
per cent, or enabling charter or special schools
to start afresh, get us very far. It is the whole

‘system that must get better, and in fairly short

order — 6 or 7 years or so; 5 per cent here, 10
per cent there, do not add up. In fact not even
most of these low-performing schools will

improve, or stay improved, if the wider system

is not on the move as well. Partial solutions get
partial results.

In the meantime, I repeat that no system in the
world has ever achieved whole system reform
by leading with accountability. As the ‘right
drivers’ progress (capacity building and team
work for example) transparency of results
and practice will be key to securing public
commitment to education, and to elevating
the status of the profession. This vertical
accountability (transparency at the classroom,
school, district, state levels) is essential for
sustainable progress. However, it must be
wrapped in a prevailing attitude of capacity
building, engagement, and trust building — the
latter producing greater lateral accountability
among peers, which is absolutely critical for
whole system reform.
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Individual Quality
(vs Group Quality)

This is a tricky one because it looks so rationally
obvious — teacher and school leader quality are
the two most critical factors; therefore improve
them directly through incentives, teacher
appraisal, development and punishment for
those who lag behind. This logic is deceptively
fatal for whole system reform.

The problem starts innocently enough, with
the much cited finding about two students who
start at the 50th percentile: Student A has very
good teachers for three years in a row; Student
B has poor teachers for this period of time.
At the end of the third year, student A is at
the 75th percentile, and student B at the 25th
percentile —a difference of 50 percentile points
or the equivalent of at least one full year ahead
or behind. So, the wrong driver takes over and
we get merit and performance pay for the top
15 per cent, tough measures for the bottom
10 per cent, and teacher evaluation with new
effectiveness measures. You will appreciate
here that the solution has compounded the
problem — a kind of double jeopardy that
combines wrong-headed accountability with
individualistic application — drivers one and
two in cahoots.

Better performing countries did not set out to
have a very good teacher here and another good
one there. They were successful hecause they
developed the entire teaching profession

Teacher appraisal and feedback would seem
to be a good idea (CCSSO, 2011; Gates, 2010;
Jensen and Reichl, 2011). This strategy is
justified on the basis that feedback improves
performance. The logic is reinforced by the
finding that focused feedback to students has
the most powerful impact on student learning
of all pedagogical practices (Hattie, 2009). It
should be the same for adults. Note, however,
that student feedback only works when it
is embedded in a classroom culture that is
supportive of learning. The same is true for

teachers. Teacher appraisal will not work unless
it is embedded in a school culture of learning
where teachers are motivated to learn from
feedback. Hattie’s findings are over-interpreted
if you just take the literal notion that all good
feedback is automatically beneficial. As he
puts it, ‘it is the willingness to seek negative
evidence (seeking evidence where students are
not doing well) to improve the teaching ... the
keenness to see the effects on all students, and
the openness to new experiences that makes
the difference’ (p. 181). This is a cultural
phenomenon not a procedural one. The practice
of integrating feedback into actions that result in
improvement is embraced by teachers and their
leaders essentially because their culture values
it. That is why it works. Throw a good appraisal
system in a bad culture and you get nothing but
increased alienation. When the Grattan report
says that their proposed appraisal system “will
require a change in culture’ it is fundamentally
correct (Jensen and Riechl, 2011). This innocent
little phrase ‘change in culture’ is the Elephant
in the room. This is the very Elephant that the
four right drivers are dying to ride. Culture is
the driver; good appraisal is the reinforcer, not
the other way around.

The problem is that no nation has got better
by focusing on individual teachers as the driver.
Better performing countries did not set out to
have a very good teacher here and another
good one there, and so on. They were successful
because they developed the entire teaching
profession — raising the bar for all. Systems
are successful as systems because 95 per cent
or more of their teachers become damn good.
How long do you think it will take the US, for
example, to get to the 95 per cent+ level using
the current strategies?

The fallacy — to which the US, with its ‘rugged
individual’ traditions, is particularly susceptible
— is that success does not come from ad hoc
individuals beavering away but rather from
strategies that leverage the group. We can use
a revealing study from Carrie Leana (2011) a
business professor at the University of Pittsburg.
She starts with the well-known finding that the



patterns of interaction among teachers and
between teachers and administrators when
focused on student learning make a large
measurable difference on student achievement
and sustained improvement. This is called
‘social capital’, which she contrasts with
‘individual capital’ that is based on

the widespread belief in the power of teacher
human capital to transform public education
[twhich] is one of the cornerstones of current
reform efforts.

(p2)

This dependence on human capital to carry the
day is, of course, our wrong driver.

Leana set out to test the relationship between
the power of human and social capital. She
and her team followed over 1,000 4th and S5th
Grade teachers in a representative sample of
130 elementary schools across New York City.
The human capital measures included teacher
qualifications, experience and ability in the
classroom. Social capital was measured in terms
of the frequency and focus of conversations
with peers that centered on instruction, and
that was based on feelings of trust and closeness
between teachers. She studied the impact on
mathematics achievement over a one-year

period.

Leana uncovered several interrelated themes
directly related to my argument here. If a
teacher’s social capital was one standard
deviation higher than the average, her students’
mathematics scores increased by 5.7 per cent.
It is of course the case that teachers with high
ability outperform teachers with low ability,
but that is not the big driver. Leana reports
that teachers who were both more able (high
human capital), and had stronger ties with
their peers (high social capital) had the biggest
gains in math achievement. She even found
that low-ability teachers perform as well as
teachers of average ability “if they have strong
social capital’ in their school (p 10, italics in
the original). In short, high social capital and
high human capital must be combined, and of
the two the former is more powerful,

Choosing the wrong drivers for whole system reform

Recall that human capital refers to the teacher’s
cumulative abilities, knowledge, and skills
developed through formal education and
on-the-job experience. Social capital is not
a characteristic of the individual but instead
resides in the relationships among teachers
and between teachers and principals. Leana’s
findings mean that having bad working
conditions (low social capital) makes good
teachers less effective, and makes poor teachers
get even worse. Her findings also mean that the
goal is to develop in concert both high human
and high social capital. More than that — high
social capital is a powerful strategy to leverage
human capital.

high social capital and high human capital
must be combined, and of the two the former

is more powerful.

Imagine that you would become a better teacher
just by virtue of the fact that you are on the staff
of a particular school in a particular district in
a particular state or country, That is the power
of social capital. :

Even more disturbing for those riding the wrong
drivers is the realisation that even if driver one
(standards, assessment-based accountability)
produces some increase in human capital, it
will be swamped by the failure to pay equal
attention to social capital. You do not have
to choose one over the other, but make sure
that strategies based on team work are more

prominent.

The good news is that the right drivers
in combination - capacity building and
group development — generate greater success
and greater accountability. Dylan Wiliam
(2011) captures this phenomenon in his book
Embedded Formative Assessment. He shows
how five key strategies of formative assessment
strengthen both instruction and achievement.
These strategies

clarify learning intentions and criteria for

success;

# engineer effective learning experiences;

1
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provide feedback to learners;

establish active learners as instructional
resources for each other; and

develop learners as the owners of their own
learning.

This is really our instruction-achievement
nexus, Simultaneously it builds capacity and
addresses accountability. Student assessment
data are positioned primarily as a strategy
for instructional improvement and serve
secondarily as external public accountability.
The causal sequence is the right one — get more
instructional improvement and you get more
accountability. Everybody wins. For this to
happen it requires new capacities across the
entire profession.

By adding social capital-based strategies you
get multiple benefits. For example, focused
collaborative practices mobilise and customise
knowledge in the system, enabling teachers to
know what other teachers do and to learn from
them. In addition to leveraging instructional
capacity, purposeful collaboration serves as the
most effective form of lateral accountability.
When combined with transparency of results,
the whole apparatus fosters both collective
ownership of educational practice and
accountability to the public. Finally, these
actions represent the best route to developing
a trusted and respected profession. This is
what successful countries are doing. They are
producing social not just human capital.

you actually cannot get whole system reform
without peer power

In short, individual rewards and incentives
and other investments in human capital do not
motivate the masses. If you want to reach the
goal faster you must invest in capacity building,
and use the group to get there. There is heaps of
evidence staring policy makers in the face that
it is the collaborative group that accelerates
performance, including squeezing out poor
performers as teaching becomes less private and
more collaborative. These results occur because
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the day-to-day pressure and support is built into
the work. It is social capital leveraging human
capital that has the quality and speed essential
for whole system reform.

Thus changing social capital is the powerful
strategy. I am not saying rely on the group
by itself. Rather the judicious mixture of
high expectations, relentless but supportive
leadership, good standards and assessment,
investments in capacity building, transparency
of results and practice is what produces better
results, and better accountability. This is how
Ontario, for example, improved literacy and
numeracy across the whole system and went
from 68 per cent high school graduation rate
to 81 per cent in 6 years (for more on collective
capacity building see Fullan, 2010a).

As with accountability there is a developmental
sequence here. If the teaching force has
low capacity more directive support will be
required at the beginning; not heavy-handed
accountability but direct development of
teachers through professional learning of
effective instructional practices. As teacher and
leader capacity become stronger, peers become
the greater driving force, as the McKinsey study
found. By mobilising peers, leaders accelerate
whole system reform (you actually cannot get
whole system reform without peer power),
and establish conditions for sustainability.
Every high performing system studied by
the McKinsey group combined policies to
attract and develop a high quality teaching
force along with strategies and incentives for
leaders and peers to work together. Successful
countries did not get that good just by attracting
different people to the profession. They also
and simultaneously changed the profession on
the ground by building collaborative cultures
focused on developing educator commitment
and competence, thereby obtaining better
outcomes for all.

Many leadership-driven solutions suffer from
the same individualistic flaw. It is expected
that attracting and developing new leaders
will help change the system. New high-quality
leadership academies are the result. The search



is on for high-performing principals — attract
them, develop them, reward them. I want to
be careful here. The best of these programs are
valuable as part of the mix, but don’t expect
them to change the system, especially with the
combination of drivers we are talking about.
Look what is happening. The new leader is
saddled with managing a highly charged and
punitive accountability system, along with the
management of an increasingly controversial
performance management system. If the other
pieces that we have been talking about do not
work, and there is no evidence anywhere that
they do work for whole system reform, saddling
great new leaders with running a dysfunctional
system cannot possibly do any good for the
individuals or the systems they are expected
to transform.

There are two excellent recent contributions to
the debate about how to increase the quality of
teachers and principals across the board. I use
them here to indicate the necessary ingredients,
but also to remind the reader what the essence
of the solution needs to be. It needs to include
an explicit strategy to develop the group as
well as the individual. It is easy to miss this
collective component because it is one step more
complicated than dealing with individuals.

Allan Odden’s Human Capital in Education
gets most of it right but underplays the
key factor of social capital (Odden, 2011).
Ironically his book is peppered with examples
of the power of collaborative work teams, but
he fails to recognise them as social capital. The
core issue for Odden, as I have been arguing,
is the ‘continuous improvement of instruction
linked to personalized student learning’. He
then systematically addresses the human capital
system that will be required:

¥ recruiting and staffing top talent;
# measuring teacher performance;
i induction and professional development;

i new policies for licensure, tenure, evaluation,
and dismissal;

{2 compensation;
i strategic talent management for principals;
and more generally
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© organising to implement strategic human
capital management in education.

(Odden, 2011)

There are two problems. First, it is easy for
system leaders to go about developing such a
system without realising that the heart of the
matter is instructional improvement linked to
student learning — all teachers, all the time. The
second shortcoming is the aforementioned need
to single out collaborative cultures as vital for
developing all teachers, vital for accelerating
the pace and quality of reform, and vital for
lateral and vertical accountability.

The other great contribution to this debate is
the background report produced by OECD
for the International Summit on the Teaching
Profession, hosted by Arne Duncan and other
state leaders in New York in March, 2011.
The report is entitled, Building a High-quality
Teaching Profession: Lessons from Around
the World (OECD, 2011). As with Odden,
the right lessons are there, but a new crucial
one is added. With respect to the former there
are solid chapters on ‘recruitment and initial
preparation of teachers’; ‘teacher development,
support, careers and employment conditions’;
and ‘teacher evaluation and compensation’. The
new lesson is ‘teacher engagement in education
reform’ which essentially concludes that you
cannot get there without widespread teacher
ownership.

Teacher ownership is certainly a tough nut to
crack. If the quality of the teacher is the premier
factor related to student learning and if you
want whole system transformation then it must
be virtually all teachers who own the reform.
You simply cannot get around this — all the
successful systems have recognised this one fact.
In its section on ‘achieving educational reform
that works’ the OECD report states it this way:

In moving beyond consultation to
involvement the reform process becomes
oriented towards transforming schools
into learning organizations with teachers
in the lead.

(OECD, 2011, p 52)
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And don’t make the mistake of thinking
because you involve some teachers in key
deliberations that you have involved the
profession. Rather what works is the daily
experience of all teachers — peers working
with peers in a purposeful profession that is
effective at what it does while it embraces public
accountability. We are, after all, talking about
changing the day-to-day culture of the teaching
profession.

The holy grail of teacher quality is only a proxy
for effective instruction. Once you dwell on
instruction the whole system can be mobilised
to that end.

Ownership is not just for commitment. The
process of ownership, represented by the flip
side of the wrong drivers, develops strong
instructional expertise on an ongoing basis.
Motivation and expertise go hand in hand.
T hope it is also abundantly clear that the two
wrong drivers discussed so far undermine
widespread ownership and its twin powers
of motivation and competence across the

profession.

Policy makers in a hurry are prone to choose
the wrong drivers. Thus, when they see
good reports such as those by Odden and
OECD, they are likely to fix on the wrong
solutions and hence miss the heart of the
matter. The essence of whole system success is
continuous instructional improvement closely
linked to student engagement and success,
again for all students. The drivers that work
motivate teachers to engage in instructional
improvement with peers. Revealingly, the
reverse causal sequence is just as crucial; that
is, increasing instructional improvement causes
motivation to increase — what we call ‘the moral
imperative realised” (Fullan, 2011). Success
means greater efficacy and the latter breeds
greater commitment.

The question of ownership and engagement
is the crucial factor. The right drivers embed
both of these for students and teachers. Similar
extensions of policies and strategies aimed at
generating ownership on the part of parents,
communities, business leaders and the public
at large will also be required. It is beyond the
scope of this paper to take up these matters, but
a high-quality, transparent education will go a
long way in reassuring the public.

If you want the instructional practices-student
engagement/achievement nexus to be the centre
of attention do two things: name it as the focus,
and use the group to get more of it. The holy grail
of teacher quality is only a proxy for effective
instruction. Once you dwell on instruction the
whole system can be mobilised to that end. It
won’t be heavy handed accountability, teacher
appraisal, rewards and incentives, and the
like that will move big systems. Movement on
this scale can only be realised through actual
improvements in instructional practice. The
latter, as I have said, is tightly connected to
the intrinsic motivation of teachers and their
peers to do the job well. Policies that focus on
both human and social capital and do this with
transparency of practice and results will create
all the pressure and support that is needed for
effective accountability.

In conclusion, T want to underscore what is
said in OECD’ (2011) Chapter 4, Teacher
Engagement in Education Reform. If policy
makers don’t ‘get’ this one, I can guarantee
you they will choose the wrong drivers every
time in each of our pairs. If we let the wrong
drivers have their way they will undercut
intrinsic motivation, and group development. If
accountability-driven standards and assessment
do not kill you, individualistic appraisal will
come along to make sure you are dead. The
right drivers, by contrast, energise the group
and the individuals therein.



Technology (vs instruction)

Ever since the first laptop emerged almost 40
years ago technology has been winning the
race over pedagogy; that is, technology gets
better and better, while instruction doesn’t.
The notion that having a laptop computer or
hand-held device for every student will make
her or him smarter, or even more knowledgeable
is pedagogically vapid. Picasso once said that
the trouble with computers is that they provide
the answers.

Technologies® prodigious power leads many of
us to rely heavily on linking the ‘digital dude’
to an endless knowledge source. The report
Digital earning now provides a good example
of the overpromising that comes from using a
driver that cannot get you there (Bush and Wise,
2010). It starts this way:

By unleashing the power of digital learning,
America has the ability to realize that
vision [a vision that maximizes every child’s
potential for learning ... today.

Not without smart pedagogy it won’t. The
Bush, Wise report acknowledges the importance
of instruction, but I am afraid that the wrong
driver — technology as solution — is the more

seductive partner.

Fortunately there are some signs, and more
importantly some developments that indicate
that pedagogy is seeking the driver’s seat.
The main policy document from the US gets
it right — Learning Powered by Technology
(US Department of Education, 2010b). The
essential idea is to get the right learning
embedded in the technology — a task that many
of us are working on these days. I know that
harnessing technology is the goal of current
policy documents but the means of so doing
involves the flip side of the drivers that T have
been critiquing in this paper.

The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation again
could become a strong catalyst for this new
work; not their more high-profile work on
Measuring Effective Teaching (MET), which
will come in handy later (but please not now
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as a driver), but their more fundamental work
of fuelling the next generation of learners by
co-designing, with teachers and students, high-
quality digitally based material that will furnish
dynamic learning experiences — complete
with access to data and to flexible but high
quality instructional practices that will, for
example, enable the learning of literacy and
mathematics at a deep and efficient level. All
of this, of course, will be powered by latest
and evolving technology, but for a change it
will be in the service of instruction. There are
other similar developments, including one we
are working on to produce Hollywood-quality
digital curriculum content that will engage and
entertain students, orchestrated by teachers
who will be experts in both technology and
pedagogy.

I hate to sound like a broken twitter but no
other successful country became good through
using technology at the front end. Without
pedagogy in the driver’s seat there is growing
evidence that technology is better at driving us
to distraction, and that the digital world of the
child is detached from the world of the school.
As OECD’s surveys carried out in 2008 show,
frequency of use of computers at home is not
paralleled by use at schools; most digital use is
related to the internet or to entertainment; and
school use for educational engagement and deep
learning (for example of higher order skills)
goes missing (OECD, 2010b).

There is no evidence that technology

is a particularly good entry point for whole

system reform

Teachers need to get grounded in instruction,
so they can figure out with students how best
to engage technology. There is no evidence that
technology is a particularly good entry point for
whole system reform, but it will be a dramatic
accelerator if we can put instruction, and skilled
motivated teachers and students in the lead.
Once this instructional-digital powerhouse gets
under way, students will motivate teachers as
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much as the other way around. This is the new
work that will be necessary to reverse the trend
of technology racing ahead of pedagogy.

The good news (mostly) is that the further
development of technology has a life of its
own. It will get more and more powerful,
cheaper and more available. In the latest work,
learning and instruction become the driving
forces, so that we will ride the technology wave
instead of being at the mercy of a powerful but
intrinsically aimless phenomenon.

Fragmented (vs systemic)

Along with cultural traditions of individualism
come tendencies to focus on single rather than
systemic solutions. Thus the US, for example,
has a habit of breaking things into pieces — and
what looks like a system is not, because the
pieces are not well connected. This problem
is aggravated when some of the pieces are the
wrong ones to begin with. Standards over here,
assessments over there, and teacher appraisal
and incentives in still another box: what can be
portrayed as a system (the pieces are there, and
can be made to sound comprehensive) is not
integrated as a coherent whole, and thus does
not function ‘systemically’. Implementation
then becomes a hodgepodge. Countries without
systemic capacities have great front end, episodic
fanfare but have a constitutional inability to put
things together during implementation.

Systemic does not mean that the various
elements can be described as linked. Thisis only
systemic in theory. It is practice that counts.
Thus systemic strategies both require and
support on-the-ground improvement efforts in
every school and every district. This is why the
‘right’ sides of drivers one, two and three are
the winners. Capacity building, group work and
deep pedagogy, accelerated by technology, are
in effect processes that support, indeed require,
all schools to engage in the improvement of
practice. The natural definition of systemic
means that all elements of the system are
unavoidably interconnected and involved, day
after day. In a systemic world evidence-based
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learning really is the daily work. Systemic is
experiential not theoretical. In other words
the four wrong drivers are not ‘systemic’ by

this definition.

Without a systemic mindset, countries fail to
focus on the right combination with the right
mindset. In the successful countries it is clear
that there is an absolute belief that quality
education for all is crucial to their future
(OECD, 2011). These countries then approach
the task with the knowledge that everyone
must be part of the solution. They know that
teachers are key to improvement and can only
work effectively when they are supported. They
make major, coordinated efforts to improve
the quality of teachers through various forms
of support: from recruitment to the profession
at initial teacher education through the early
years of teaching, continuous learning on
the job, good working conditions including
team development, and differentiated roles of
leadership as the career evolves. The McKinsey
group drew the same conclusion:

it’s a system thing, not a single thing.

(Mourshed et al, 2010, p 37)

In the absence of a system mindset individual
pieces, each of which contains half-truths, are
pitted against each other as vested interests bash
each other with proverbial baseball bats. No
one wins; the system loses every time.

All of the successful systems have come to trust
and respect teachers. I use the phrase ‘come to
trust and respect’ advisedly because trust is as
much an outcome of doing the right things as
it is a starting point. For the US and Australia
the issue of teacher trust and respect represents
a huge ‘chicken and egg’ dilemma. If you don’t
have trust how do you get it? Let me provide
an odd-sounding answer from our motion
leadership work (Fullan, 2010b). If you want to
break the cycle of distrust you have to respect
others ‘before they have earned the right to be
respected’ ... and then do the things that build
competencies and trust over time.



This dynamic, of committing to respect before
it is well-established, is something that non-
systemic oriented people don’t get easily. When
Finland and Singapore began their reforms 40
years ago they did not have a profession that
warranted respect, but they set about to build

such a system. This is essential for whole system

reform. Unless the US and Australia back off
low-trust strategies, and start engaging the
profession in the solution (OECD’s (2011),
Chapter 4, Teacher Engagement in Education
Reform) they will get neither the commitment
nor the skills sufficient for whole system success.
The funny thing about systemic implementation
is that it ends up building greater accountability
into the system among teachers and others than
can be obtained by more overt accountability
measures. This does not occur overnight but it
can be achieved in reasonably brief timelines —
half a dozen years as the McKinsey group found
—if you employ the right combination of drivers.
It is time for a fundamental shift in strategy.

Implications

My main purpose in this paper has been to
shift policy makers’ thinking away from big
drivers that are counterproductive. Thus the
first idea is to focus on the actual limitations
of current levers — limitations that are fatal to
the goal of whole system reform. I do not for a
moment want to convey that everything about
accountability, individualism, technology and
given pieces of the reform packages is worthless.
These elements have their place in a more fully
developed system. My main point is that these
four policy/strategy levers are miscast as drivers
of whole system reform. Used alone or as the
central drivers they certainly will not get us
where we need to go and, very probably, will
‘do more harm than good.

In the cases of the US and Australia one could
argue that since their seemingly comprehensive
reforms are very recent that it is unfair to judge
them. They have not yet had a chance to have
an impact. I hope I have made it clear that
there is no way that the four ‘wrong drivers’
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can motivate the masses, which is required for
whole system reform. At the same time, we
have a growing number of examples that basing
one’s strategy on the alternative set of drivers
that I have proposed actually does work, if you
have the commitment and persistence to put
them into place. These drivers work because
they directly change the culture of teaching and
learning. It is time for a different mindset and
associated set of policies and strategies. The
greater oné’s sense of urgency the more one
should re-route whole system reform.

This is not the place to develop a detailed
alternative plan, although the latter is well
contained in the references to the successful
systems including Ontario that I have been
citing in this paper. Instead let me position the
solution as four interrelated components.

The heart of the matter
The ‘heart of the matter’ consists of focusing on
four systemically related big drivers that work.

1. The learning-instruction-assessment nexus
2. Social capital to build the profession

3. Pedagogy matches technology
4

. Systemic synergy

My main purpose in this paper has been to shift
policy makers’ thinking away from big drivers

that are counterproductive.

The first of these is about making sure that
the centrepiece of action is based on learning
and instruction. In this regard, relentless
development of what we call ‘capacity building’
— to make learning more exciting, more
engaging, and more linked to assessment
feedback loops around the achievement of
higher order skills (which T have called the new
average) — is the main agenda. There is a lot
going on in the world in this respect, but it has
to be harnessed and made more widespread.
Part and parcel of this work is the deep
commitment to the moral purpose of raising
the bar and closing the gap for all students.
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Second, use the group to accomplish the new
learning-instruction culture. More specifically,
approach the solution as a social capital
proposition to build the new teaching profession.
This will require building collaborative cultures
within and across schools. Within this approach
there is a crucial role for key personnel and
other human capital polices and strategies —
those very components that have been spelled
out well by Odden {2011) and OECD (2011).
However, if development of individuals is not
surrounded by a culture of developing social
capital it will fail.

There is a choice and some countries have made
it. Replace the juggernaut of wrong drivers with
lead drivers that are known to work.

Third, go all out to power new pedagogical
innovations with technology. As I noted, there
are numbers of these developments currently
under way that are aimed at the next generation
of learners. What makes these advances crucial
is that they combine so many elements needed
for success: engagement; entertainment; ease of
access to information and data; group work;
humanity; social relevance; and so on. In a
word they make education easier and more
absorbing. Learning and life become more
seamless.

Fourth, the set of good drivers must be
conceived and pursued as a coherent whole.
This is not as difficult as it seems. There are
only a few key components. Focus on the right
ones, and treat them as feeding on each other.
They actually serve as mutually supportive and
interactively corrective. The strengths of one
complement the weakness of another, and vice
versa (for example, transparency helps with
accountability as it adds to capacity building);
each driver is generative in serving two or
more purposes simultaneously (for example,
peer learning and accountability are promoted
equally within the same strategy). Do not make
the mistake of thinking because you have the
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right pieces that you have a system. The four
right drivers must be conceived and designed
as working interactively. Recall that the main
criterion of systemic reform is that all schools
and districts are engaged in improvement
efforts, while being aware that they are part of
bigger phenomenon to change the world.

The drivers I am recommending create the very
fundamentals that I started with in this paper
— learning and teaching become driven by the
individual and collective intrinsic motivation
that has permanent staying power. This is what
the successful world systems are doing, and if
countries lagging behind do not change their
ways the gap will become larger and larger.
Societies that do not respond well will suffer.
They will suffer internally in body and soul,
and will suffer on the world stage. It is not far-
fetched to link lack of progress over subsequent
decades to societal disintegration in affected

countries.

There is a choice and some countries have made
it. Replace the juggernaut of wrong drivers with
lead drivers that are known to work. It will be
most difficult at the beginning because it will
represent a way of thinking and action that
many people will find foreign (although there
is actually a great deal of support for the better
drivers within the US and Australia). Feeling
awkward at the beginning seems a small price
to pay, compared to feeling miserable and worse
through persistent failure.

Key leaders can make a huge difference at
this critical juncture. Jettison blatant merit
pay, reduce excessive testing, don’t depend on
teacher appraisal as a driver, and don’t treat
world-class standards as a panacea. Instead,
make the instruction-assessment nexus the
core driver, and back this up with a system
that mobilises the masses to make the moral
imperative a reality. Change the very culture of
the teaching profession. Do so forcefully and
you will find many allies. It is time to embrace,
and relentlessly commit to the right drivers.
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About the Paper

Michael Fullan examines drivers typically chosen by leaders to accomplish
whole system school reform, critiques the inadequacy of those drivers for
achieving the intended outcomes, and offers an alternative set of drivers that
have been proven to be more effective for accomplishing the desired goals.
He argues that many systems not only fail to feature these components but
choose drivers that actually make matters worse. He concludes that the most
successful systems around the world are using drivers that lead to learning
and teaching being based on individual and collective intrinsic motivation,
which has permanent staying power. Fullan comments that if countries lagging
behind — currently including the US and Australia — do not change their ways,
the gap will become larger and larger.

Leading educational thinking and practice

The constituent bodies of CSE/IARTY are the Association of Heads of Independent
Schools of Australia (Vic) and the Victorian Independent Education Union.

About the Semi_n"ar Series

 How to order b




Office of the Superintendent

MI I_WAU KE E Central Services Building
5225 W. Viiet Street

PUBLIC SCHOOLS P.0. Box 2181
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53201-2181

Phone: (414) 475-8001
Fax: (414) 475-8585

Senate Committee on Education Reform
Senate Bill 1 - School Accountability

Chair Farrow and members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to speak with you
about Senate Bill 1, and the ways that we can work together to improve student performance
and create more opportunities for the state’s children.

Chair Farrow, | would also like to thank you for opening up the process and providing us the
opportunity to discuss this work with you and many others over the past several months.
Having the ability to share in that conversation was very much appreciated by everyone around
the table.

At the heart of the discussion around this bill, and at the heart of the discussion around this
issue over the past several years, is the basic desire to help to improve the performance of all
students no matter where they may be attending school. As many people will likely testify
today we need to make sure that we have the best policies and practices in place and that we
maintain and improve upon the positive steps that were taken during the last legislative
session.

In terms of best practice, all students taking the same test allows for the greatest level of
transparency and accountability as policy decisions are made now and in the future. We are
pleased that Senate Bill 1, recognizes this fact and maintains this key policy feature.

Having quality, consistent student information is especially important in the Milwaukee
context. As just one example, on average, 25% of the district’s incoming ninth graders were not
with an MPS school on the third-Friday count date of the previous year. At a number of our high
schools, it's even higher —as many as 30% to 40% of incoming freshmen were not with the
district at the beginning of their eighth grade year.

In addition, the best research available to date makes clear that “students who leave the

voucher program and enroll in MPS are disproportionately disadvantaged relative to both their

1n

new public school peers and typical voucher students.™ Given that data, having a single,

common assessment is crucial as we welcome and take on the challenge of finding more

. Carlson, Deven, Cowen, Joshua M. and Fleming, David J. “Life After Vouchers: What Happens to Students Who
Leave Private Schools for the Traditional Public Sector?”



solutions to support those students rather than simply sanctioning and potentially abandoning
public schools. Toward that end we appreciate the more nuanced and practical approach that
SB1 takes toward applying those solutions and improving student achievement.

As has been discussed of the past several months, the research shows that the right drivers to
improve school performance build the capacity within a school and within a system to change
the culture. They get at the heart of building the relationships, skills and practices needed to
move students forward. Again we appreciate the approach of Senate Bill 1, in taking that into
account.

We also know that if we are really serious about helping all of our students — the 82 percent
living in poverty; the 86 percent who are students of color; the 20 percent with special
education needs and the 9 percent who are English language learners — we need to continue to
find ways to put the best teachers in front of them. As a state we don’t have strong policies that
do that right now.

If that positive work is to happen, tying sanctions to a system that labels institutions as “D” or
“F” schools, could serve as a disincentive for attracting the very best educators, particularly
when we know many measures of student performance are very closely correlated with family
income.

Finally, in many ways, SB1 recognizes the unintended consequences of legislation that came
before it. While it has received solid praise in some instances, many might believe that the
state’s current report card could use some refinement. However, there is nearly universal
agreement that the current system is preferable to the chaos that would have come to states if
not for the waiver from No Child Left Behind, and some of its off target sanctions.

In the Milwaukee context for example, while we are working to improve our attendance rates,
we also know that a significant number of our schools are deducted points within the state
report card under the definition of chronic absenteeism.

In fact, eighteen of our schools and the district as a whole would be out of the “fails to meet
expectations” category were it not for the five point deduction in this area.

Absenteeism is a hugely significant issue and we are continuing efforts and examining new
strategies to make sure that students are in their classrooms and learning, but again, turning to
sanctions that do little if anything to get at the core policy problem does more harm than good.

There are a number of other items in the bill that deserve additional attention, and we would
be happy to follow up with additional information, but given that this is likely to be a long day |
would like to thank you for your time and would be happy to answer any questions.
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What MPS is Doing Now To Improve Student Outcomes

Commitment Schools. The vision of the Commitment
Schools Initiative is to transform underperforming schools
into high-performing schools through the implementation of
rigorous academic and behavioral interventions so students
achieve greater college and career readiness. Fourteen schools
are receiving the most intensive support, but all of the district’s
schools that received the lowest ratings on the most recent
state report card are receiving additional instructional support,
professional development and operational assistance.

GE Foundation Schools. The support of the GE Foundation,
through a $20.4 million grant, is creating model schools where
best practices can be studied and replicated by other MPS schools. Initially focused on Common Core
implementation, GE Foundation Schools are models for collaborative learning and cooperation. Several
GE Foundation Schools, including Franklin Pierce Elementary, are making remarkable progress.

5-in-1 Collaborative. This unique collaborative brings the energy of MPS together with other major
partners — Northwestern Mutual, City Year, Teach for America and Schools That Can Milwaukee - to
pursue academic excellence at Carver Academy, a historically underperforming school. School culture is
laser-focused on learning and improving attendance and behavior. Partners are bringing their expertise
and their commitments to make Carver a model of success.

Milwaukee Succeeds. Milwaukee Public Schools works closely with Milwaukee )
Succeeds to identify opportunities for Milwaukee’s children from pre-school waukeedSucceeds
through college. MPS is working with Milwaukee Succeeds on a pilot program cradleto-career

focused on foundational reading skills for students and teacher coaching at Gwen
T. Jackson and Clarke Street elementary schools. Early findings show encouraging results and promising
growth in students participating in the program.

Parent Coordinators. Parents are a student’s first and most important teachers. MPS added a parent
coordinator position in every school to strengthen the bonds between families and schools and to
partner with parents to improve student achievement.

School Support Teachers. Strong educators are a school’s most important resource in improving
student achievement. Each school now has a school support teacher to drive improved instruction by
supporting school-based professional development and working to identify and grow excellence in
teaching.

Other efforts to improve student achievement include:

© Creating more high-performing schools. Examples include the expansion of Golda Meir, the
district’s premier school for elementary gifted and talented students, to include a high school and
adding additional seats to Reagan Preparatory High School, one of the top high schools in Wisconsin
according to U.S. News and World Report.

©2015 Milwaukee Public Schools



Expanding successful and popular programs. Examples include creating

Howard Avenue Montessori and Lloyd Barbee Montessori schools to meet growing
parental demand for Montessori programs; establishing the Rufus King Middle Years
International Baccalaureate program; and designating a new elementary arts program
at Kluge School.

College and Career Readiness. MPS is now seen as a leader in college and career
readiness efforts. The district established two College Access Centers to demystify the
college going process for students and redesigned the school guidance
counselor program so more students have access to support, and growing
the highly successful Project Lead the Way Program. MPS has the largest
urban Project Lead the Way program in the country.

Leadership Pipeline. The district is providing a number of opportunities
to more adequately prepare innovative, effective and energetic staff for
leadership roles at the school and district levels, Various programs work to
build capacity and provide support and development.

Educator Effectiveness. This system strengthens teacher and school leader
performance through a system of feedback, support and evaluation. The goal is
to help educators grow their skills with a focus on improving student outcomes.

©2015 Milwaukee Public Schools
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District Operational Plan and Strategic
Objectives

These objectives are aligned with the district’s strategic plan and
supported through the budget process. These organizational-wide
strategies help reinforce key efforts and initiatives and focus staff efforts
and energy.

Goal I: Academic Achievement

L1 I Closing the Gap

Educating the Whole Child
Redefining the MPS Experience
Rethinking High Schools

(2]
©
4

Goal lI: Student, Family and Community Engagement
Re-envisioning Partnerships
Communication & Outreach
Goal lll: Efficient and Effective Operations
Workforce Development
Organizational Processes

The district has also made considerable progress reducing its OPEB

- other post-employment benefits - liability. The independently
commissioned 2009 McKinsey Report identified the OPEB liability as a
significant financial challenge for MPS with a projected 2013 liability of
$3.78 billion. Actions by the Board of School Directors, including action
prior to and independent of Act 10, have reduced the liability by 70
percent to $1.2 billion. The board continues to actively pursue options
to further reduce the liability.

©2015 Milwaukee Public Schools
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Moving MPS Forward:
Efforts To Improve Student Outcomes

Milwaukee Public Schools is the largest school district in Wisconsin with
more than 77,000 students. MPS is committed to accelerating student
achievement, building positive relationships between youth and adults
and cultivating leadership at all levels. The district's commitment to
improvement continues to show results:

© More MPS students are meeting reading standards

© The MPS Class of 2014 earned $31 million in scholarships,
up $7 million; and

© MPS is home to four of the state’s top 15 high schools according
to U.S. News and World Report

The district continues to work hard to further improve outcomes for
students. These efforts are aligned around three main areas: Academic
Achievement; Student, Family & Community Engagement; and
Effective & Efficient Operations. Two important areas, Regional
Development and Strategic Objectives are the primary focus.

Regional Development and Program Expansion

Regional Development is designed to increase the number of high-
performing seats throughout the district; re-establish and strengthen
feeder patterns to create learning pathways for students and families;
and improve capacity of quality community support activities through
three key projects.

Pathways Projects
© Increase the number of high-performing seats
© Re-establish feeder patterns

Spotlight Projects

© Improve enrollment and performance by aligning and restoring
specialty programs

© Contribute to feeder patterns

Community Cornerstone Projects

© Create, restore and expand non-classroom-based learning
opportunities that benefit students and community

©2015 Milwaukee Public Schools
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Milwaukee Public Schools is committed to accelerating student achievement, building positive
relationships between youth and adults and cultivating leadership at all levels. The district's
commitment to improvement continues to show results:

© More MPS students are meeting reading standards

© The MPS Class of 2014 earned $31 million in scholarships, up $7 million; and

© MPSis home to 4 of the state’s top 15 high schools according to U.S. News and World Report

Learn more about MPS by visiting mpsmke.com/news.

SCHOOLS
There are 158 schools in MPS. They include:

43 | K-5/K-6 elementary schools MPS offers
66 | K-8 schools neighborhood,
9 | multi-grade (K-12, 6~12) schools ;’; f_‘t""a’ W;Tf:fg :g:r:d
. ners
6 rmddle schools including early
19 | high schools childhood/Head Start
15 | alternative schools sites.

ENROLLMENT + DEMOGRAPHICS
77,391 students (2014-15 data) including:

T S
Grade Level, indergarten theough High Schosl Numbers do not add up to exactly 100% due fo reunding.

Eurther Breakdown (2014-15):

Special EdUcation.............c.crvveiiiiviiiiriniinnanens 19.9%
English Language Leamers. ............ooviviiniiinianen, 9.2%
Low Income (free or reduced lunch) (2013-14 data) ..... 82.4%

GRADUATION RATES
(2012-13): 4-Year: 61%; 5-Year: 71%; 6-Year: 73%
ATTENDANCE AND MOBILITY

Attendance Rate for 2013-14: 89.9%

Mobility Rate for 2012-13: 14.7% of students moved to a new
MPS school after the start of the school year

DISTRICT ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE

State test results —~ Nov. 2013, Percentage proficient or advanced
Reading

MPS: 15%; MPCP (Voucher program): 129%; State: 37%
Math MPS: 19%; MPCP (Voucher program): 16%; State: 49%

© Reading proficiency for fall 2013 up two percentage points
over fall 2009

© Reading and math proficiency up in both grades tested on
National Assessment of Educational Progress

STUDENT OPINION

Qur 2013-14 Climate Survey of students showed:
© 85% believe they are given challenging work
© 84% agree their classrooms are safe and orderly

MPS:414.475.8393 © Superintendent: 414.475.8001, Fax 414.475.8585 © School Board: 414.475.8284 ©O Community Engagement: 414.475.8274

STAFF

The Fiscal Year 2015 budget supports 9,493 full-time equivalent
(FTE) staff positions including:
238 | principal and assistant principal positions
4,995 | teacher positions
1,152 | educational assistant positions
408 | therapist, social worker, psychologist, nurse positions
406 | clerical/secretarial positions
611 | building engineers, boiler attendants, service helpers

BUDGET

Total budget: $1,174,038,185 (indudes grant and Milw. Recreation funding)
School operations budget: $960,548,580

86% pays for school-hased staff and supplies for educating children
8% pays for non-school based staff and services to support schools
6% pays for operations expenses
Per-student funding for comparison purposes:
$9,921(2012-13 data)

SCHOOL BOARD

MPS is governed by a 9-member Board of School Directors. One
member is elected at large and 8 are elected from geographic
districts and serve 4-year terms. The Board holds monthly public
meetings. Current members and term expiration dates are:

Michael Bonds, President (District 3) April 2015
Meagan Holman, Vice President (District 8) April 2015
Mark Sain (District 1) April 2015
Jeff Spence (District 2) April 2015
Annie Woodward (District 4) April 2017
Larry Miller, (District 5) April 2017
Tatiana Joseph (District 6) April 2017
Claire Zautke (District 7) April 2017
Terrence Falk (At-Large) April 2015

Jacqueline Mann, Director of Board Governance/Board Clerk
Bob DelGhingaro, CPA, Chief Accountability and Efficiency Officer

ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERSHIP

Darienne B. Driver, Ed.D., Superintendent

Erbert Johnson, CPA, Chief of Staff

Karen R. Jackson, Ph.D., Chief Human Capital Officer

Ruth Maegli, Chief Innovation Officer / Interim Chief Academic
Officer

Michelle Nate, CPA, Chief Operations Officer

Gerald Pace, Esq., Chief Financial Officer

Keith Posley, Ed.D., Chief School Administration Officer

Sue Saller, Executive Coordinator, Superintendent’s Initiatives

©2015 Milwaukee Public Schools, Community Engagement, January 2015
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(ﬁlil PUBLIC SCHOOLS
In Brief

Execution
Planning

*Operational Planning and
Goal Setting

+Strategic Themes

*White Papers

*Community Engag

»Business Cases & Budget
Priorities

»Confirmation of Goal
Ali

Goal Setting

*SWOT Analysis

=Economic Conditions

=Regulatory/Legislative
Requirements

*Education Trends and
Forces

*Milwaukee Board of
School Directors Strategic
Plan

*Adoption of Biennial

Budget Process and

Calendar

*Resource Allocations

A ability
Assignments

*Milestones and Stop-Gaps

*Monitoring

Situation
Analysis

Strategy
Choices

Teach. Learn. Lead.
Ensefia. Aprende. Lidera.

MILWAUKEE

ruucsnoos - Qperational Planning

M Milwaukee Public Schools is a diverse district that welcomes all stud preparing
them for success in higher education, post-educational opportunities, work, and
citizenship
Milwau Public Schools will be among the highest student growth school systems
in the country. All district staff will be committed to providing an educational
environment that is child- ered, supports achievement, and respects di Sity.
Vision Schools will be safe, welcoming, well-maintained and accessible community centers
meeting the needs of all. Relevant, rigorous and successful instructional programs will
be ized and replicated. The district and its schools will collaborate with
students, families and community for the benefit of all
Academic Achievement
Goals Student, Family & Community Engagement
Effective & Efficient Operations

Teach. Learn. Lead.
Ensefia. Aprende. Lidera,

1/26/2015



MILWAUKEE s H
reucseoas - Qperational Planning
. Closing the Gap
. Educating the Whole Child
. Rethinking High Schools
. Redefining the MPS Experience

Strategic Themes
- Re-envisioning Partnerships

. Community Outreach/ Communication

. Workforce Development

. Organizational Processes

Teach. Learn. Lead.
Ensefia. Aprende. Lidera.

MILWAUKEE

rusucsevoos Academic Achievement
1. Closing the Gap

A. Ensuring Equity, Access and Opportunity
B. Implementing the District Improvement Plan
C. Redesigning Curriculum

D. Creating Supports for Low Performing Schools
2. Educating the Whole Child

A. Utilizing Case Management and Trauma Informed Care
Strategies

B. Promoting Healthy Choices
C. Redefining Extended Learning Opportunities

D. Expanding Early Childhood Educational Opportunities

Teach. Learn. Lead.
Ensefia. Aprende. Lidera.

1/26/2015
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rusucsenoas Academic Achievement

3. Rethinking High Schools
A. Redesigning Leadership and Infrastructure
B. Expanding Workforce Readiness Preparation

C. Rewriting Promotional Standards
D. Engaging Alumni Associations

4. Redefining the MPS Experience
A. Expanding Fine Arts

B. Expanding Athletic Programs

C. Expanding Learning Journeys
D. Strengthening Student Clubs, Associations and
Organizations

Teach. Learn. Lead.

Ensefia. Aprende. Lidera.

IWAUKEE Student, Family and

e Community Engagement

5. Re-envisioning Partnerships
A. Reconstituting the MPS Foundation

B. Developing Infrastructure to Cultivate Backbone
Organizations

C. Empowering Parents

D. Visualizing Schools as Learning Communities (Systems
Thinking)

A. Executing MPS Branding and Awareness Campaign

B. Implementing MPS Customer Service Plan

C. Developing Internal Communications Plan
D. Developing External Communications Plan

Teach. Learn. Lead.
Enseiio. Aprende. Lidera.

1/26/2015



MIWAUIGE Effective and Efficient
Operations

7. Workforce Development
A. Creating Career Pathways and Staffing Pipelines
B. Promoting Employee Wellness

C. Redefining Employee Compensation and Eval. Systems
D. Strengthening Diversity

8. Organizational Processes
A. Expanding Strong Academic Programs Through Regional

Development Strategies

B. Conducting Asset Mapping

C. Creating Standard Operating Procedures & Decision Matrices
D. Improving Technology Integration and Utilization

Teach. Learn. Lead.
Ensefio. Aprende. Lidera.

paa o White Papers

* Aseries of white papers, developed by district staff and other stakeholders, will
inform FY16 and FY17 budget and operational decisions. These papers organize
into eight “big idea” categories that align directly to one of the three district
strategic plan goals. Each white paper will identify activities organized around
common goals and measureable objectives.

* Asponsor and leader have been identified for each project. Each project leader
will be supported by a project team made up of district, school and community
stakeholders. Project teams should not have more than seven members. An
operational planning support team also will serve as a resource to each project
team throughout the white paper development.

* Each white paper will start with the big picture and lead readers to the proposed
activities. The goal of each white paper is to lead the reader toward the
conclusion that the proposed measureable objective and activities will best
address district needs.

Teach. Learn. Lead.
Ensefia. Aprende. Lidera.

1/26/2015
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Process

)

ldentification of «Training for *Refine =Confirmation of =Execution *Budget Adopted =Implementation
StrategicThemes Sponsors and Back- hnne =Business cﬂe Goals, High Yield  Planning sinfrastructure  sConflict
=Tentative Leads Organizations Drafts and Strategiesand  sCommunication  Alignment Resolution
Schedulingof ~ *Teams =Coach & Monitor Presentations Accountabilities 1o Al sFinalize *Change
Process DEVE'“PE"“ sTake-Away sUtilize Decision  *Budget *Budget Released ExecutionSteps  Management
old fonof =T v i Matrix to Documents Built =Budget Hearings «Project
Sponsors and Asslgnmenls *White Paper 2¢  Establish Budget sFinal White Management
Leads sData Analysis Draft Priorities Paper Drafts sMonitor and
*Pre-Meeting «White Paper 1 =Peer Review =Continue Finalized Course Correct
Planning Draft Process Coaching & =Execution
*0Op i ing with oCi i White Paper Planning Begins
Planning Kick-off  Funders Listening Session  Editing

Collaborative
=Coach & Monitor

Teach. Learn. Lead.
Ensefia. Aprende. Lidera.

) Nawankee 8 Execution Elements

White Papers & Budget Development
Action Plans

Communications

Infrastructure Alignment
Measurements & Reinforcements
Conflict Resolution

Change Management

PN G h o N

Project Management
Teach. Learn. Lead.
Ensefic. Aprende. Lidera.

1/26/2015



Building Success and the
MPS Brand

MILWAUKEE
PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Teach. Learn. Lead.
Enseiia. Aprende. Lidera,

Menns:  Change Management

Five Essential Elements for Success

1. Sincere belief in the intended purpose and goals of the
planned changes

2. Knowledge and skills needed to perform new tasks or old
task differently

3. Reinforcing accountability systems

4. Infrastructure to support task accomplishment and strategy
execution

5. Role models among positional and thought leaders

Teach. Learn. Lead.
Ensefia. Aprende. Lidera.

1/26/2015
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FY16 & FY17 Biennial Budget
Operational Planning

MPS Board of School Directors Senior Team

Michael Bonds, Ph.D., President, District 3 Darienne B. Driver, Ed.D., Superintendent

Meagan Holman, Vice President, District 8 Erbert Johnson, CPA, Chief of Staff

Mark Sain, District 1 Karen R. Jackson, Ph.D., Chief Human Capital Officer

Jeff Spence, District 2 Ruth Maegli, Chief Innovation Officer and Acting Chief Academic Officer
Annie Woodward, District 4 Michelle Nate, CPA, Chief Operations Officer

Larry Miller, District 5 Gerald Pace, Esq., Chief Financial Officer

Tatiana Joseph, Ph.D., District 6 Keith Posley, Ed.D., Chief School Administration Officer

Claire Zautke, District 7 Sue Saller, Executive Coordinator, Superintendent’s Initiatives

Terrence Falk, At-Large

Teach. Learn. Lead.
Ensefia. Aprende. Lidera.

1/26/2015
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WISCONSIN

PUBLIC & Pewaukee
[NSTRUCTION District Report Card | 2013-14 | Summary
a3 District Max State Max
Overall Account?bll ity Priority Areas Score Score Score Score
Score and Rating Student Achievement 83.7/100 66.4/100
Reading Achievement 37.0/50 29.8/50
Mathematics Achievement 46.7/50 36.7/50
Student Growth 73.1/100 62.4/100
Reading Growth 33.6/50 31.5/50
Mathematics Growth 39.5/50 30.9/50
Closing Gaps 67.3/100 66.3/100
Exceeds Expectations Reading Achievement Gaps 33.1/50 17.0/25
Mathematics Achievement Gaps 34.2/50 16.3/25
Graduation Rate Gaps NA/NA 33.0/50
Snerallbcamuitiabiifty Rasing: __%® || On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness  92.6/100 85.3/100
: tly Exc SN Y et Graduation Rate 39.1/40 36.0/40
i 4 K Attendance Rate 38.1/40 37.2/40
Exceeds 73-82.9 3rd Grade Reading Achievement 3.8/5 2.8/5
Expectations 8th Grade Mathematics Achievement 4.4/5 3.5/5
Meets 63-72.9 ACT Participation and Performance 7.2/10 5.8/10
Expectations
Meets Few 53-62.9 | | Student Engagement Indicators Total Deductions: 0
Expectations Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%) Goal met: no deduction
: e Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%) Goal met: no deduction
Dropout Rate (goal <6%) Goal met: no deduction
District Information Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced
Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with
Grades K4-12 Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.
Locale Suburb State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10
Enrollment 2,803 100%
- a @ o & N]
Race/Ethnicity ‘ & < o = o
American Indian 75% = — =t == e
or Alaska Native 0.7% _ i
Asian or Pacific Islander 9.0% 50% - e/ & ? :
Black not Hispanic 2.6%
Hispanic 5.9%
White not Hispanic 81.8% 25% :
Student Groups
Students with Disabilities 7.1% 0% - o
Economically Disadvantaged 12.3% 005-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Limited English Proficient 1.4% District: Reading) MM State: Reading 00 District: Mathematics M State: Mathematics

— L

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for districts that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all
districts. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov | Page
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared. 1
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[NSTRUCTION

Dodgeville

District Report Card | 2013-14 | Summary

Overall Accountability
Score and Rating

Meets Expectations

Expectations

Exceeds

Expectations
Meets
Expectations
Meets Few
Expectations

District Max State Max

Priority Areas Score Score Score Score
Student Achievement 74.0/100 66.4/100
Reading Achievermnent 33.0/50 29.8/50
Mathematics Achievement 41.0/50 36.7/50
Student Growth 62.9/100 62.4/100
Reading Growth 30.5/50 31.5/50
Mathematics Growth 32.4/50 30.9/50
Closing Gaps 65.4/100 66.3/100
Reading Achievement Gaps 16.3/25 17.0/25
Mathematics Achievement Gaps 15.2/25 16.3/25
Graduation Rate Gaps 33.9/50 33.0/50
On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness 88.8/100 85.3/100
Graduation Rate 37.6/40 36.0/40
Attendance Rate 37.8/40 37.2/40
3rd Grade Reading Achievement 2.9/5 2.8/5
8th Grade Mathematics Achievement 3.7/5 3.5/5
ACT Participation and Performance 6.8/10 5.8/10
Student Engagement Indicators Total Deductions: 0
Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%) Goal met: no deduction
Absenteeism Rate {goal <13%) Goal met: no deduction
Dropout Rate (goal <6%) Goal met: no deduction

Dist

rict Information

Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced

Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with

Grades Ka-12 Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.
Locale Town State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10
Enrollment 1,283 100%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 75%
or Alaska Native 0.0%
Asian or Pacific Islander 1.6% 50%
Black not Hispanic 3.0%
Hispanic 2.7%
White not Hispanic 92.7% 25%
Student Groups
Students with Disabilities 11.8% 0%
Economically Disadvantaged 35.1% 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
i Limited English Proficient 1.2% District: Reading . State: Reading " District: Mathematics M siate: Mathematics

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for districts that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all
| districts. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly com pared. 1
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FINAL - PUBLIC REPORT - FOR PUBLIC RELEASE

WISCONSIN
DEPARTHMENT OF

PUBLIC 2 Alma
[INSTRUCTION District Report Card | 2013-14 | Summary
.y District Ma State M
Overall Accountability Priority Areas Sl.co:e Sco?e Sc?}ree ch:e
Score and Rating Student Achievement 61.5/100 66.4/100
Reading Achievement 28.4/50 29.8/50
Mathematics Achievement 33.1/50 36.7/50
f Student Growth 71.2/100 62.4/100
Reading Growth 38.0/50 31.5/50
Mathematics Growth 33.2/50 30.9/50
. Closing Gaps 63.8/100 66.3/100
Meets Expectations Reading Achievement Gaps 30.9/50 17.0/25
Mathematics Achievement Gaps 32.9/50 16.3/25
Graduation Rate Gaps NA/NA 33.0/50

Overall Accountability Ratings Score

On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness 86.0/100 85.3/100

Graduation Rate 38.4/40 36.0/40
i 7 5. Attendance Rate 37.5/40 37.2/40
Exceeds : 73-82.9 3rd Grade Reading Achievement 2.2/5 2.8/5
Expectations 8th Grade Mathematics Achievement 3.3/5 3.5/5
Meets 63-72.9 ACT Participation and Performance 4.6/10 5.8/10
Expectations
Meets Few 53-62.9 | | Student Engagement Indicators Total Deductions: 0
Expectations Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%) Goal met: no deduction
Eails tc Btcas e : Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%) Goal met: no deduction

Dropout Rate (goal <6%) Goal met: no deduction

District Information Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced

Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment far Students with

Grades kK4-12 Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.
Locale Rural State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10
Enroliment 252 100%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 75%
or Alaska Native 1.6%
Asian or Pacific Islander 0.4% 50%
Black not Hispanic 0.8%
Hispanic 0.8%
White not Hispanic 96.4% 25%
Student Groups
Students with Disabilities 15.9% 0%
Economically Disadvantaged 34.9% 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

Limited English Proficient 0.0% |_ { District: Reading, . State: Reading I District: Mathematics . State: Mathematics

Naotes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for districts that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all
districts. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared. 1
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bustic @
INSTRUCTION

Dodgeville

District Report Card | 2013-14 | Summary

Overall Accountability
Score and Rating

Meets Expectations

Expectations
Meets 63-72.9
Expectations
Meets Few 53-62.9

Expectations

73-82.9

Priority Areas

Student Achievement
Reading Achievement
Mathematics Achievement

Student Growth
Reading Growth
Mathematics Growth

Closing Gaps
Reading Achievement Gaps
Mathematics Achievement Gaps
Graduation Rate Gaps

On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness
Graduation Rate
Attendance Rate
3rd Grade Reading Achievement
8th Grade Mathematics Achievement
ACT Participation and Performance

District Max
Score Score

74.0/100
33.0/50
41.0/50

62.9/100
30.5/50
32.4/50

65.4/100
16.3/25
15.2/25
33.9/50

88.8/100
37.6/40

37.8/40
2.9/5
3.7/5

6.8/10

State Max
Score Score

66.4/100
29.8/50
36.7/50

62.4/100
31.5/50
30.9/50

66.3/100
17.0/25
16.3/25
33.0/50

85.3/100
36.0/40

37.2/40
2.8/5
3.5/5

5.8/10

Student Engagement Indicators
Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%)

Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%)
Dropout Rate (goal <6%)

Total Deductions: 0

Goal met: no deduction

Goal met: no deduction

Goal met: no deduction

District Information

Grades K4-12

Locale Town

Enrollment 1,283
Race/Ethnicity

American Indian

or Alaska Native 0.0%

Asian or Pacific Islander 1.6%

Black not Hispanic 3.0%

Hispanic 2.7%

White not Hispanic 92.7%
Student Groups

Students with Disabilities 11.8%

Economically Disadvantaged 35.1%

Limited English Proficient 1.2%

Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced
Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with
Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based an National Assessment of Educational Progress.

State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10

100%
75% 5 A 8 S &
. } B w ¢
w 28 » R& p ®& & X B s R
L Beme Zums GafE GefE §ams
50% 52 i & o
N 3 8 8 3
25%
0%
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

District: Reading

- State: Reading

I District: Mathematics - State: Mathematics

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for districts that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all
districts. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/ .

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared.
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WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC £
[NSTRUCTION

Milwaukee

District Report Card | 2013-14 | Summary

Overall Accountability
Score and Rating

Fails to Meet
Expectations

Overall Accountability Ratings

Ct: Y
Exceeds 73-82.9
Expectations
Meets 63-72.9
Expectations
Meets Few 53-62.9

Expectations

Priority Areas

Student Achievement
Reading Achievement
Mathematics Achievement

Student Growth
Reading Growth
Mathematics Growth

Closing Gaps
Reading Achievement Gaps
Mathematics Achievement Gaps
Graduation Rate Gaps

On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness
Graduation Rate

Attendance Rate

3rd Grade Reading Achievement

8th Grade Mathematics Achievement
ACT Participation and Performance

District Max State Max
Score Score Score Score
37.1/100 66.4/100

16.4/50 29.8/50
20.7/50 36.7/50
55.7/100 62.4/100
30.5/50 31.5/50
25.2/50 30.9/50
63.0/100 66.3/100
17.0/25 17.0/25
15.9/25 16.3/25
30.1/50 33.0/50
68.7/100 85.3/100
27.2/40 36.0/40
35.3/40 37.2/40
1.6/5 2.8/5

1.8/5 3.5/5
2.8/10 5.8/10

Student Engagement Indicators
Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%)
Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%)
Dropout Rate (goal <6%)

Total Deductions: -5
Goal met: no deduction
Goal not met: -5

Goal met: no deduction

Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced

Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with

District Information

Grades K3-12 Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.
Locale City State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10
Enrollment 78,516 100%

Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 75%
or Alaska Native 0.8% g & E % E
Asian or Pacific Islander 5.7% 50% S e w8 o X & R o X
Black not Hispanic 55.7% 3 3 ] B ]
Hispanic 24.1% : '
White not Hispanic 13.7% 25%

Student Groups
Students with Disabilities 20.6% 0%
Economically Disadvantaged 82.7% 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Limited English Proficient 9.5% District: Reading) M State: Reading [ District: Mathematics I State: Mathematics

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for districts that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all
districts. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page

Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared. 1




FINAL - PUBLIC REPORT - FOR PUBLIC RELEASE

Sebantiens of
PUBLIC t&’ Dodgeville
INSTRUCTION District Report Card | 2013-14 | Summary
o= District Max State Max
Overall Accountability Priority Areas Score Score Score Score
Score and Rating Student Achievement 74.0/100 66.4/100
\ Reading Achievement 33.0/50 29.8/50
r Mathematics Achievement 41.0/50 36.7/50
[
4 | Student Growth 62.9/100 62.4/100
Reading Growth 30.5/50 31.5/50
Mathematics Growth 32.4/50 30.9/50
. Closing Gaps 65.4/100 66.3/100
Meets Expectations Reading Achievement Gaps 16.3/25 17.0/25
Mathematics Achievement Gaps 15.2/25 16.3/25
Graduation Rate Gaps 33.9/50 33.0/50
On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness 88.8/100 85.3/100
| EXC R o Graduation Rate 37.6/40 36.0/40
Expectations: o Saaas v ; Attendance Rate 37.8/40 37.2/40
Exceeds 3rd Grade Reading Achievement 2.9/5 2.8/5
Expectations 8th Grade Mathematics Achievement 3.7/5 3.5/5
Meets 63-72.9 ACT Participation and Performance 6.8/10 5.8/10
Expectations
Meets Few 53-62.9 | | Student Engagement Indicators Total Deductions: 0
Expectations Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%) Goal met: no deduction
] : Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%) Goal met: no deduction
Dropout Rate (goal <6%) Goal met: no deduction
District Information | Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced
Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with
Grades K4-12 Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.
Locale Town State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10
Enrollment 1,283 100%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 75%
or Alaska Native 0.0%
Asian or Pacific Islander 1.6% 50%
Black not Hispanic 3.0%
Hispanic 2.7%
White not Hispanic 92.7% 25% ~
Student Groups
Students with Disabilities 11.8% 0% -
i Economically Disadvantaged 35.1% 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Limited English Proficient 1.2% District: Reading [ State: Reading 0 District: Mathematics Ml State: Mathematics

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for districts that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all
districts. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared. 1
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WISCOHNSIN
DEPFARTMENT OF

PUBLIC &%
INSTRUCTION

River Falls

District Report Card | 2013-14 | Summary

Overall Accountability
Score and Rating

Exceeds Expectations

'Exceeds

Expectations
Meets 63-72.9
Expectations
Meets Few 53-62.9

Expectations

Priority Areas

Student Achievement
Reading Achievement
Mathematics Achievement

Student Growth
Reading Growth
Mathematics Growth

Closing Gaps
Reading Achievement Gaps
Mathematics Achievement Gaps
Graduation Rate Gaps

On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness
Graduation Rate

Attendance Rate

3rd Grade Reading Achievement

8th Grade Mathematics Achievement
ACT Participation and Performance

District Max
Score Score

79.4/100
36.7/50
42.7/50

63.1/100
31.6/50
31.5/50

78.0/100
17.4/25
15.0/25
45.6/50

89.9/100
39.0/40

37.2/40
3.4/5
4.1/5

6.2/10

State Max
Score Score

66.4/100
29.8/50
36.7/50

62.4/100
31.5/50
30.9/50

66.3/100
17.0/25
16.3/25
33.0/50

85.3/100
36.0/40

37.2/40
2.8/5
3.5/5

5.8/10

Student Engagement Indicators
Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%)
Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%)
Dropout Rate (goal <6%)

Total Deductions: 0
Goal met: no deduction

Goal met: no deduction

Goal met: no deduction

District Information

Grades K4-12
Locale Town
Enrollment 3,222
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian
or Alaska Native 1.1%
Asian or Pacific Islander 2.3%
Black not Hispanic 3.0%
Hispanic 1.3%
White not Hispanic 92.3%
Student Groups ;
Students with Disabilities 10.8%
Economically Disadvantaged 20.2%
Limited English Proficient 1.2%

100%

Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced

Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with
Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.

State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10

75%

50%

25%

0%

2008-10

2010-11 2011-12

District: Reading

. State: Reading

2012-13

2013-14
“"I"% District: Mathematics . State: Mathematics

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for districts that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all
districts. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared.




FINAL - PUBLIC REPORT - FOR PUBLIC RELEASE

WISCOHMSIN

PURLIC Dodgeville
INSTRUCTION District Report Card | 2013-14 | Summary
o District Max State Max
Overall Accountability Priority Areas Score Score Score Score
Score and Rating Student Achievement 74.0/100 66.4/100
Reading Achievement 33.0/50 29.8/50
Mathematics Achievement 41.0/50 36.7/50
“ Student Growth 62.9/100 62.4/100
Reading Growth 30.5/50 31.5/50
Mathematics Growth 32.4/50 30.9/50
Closing Gaps 65.4/100 66.3/100
Meets Expectations Reading Achievement Gaps 16.3/25 17.0/25
Mathematics Achievement Gaps 15.2/25 16.3/25
Graduation Rate Gaps 33.9/50 33.0/50
, On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness 88.8/100 85.3/100
5 Graduation Rate 37.6/40 36.0/40
Expect 1S , b T s i Attendance Rate 37.8/40 37.2/40
Exceeds 73-82.9 3rd Grade Reading Achievement 2.9/5 2.8/5
Expectations 8th Grade Mathematics Achievement 3.7/5 3.5/5
Meets 63-72.9 ACT Participation and Performance 6.8/10 5.8/10
Expectations
Meets Few 53-62.9 | | Student Engagement Indicators Total Deductions: 0
Expectations Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%) Goal met: no deduction
' Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%) Goal met: no deduction
Dropout Rate (goal <6%) Goal met: no deduction
District Information Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced
Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with
Grades K4-12 Disabilities (WAA-5wD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.|
Locale Town State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10
Enrollment 1,283 100%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 75%
or Alaska Native 0.0%
E Asian or Pacific Islander 1.6% 50%
Black not Hispanic 3.0%
Hispanic 2.7%
White not Hispanic 92.7% 25%
Student Groups
Students with Disabilities 11.8% 0%
Economically Disadvantaged 35.1% 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Limited English Proficient 1.2% District: Reading - State: Reading ¥ District: Mathematics MM State: Mathematics

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for districts that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all
districts. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared. 1
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INSTRUCTION

Whitewater Unified

District Report Card | 2013-14 | Summary

Overall Accountability
Score and Rating

Meets Expectations

Overall Accountability Ratings

F'- : -~
xceeds

Expectations
Meets 63-72.9
Expectations
Meets Few 53-62.9

Expectations

Priority Areas

Student Achievement
Reading Achievement
Mathematics Achievement

Student Growth
Reading Growth
Mathematics Growth

Closing Gaps
Reading Achievement Gaps
Mathematics Achievement Gaps
Graduation Rate Gaps

On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness
Graduation Rate
Attendance Rate
3rd Grade Reading Achievement
8th Grade Mathematics Achievement
ACT Participation and Performance

District Max
Score Score

63.2/100
27.3/50
35.9/50

67.3/100
32.9/50
34.4/50

68.4/100
17.0/25
17.9/25
33.5/50

85.6/100
35.7/40

37.8/40
2.5/5
3.7/5

5.9/10

State Max
Score Score

66.4/100
29.8/50
36.7/50

62.4/100
31.5/50
30.9/50

66.3/100
17.0/25
16.3/25
33.0/50

85.3/100
36.0/40

37.2/40
2.8/5
3.5/5

5.8/10

Student Engagement Indicators
Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%)

Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%)
Dropout Rate (goal <6%)

Total Deductions: -5
Goal not met: -5

Goal met: no deduction

Goal met: no deduction

District Information

Grades K4-12

Locale Town

Enroliment 1,943
Race/Ethnicity

American Indian

or Alaska Native 0.5%

Asian or Pacific Islander 3.0%

Black not Hispanic 4.0%

Hispanic 25.3%

White not Hispanic 67.2%
Student Groups

Students with Disabilities 17.1%

Economically Disadvantaged 44.8%

Limited English Proficient 15.6%

Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced

Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with
Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.

State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10

100%

75%

50% -

25%

0%

2008-10

( . District: Reading} . State: Reading

2010-11 2011-12

2012-13

2013-14
?‘;ﬁ District: Mathematics . State: Mathematics

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for districts that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all
districts. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://reportca rds.dpi.wi.gov/.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared.
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FINAL - PUBLIC REPORT - FOR PUBLIC RELEASE

WISCOHNSIN

PUBLIC 4 Dodgeville
INSTRUCTION District Report Card | 2013-14 | Summary
e District Max State Max
Overall Accountability Priority Areas Score Score Score Score
Score and Rating Student Achievement 74.0/100 66.4/100
Reading Achievement 33.0/50 29.8/50
Mathematics Achievement 41.0/50 36.7/50
/ Student Growth 62.9/100 62.4/100
Reading Growth 30.5/50 31.5/50
Mathematics Growth 32.4/50 30.9/50
. Closing Gaps 65.4/100 66.3/100
Meets Expectatlo ns Reading Achievement Gaps 16.3/25 17.0/25
Mathematics Achievement Gaps 15.2/25 16.3/25
Graduation Rate Gaps 33.9/50 33.0/50
0 1A tability Rati i
il dindi e el 2 On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness ~ 88.8/100 85.3/100
nificantly : Graduation Rate 37.6/40 36.0/40
C Attendance Rate 37.8/40 37.2/40
3rd Grade Reading Achievement 2.9/5 2.8/5
Expectations 8th Grade Mathematics Achievement 3.7/5 3.5/5
Meets 63-72.9 ACT Participation and Performance 6.8/10 5.8/10
Expectations :
Meets Few 53-62.9 | | Student Engagement Indicators Total Deductions: 0
Expectations Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%) Goal met: no deduction
} ' Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%) Goal met: no deduction
Dropout Rate (goal <6%) Goal met: no deduction
District Information Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced
Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination {(WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with
Grades k4-12 Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.
Locale Town State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10
Enrollment 1,283 100%
Race/Ethnicity 2 - 5
American Indian 75% = E 2 = o
or Alaska Native 0.0% ] X & * X
Asian or Pacific Islander 1.6% 50% - 43
Black not Hispanic 3.0%
Hispanic 2.7%
White not Hispanic 92.7% 25%
Student Groups
Students with Disabilities 11.8% 0% -
Economically Disadvantaged 35.1% 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Limited English Proficient 1.2% District: Reading M State: Reading I District: Mathematics [l State: Mathematics

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for districts that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all
districts. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/ .

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared. 1




To:  Senate Hearing Committee on SB 1
From: Women Committed to an Informed Community
Date: January 27, 2015

Re:  Senate Bill 1

The School Accountability Bill has many unclear areas. We seek
clarification on the following concerns.

1. What are the five performance areas you refer to in the Bill?

2. What are the State’s Model Academic Standards?

3. Why can’t all the directives suggested pertaining to the improvement
of low performing schools be implemented with the Common Core
standards in place? i.e. differentiated instruction to meet individual
pupil needs, provide academic and behavioral support, provide early
intervention, and provide additional learning time

4. What would be considered an extenuating circumstance that would
cause the PCAB to reverse their ruling on a chronically low
performing school?

5. When a school district complies with the improvement plan and
continues to be a low performing school, what is the next step?

6. Will a private school’s state aid be withheld if they continue to be low
performing?

7. Many families lack internet access. Will there be other ways for them
to get information about their educational options?

8. In the community the schools provide needed resources for the
residents, polling sites, Boys & Girls Clubs after school meals etc.
what will happen to these resources?

I have been attending symposiums held by the North Shore School Districts,
Brown Deer, Nicolet, Glendale-River Hills, Mequon etc. Children coming
from the Milwaukee City Schools are entering the schools in these districts.
The staff in these districts is facing the same concerns as their cohorts in the
city. The mobility of the student does not allow staff ample time to assess
and implement a plan to help improve the performance of the student.

We all know that repetition of anything makes you better at what you are
attempting. When a child through no fault of their own is moved from one
place to another many times during a school year and enrolled in a different
school each time that child does not have the opportunity to get the practice
and support he or she needs.



On January 15, 2015 the Common Council Steering and Rules Committee
was faced with a room full of staff from low performing schools asking to be
allowed to continue operating their schools. The Council focused on four
schools that are very low performing. Two of the schools have been in
operation as a voucher for more than twelve years before it became a charter.
(See DPI report card attachments for these schools) These schools continue
to not meet expectations. At the Assembly Hearing on AB1 Dr. Bonds and
Dr. Driver spoke of plans to try and improve the low performing schools in
the MPS system. Dr. Bonds mentioned his impending collaboration with the
umbrella agency monitoring these city low performing school. Other
individuals from districts around the state offered their strategies to help
improve the academic performance of the children in their low performing
schools. This Bill is a reminder of forty-five years ago when legislation was
passed to improve the educational plight of children in the city. Children
were to be bussed into and out of their community to integrate the school
systems. The African Americans children were the ones shouldering the
biggest responsibility for the bussing. They were bussed out but other
students were not bussed in. We are, again, looking at dismantling schools
that these children attend. We are allowing privately owned business
schools operators to come into certain areas and open up schools that
provide inferior education for the children all in the name of choice. This is a
red flag. The children are called human capital at various meetings. There
is money attached to the children and very little if anything has to be
provided by individuals or businesses to get the money.

It appears that elected officials have no idea as to why so many schools are
low performing. Job security, community and family structure provides the
stability for children so that they are not moved around and have an
opportunity to get the help they need to improve themselves as well as the
school they attend.

Unfortunately, SB 1 as written will only serve to make things worse. How
do you see this Bill curtailing student mobility and increase stability?
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School Report Card | 2013-14 | Summary

Milwaukee Collegiate Academy | Milwaukee Collegiate Academy

School Max 9-12 9-12
Priority Areas Score Score State  Max
'§?E£ﬁéi’k"€.'§€?’s§:’_—:‘ééiﬁé-ﬁi " E@Eﬁ' i06 ©5.1/1G60
* Reading Achievement 15.3/50 33._3[_59
Mathematics Achievement - - 11.4/50 35.8/50
Student Growth -~ ¢ "NA/NA  NA/NA
%Eadmg Growih e MAMMA THAMA
Mathematics Growth CNA/NA - NA/NA
i Ciosmg Gaps _ -, - NA/NA 67.5/100
FallS to Meei - Reading Achievement Gaps i 7 - NASMNA 17.5/25
- - Mathematics ;Zxc*uevem&nt“ﬁag; ot NAINA i7.g/3s
EXpEC‘EEi‘Iuﬁa Graduation Rate Gaps - _ JNA/NA - 33.0/50
Overal! Acccuntability Batin, Score ek St y
: ' s, On-Track and Pﬁstseamdarv Readmess* .- 82.0/100  83.8/100
Significantiy Exceeds 83-100 : Graduatmn Rate {(when avatlable) e . NA/NA - NA/NA
Expertadions t‘nﬁdam,e Rate {when gfacmaticm ﬁﬂt avaﬂabie} . 82.0/100 72.2/80
Exceeds 73828 || 3 Crade ReadmgAchsevement k) . NA/NA - NANA
Expeciations 8th Gracie Ma‘nenaucs ﬁcﬁlevemem ; NA/NA NA/NA
Meets 63-72.9 ACT Participation and Performance ey “NA/NA 11.6/20
Expeciations
Meets Few 53-62.2 | | Student Engagement Indicators . - - . Total Deductions: -5
Expectations * TestParticipation Lcwe_'st _Qm';:_prﬁaté {goal 295%) - Goalmet:no deduc’ricn
Fails to Meet 0520 Absentesism Rate {goal <13%} Goal not met: -5
Bxpacistions Dropout Rate {g@a;<'s%1---- : G nr! met: no deduction
School Information Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced
: 5 indludes Wisconsin Knowledze and Concepis Bamination {WHKCE) and Wisconsin Allernaie Assessment for Stdents with
Grades : S B2 biliies (WAASWD), WHCE college and career rezdiness banthmarks based on National Assessment of Educations} Prograss.
SchoolType -Public High S:h_ool- State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10
Envatiiment il T Z06 100%
o Race/Ethnicity
American ndian. 75% e = 2 P
or Alaska Native 0.0% ﬁ & 2 e 3
"Asian or Pacificisiander 0.0% S 8 2 2 3 & R & 8 =
Black not Hispanlc - 9835% : = 3 B 2 B = B =
Hispamc S 0_5% ” : g pome
White not Hispan B 1,
Ctudeanmups e
Studentewith Disshilifies L RO
Economically Disadvantaged ~ 97.5% 2009-10 201011 201112 201213 2013-14
Limited English P-mﬁ‘j{i“t N - 0.0% School: Reading fﬁ State: Reading School: Mathamatics @ State: Mathematirs

Nates: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement indicator deductions. The average is weighted

differently for schogls that cannot be measy

red with 2!l Priorily Aroa Scores, 35 ensure that the Overall Acconniahi
schools. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scoves. Details can be found at hiin:/ i

Ity Seore can be comnared fairly for all

pi.wigov/

This report serves for both school and district accountability purposes for this school
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Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared. L 1
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School Report Card | 2013-14 | Notes

Priority Areas

= SGiudent Achizuetnent measures the level of knowladge and skills among students in the schooj, compared to stete and national standards. includes e
comnposite of reading and mathematics performance by the “ali students” group in the Wisconsia Student Assessment System {(WSAS) for all tested
grades in the school.

= Student Growth describes how much student knowledge of reading and mathematics in the school changes from year to year. it usas a point sysiem
that gives positive credis for students progressing foward higher performance levels, and negative credit for students dedlining below proficiency.

s Clesine Sans nrovides 2 measurs that reflects the sialswide soal of having all students improve, while narrowing the achievement
and graduation gaps between groups of students. This measure acknowledges districts that raise the performance of traditionslly lagging student
groups, coniributing to the closure of statewide gaps. .

= O Sfrach snd Posisscomdary Readiness ndicetes the success of students in the district in schieving educations! milestones thet predict postsecondary
success. It includes the graduation rate and the attendance rate, as applicable to the district. It also includes measures of third-grade reading and eighth-|
grade mathematics achievement, and ACT participation and performance, as applicable to the district.

Student Engagement Indicators

Student Engagement Indicators are measures outside the four Priority Areas that affect student success or the soundness of the report card. Each
indicator has 2 gosl, and schools that fail o mest that goal receive 3 polnt deduction from Their Gverall Accouniability Scora. Goals were sei by looking
=% stzrewide dats and sstablishing thresholds that identify schools coniributing the most to lowering Wisconsin's oversil performance in the arsas
below.
s Test Partidpation Rate: Every schoo! has a goal of 95% participation in the Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS). The school’s
performance is messured by the particpation rate of the jowesi-participating stutient group. I this rate is less than 55%, but at least 85%,
five points are deducted from the school's overall score; if this rate is less than 85%, 10 poinis are deducted.
 Ahsenteelsm Rate: This indicator describes the proportion of students in the school who attend school less than 84.1% of the time. if the
sheentesism rate in the schoal is 13% or more, five points are deducted. The absentesism rate Is ditferent from the stiendance
rate hecause it measures students who are absent from school a certain amount of time, not how often stucdents are present in school. .
= Dropout Rate: The goal for all middle and high schools is to have a dropout rate of less than 6%. A school not meeting the goal has five points
deducted from its score. Note that dropout rate is not the opposite of graduation rate. A dropout rate includes any student who leaves school in
grades 7-12 without expecting to earn a high school diploma, while a graduation rate counts students who earm a high schoel diploma within a certain

time {fnur or sixyesrs) afior starting ninth grade.

dotes on this Schoo! Report Card

e The data pressnied in this report card are for public, state, and federal accountability purposes.
s Student performance on the Wisconsin Student Assessment System {WSAS) is the foundation of this repori. WSAS data include resulis for both the
Wisconsin [nowiedge and Concepis Examination [WHCE) and the Wisconsin Alternaie Assessment for Students with Disabilities WAA-SwD].

.= Starting in 2011-12, schools are held to a higher coliege and career readiness proficiency benchmark by aligning the cut scores of the WKCE to those
of tha Matianal Accessment of Educations! Progress {NAEP). Thesa higher cut scores have bean retroactively annlied to show trends The higherout
scores only apply to WKCE Reading and Mathematics scores, not the WAA-SwD, at this fime.

« Some supplemental data that are not used for accountability calculations are presented in this report card for informational purposes
in order fo provide context. Additional data en student performance are avalisble here: 41 R
e To pretect student privacy, data for groups of fewer than 20 students are replaced by asterisks on public report cards.
& MA is usad when data are Not Applicable. For example, a school that does not graduate students wiil have NA listed for graduation resulis.

¢ The analytical processes used in this report card are describad in the Technica! Guitle a2nd Interpretive Guide:

= State comparison scores shown on page 1 are shown for context only. They are not usad to determine this school’s score or rating.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Pa‘?ge
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Wisconsin State Senate January 27, 2015

Submit to Public Record

Sen. Paul Farrow, Chair
Committee on Education Reform and Government Operations

Subject: Senate Bill 1 (2015)
Public Hearing - January 27, 2015

Dear Sen. Farrow:
1 request that Senate Bill-1 be destroyed.

It is appalling for this bill to be discussed with no public hearing held in cities outside of
Madison. Further it is appalling for this bill to be considered without a public hearing being held
in Milwaukee. After all, let’s be honest, Milwaukee is the target of this legislation. This is a
blatant effort to remove traditional public schools from any Wisconsin cities with sizable African
American student bodies.

As a lifelong resident of Milwaukee and a graduate of the Milwaukee Public Schools, this bill
potentially destroys my personal history and that of any of the many thousands of proud,
successful MPS graduates.

Yes, the proponents of this legislation and those who helped write it, use the guise “underserved
children need a quality education” and SB-1 will provide it. That is so far from the truth. This
legislation creates two separate school systems. One for traditional public and some charter
schools, the other for Private Choice schools. Further, this legislation will create two separate,
unequal school systems with separate, appointed governing boards, basically rendering our local
democratically elected school boards “useless”, with no authority. :

This legislation contains a lot of vague, ambiguous language, without detail information.
However, for one that can read very well, I have many questions to ask you, the committee.

1. Charter Schools, Independent Charter Schools, Public Schools and Choice Schools are
used almost interchangeably in SB-1. Please define these schools types. What happened
to Voucher Schools?

2. Chronically Failing Schools and School Districts
If the PCAB must notify the school board or operator of failing schools, that means the
PCAB has ultimate monitoring authority, not the State Department of Public Instruction.
This nullifies the authority of a duly, democratically elected official.
a) What are the “exceptional circumstances” by which a chronically failing school or
school district can appeal their identification as a chronically failing school?




3. Improvement plan and interventions

The school board of a failing school district or independent charter school must submit

an improvement plan to the PCAB that employs a curriculum aligned with the state’s

model academic standards. Again, DPI is circumvenied as authority over school districts.

a) Please define “state’s model academic standards”. Doesn’t Wisconsin have to use
the Commaon Core standards or is another academic standard being developed as part
of this legislation.

b) PCAB can place demands on these schools.
Of serious concern is item a: implement or modify any requirements required to be
in a school district plan. These requirements are not defined. item b: expanding
school hours. Parents are ignored in this decision as well. Must students change
schools if the expanded hours are not conducive to the family?

¢) Make personnel changes. This appears to be a sneaky way of firing the teachers.

d) Monitor the school district’s finances. What about the finances of the independent
charter school? Is the independent charter school exempt from this sanction?

e) An independent charter school that is chronically failing and in their penultimate year
of their contract term, may not be renewed. Does this mean they could get approval to
continue operation?

In summary on this section, the extent of DPT’s responsibility is to withhold funds from a
school district that does not comply with sanctions outlined above. Again, failing
independent charter schools are not specified as having their funds withheld, although
they may be identified as chronically failing. This is a huge inequity, and the students
continue to suffer.

There is nothing in this section that provides concrete direction on the real issues of
students that cause them to be low performing (jobs, lack of structure in the home,
homelessness, special needs, health care, extreme poverty).

4. Chronically Failing Choice Schools

Please define a Choice School.

This legislation creates yet another governing board, Choice Accountability Board, that is

not demaocratically elected, circumventing our elected DPT Superintendent and his

authority. Further, this legislation ties the CAB to the DOA. Who is the DOA? Are they

part of DP1?

a) Basically, the CAB can choose to not identify a Choice school as chronically failing
due to exceptional circumsiances. What are considered exceptional circumstances?

b) When a Choice School is chronically failing, they may not accept new students. This
is their only punishment. Current students can continue attending the failing school.
Do they continue to receive pay for these students?

5. Educational Options
This bill directs each school board to annually post on its Internet site educational options
available to children residing in the school district who are between the ages of 3 and 18.

Which of the many types of schools is meant by “school board” in this directive? If
traditional public schools is the type of school that must pay for the advertising and
public relations for private schools - by all of your other labels; I suggest you get ready
for the lawsuits.



Charter and Voucher schools have purposely targeted low income, students on free/reduced
lunch programs to populate their schools, labeling the students as “human capital”, or financial
assets. This is modern twenty-first century version of slavery of our African American children.
Although these schools state they are non-profit, but they use building ownership, sofiware
ownership, testing software ownership, food service and other methods that keep the funds
flowing back to the corporate owner. In many cases, as recently identified in several City of
Milwaukee charter schools, this practice causes financial instability for the school. This practice
is called — SELF DEALING. Please refer to attached article published by The Columbus
Dispatch newspaper on January 21, 2015.

This hearing is a waste of all our time. I give you committee members as much credit as anyone.
You clearly know that school buildings, teachers and types of schools do not drive student
performance, especially in low incoine, extreme poverty districts.

Marva Herndon

5651 N. 86" Place
Milwaukee WI 53225
414-350-3027
women.informed@gmail.com
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$1 million judgment against charter school
operator

By: Catherine Candisky

The Columbus Dispatch - January 21, 2015 01:00 PM

Comments: O 4if ! 149 780

A federal judge in Missouri ordered Tmagine Schools, one of the nation’s largest charter-school operators,
to pay nearly $1 million for forcing a lucrative lease agreement on a school it operated.

Under the complex deal, Imagine Schools negotiated the pricey lease with SchoollTouse Finance and
presented it to the school board of the Benaissance Academy for Math and Science for approval. Imagine
Schools owns SchoolHouse Finance and divectly benefited by the agreement.

“This clearly constituted self-dealing,” U.S. District J udge Judge Nanette K. Laughrey wrote in a blistering
29-page ruling.

Sound familiar? The Dispateh in October reported sbout a North Side charter selwal
spending more than half of the tax doliars it receives on rentin a very similar lease deal with
Imagine Schools and SchoolHouse Finance. The bosrd of the Ims gine Columbus Primary Acadeny asked
Imagine to renegotiste the lease but that has not happenad.

Other Ohio charter-school operators use similar lease deals, and while apparently legal, supporters and
opponents complained that they wasted tax dollars and lawmakers pledged to take a look.

“Legislators who are working on charler school reforms should make prevention of these lypes of abuses a

225, L ol

top priority,” said ProgressOhio Executive Director Sandy Theis.

Charter schools are privately operated with public tax dollars and many contract with management
companies to handie day-to-day operations.

ProgressOhio recommended placing a cap on state monsy nsed for rent, requiving the Ohin Board of
Edueation to sigi-off on leases, requring charter-school boards to have independent attorneys and
financial officers and other changes.

In the Missouri case, the school board of the now-closed Kansas City school sued its former management
company, claiming it had manipulated the board and failed to act in the school’s best interest.

“While the Renaissance Board theoretically had authority to act independently on some lmited issues, it
was in fact a captive of Imagine Schools by both design and by operation,” Laughrey wrote. “While this
changed over time with the assistance of the sponsor, the University of Missouri, intervention came oo
late to save the school, which operated consistently with too few expenditures for instruction and low
student performance.”
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Senator Farrow and members of the Senate Education Reform and Government
Operations Committee: Thank you for this opportunity to provide you with some of my
thoughts and concerns around Senate Bill (SB) 1. My name is Mark Flaten and 1 am the
Principal of The Green Bay West High School (WHS).

Over the past 5 years at WHS we have worked tirelessly to improve the opportunities and
outcomes for ALL of the students we serve. Currently WHS has about 925 students. 1
say currently because of the 20%+ mobility rate of our students. So far this year we have
welcomed in approximately 150 new students while saying goodbye to about 140. In
addition to serving a highly transient student population, approximately 75% of our
students are living in poverty while approximately 25% of our population has an
Individualized Education Plan due to their special learning needs. Just under 50% of our
students are Caucasian, while our Black, Asian, and Hispanic students make up about
42% of our population, 8% of our students are American Indian. While some may think
we have the right mix for disaster, we say we have the perfect mix for truly authentic
learning.

To accomplish our school mission and vision, we have modified many of our approaches
to teaching along with bringing on several new programs. Today I would like to briefly
highlight just three of these programs and modifications that would have never been
possible without the support, direction, and resources of our local school board.

Four years ago WHS became just the 13" high school in the state of Wisconsin to
become an International Baccalaureate (IB) Diploma Programme (DP) school. This
rigorous, college preparatory, internationally minded approach to learning has provided
our staff with a fresh outlook on how we approach our day-to-day and long-term
operations. Since going through this rigorous authorization journey, the number of
students that we have who graduate from WHS with college credit through just our AP
and 1B DP has increased fourfold, along with our number of students graduating with
college scholarships while the amount of scholarship money they’ve earned has nearly
tripled.

Believing so much in the IB approach to learning, we’ve also begun the journey of
becoming an IB Middle Years Programme (MYP) school so that our students in Green
Bay can experience the full K-12 IB learning experience.

Two years ago, our district, the Green Bay Area Public School District (GBAPSD), in
collaboration with the Brown County Home Builders Association, NeighborWorks Green
Bay, Habitat for Humanity, and our local technical college (Northeast Wisconsin
Technical College - NWTC) created our home construction program. This program
allows students to learn important home construction skills as they rehabilitate or
construct new homes that improve the value of our community, learn important
employability skills, and also earn college credits.

Another innovative program new to WHS this year is one you might have visited or
heard of due to Governor Walker’s two recent visits. Our Bay Link Manufacturing



(BLM) program is the result of collaboration between the Northeast WI Manufacturing
Alliance, NWTC, and the GBAPSD. This state of the art manufacturing and machine
shop provides our students with the start to finish experience of working in a “real-life”
machine and fabrication shop. Students in this program also have the opportunity to earn
college credits.

Through the hard work and modification to our educational approaches and programming
over the past 4 years our graduation rates have increased by17%. Not only did we raise
our academic standards during a time that our percentage of students living in poverty
increased, we also increased our graduation rates for every student subgroup we serve,
Black, Hispanic, Asian, White, American Indian, Students with disabilities, students
without disabilities, economically disadvantaged, non economically disadvantaged,
limited English proficiency, English proficient, from the 2009-2010 school year to the
2012-2013 school year.

Despite all of our improvements and academic gains, WHS is still considered a low
performing school, or a school that meets few expectations. If some, including those
elected officials who have visited WHS have their way, we would be labeled a failing
school. My questions for you to consider before taking action on SB 1 are simple: Why
is it that our number of community partnerships has grown in the past 4 years? How
come our local community recently gave us more than $400,000 for our BLM program?
How come our number of scholarships and the amount of scholarship money our students
are receiving has nearly tripled in 4 years? How come our graduation rates have
increased by 17% in 4 years? Why is it that all of these success indicators point towards a
thriving school environment that supports students academically, socially, and
emotionally while our current educational accountability system says that we are a failing
school?

The students, parents, community, and staff of WHS are AMAZING:; we give our all to
meet our students where they are at and move them forward. For some, we become their
adoptive family, meeting their basic human needs through our Cat Clawset and other
community driven donations. However, our current and proposed accountability systems
continue to miss the mark on recognizing that not all students are created equal or need
the same supports to be successful. As you move on with your SB 1 discussions, please
consider reaching out to educational practitioners and leaders so that we can get our
educational accountability system in order to truly improve student learning in our great
state of Wisconsin.




FINAL - PUBLIC REPORT - FOR PUBLIC RELEASE

WISCONSEN
DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC £
INSTRUCTION

West Hi | Green Bay Area Public

School Report Card | 2013-14 | Summary

Overall Accountability
Score and Rating

Meets Few Expectations

Overall Accountability Ratings
Significantly Exceed

=N

School Max 9-12 9-12

Priority Areas Score Score State Max
Student Achievement 53.4/100 69.1/100
Reading Achievement 26.8/50 33.3/50
Mathematics Achievement 26.7/50 35.8/50
Student Growth NA/NA NA/NA
Reading Growth NA/NA NA/NA
Mathematics Growth NA/NA NA/NA
Closing Gaps 68.7/100 67.5/100
Reading Achievement Gaps 17.0/25 17.5/25
Mathematics Achievement Gaps 14.8/25 17.0/25
Graduation Rate Gaps 36.9/50 33.0/50
On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness 72.9/100 83.5/100
Graduation Rate (when available) 64.7/80 71.9/80
Attendance Rate (when graduation not available) NA/NA NA/NA
3rd Grade Reading Achievement NA/NA NA/NA
8th Grade Mathematics Achievement NA/NA NA/NA
ACT Participation and Performance 8.2/20 11.6/20
Student Engagement Indicators Total Deductions: -5
Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%) Goal met: no deduction
Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%) Goal not met: -5
Dropout Rate (goal <6%) Goal met: no deduction

Expectations

Exceeds

[Expectations

Meets 63-72.9

[Expectations

MVieets Few 53-62.9

Expectations T gk

FailstoMeet O

Expectations i

School Information

Grades 9-12

School Type Public High School

Enroliment 951
Race/Ethnicity

American Indian

or Alaska Native 7.5%

Asian or Pacific Islander 14.4%

Black not Hispanic 15.0%

Hispanic 13.6%

White not Hispanic 49.5%
Student Groups

Students with Disabilities 21.7%

Economically Disadvantaged 70.3%

Limited English Proficient 8.1%

Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced

Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with
Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.

State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10

100%

75%

50%

25%

0%

2008-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

School: Reading . State: Reading

" school: Mathematics [ State: Mathematics

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for schools that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all
schools. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at htip://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/,

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared.
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Priority Areas

» Student Achievement measures the level of knowledge and skills among students in the school, compared to state and national standards. It includes a
composite of reading and mathematics performance by the “all students” group in the Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS) for all tested
grades in the school.

« Student Growth describes how much student knowledge of reading and mathematics in the school changes from year to year. It uses a point system
that gives positive credit for students progressing toward higher performance levels, and negative credit for students declining below proficiency.

« Closing Gaps provides a measure that reflects the statewide goal of having all students improve, while narrowing the achievement
and graduation gaps between groups of students. This measure acknowledges districts that raise the performance of traditionally lagging student
groups, contributing to the closure of statewide gaps.

e On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness indicates the success of students in the district in achieving educational milestones that predict postsecondary
success. It includes the graduation rate and the attendance rate, as applicable to the district. It also includes measures of third-grade reading and eighth-
grade mathematics achievement, and ACT participation and performance, as applicable to the district.

Student Engagement Indicators

Student Engagement Indicators are measures outside the four Priority Areas that affect student success or the soundness of the report card. Each
indicator has a goal, and schools that fail to meet that goal receive a point deduction from their Overall Accountability Score. Goals were set by looking
at statewide data and establishing thresholds that identify schoals contributing the most to lowering Wisconsin's overall perfarmance in the areas
below.

« Test Participation Rate: Every school has a goal of 95% participation in the Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS). The schoal’s
performance is measured by the participation rate of the lowest-participating student group. If this rate is less than 95%, but at least 85%,
five points are deducted from the school’s overall score; if this rate is less than 85%, 10 points are deducted.

« Absenteeism Rate: This indicator describes the proportion of students in the school who attend school less than 84.1% of the time. If the
absenteeism rate in the school is 13% or more, five points are deducted. The absenteeism rate is different from the attendance
rate because it measures students who are absent from school a certain amount of time, not how often students are present in school.

« Dropout Rate: The goal for all middle and high schools is to have a dropout rate of less than 6%. A school not meeting the goal has five points
deducted from its score. Note that dropout rate is not the opposite of graduation rate. A dropout rate includes any student who leaves school in
grades 7-12 without expecting to earn a high school diploma, while a graduation rate counts students who earn a high school diploma within a certain
time (four or six years) after starting ninth grade.

Notes on this School Report Card

« The data presented in this report card are for public, state, and federal accountability purposes.

e Student performance on the Wisconsin Student Assessment System {(WSAS) is the foundation of this report. WSAS data include results for both the
Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and the Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with Disabilities {WAA-SwD).

« Starting in 2011-12, schools are held to a higher college and career readiness proficiency benchmark by aligning the cut scores of the WKCE to those
of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). These higher cut scores have been retroactively applied to show trends. The higher cut
scores only apply to WKCE Reading and Mathematics scores, not the WAA-SwD, at this time.

» Some supplemental data that are not used for accountability calculations are presented in this report card for informational purposes
in order to provide context. Additional data on student performance are available here: http://wisedash.dpi.wi.gov/.

« To protect student privacy, data for groups of fewer than 20 students are replaced by asterisks on public report cards.

« NA is used when data are Not Applicable. For example, a school that does not graduate students will have NA listed for graduation results.

« The analytical processes used in this report card are described in the Technical Guide and Interpretive Guide:

http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/.

o State comparison scores shown on page 1 are shown for context only. They are not used to determine this school’s score or rating.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared.
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Student Achievement

What is the purpose of this Priority Area?
The purpose of this Priority Area is to indicate how the level of knowledge and skills for students in the school compares
against state and national standards.

What is being measured?

This measure is a composite of reading and mathematics performance-level profiles for the "all students” group in the
Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS) for all tested grades. The score is based on how a school’s students are
distributed across the four WSAS performance levels, and it takes three years worth of test data into account.

What can the report card data tell us?

Beyond a school-wide score for Student Achievement, the report card shows the distribution of students across the four
WSAS performance levels for the most recent three years.

Readers can use these data to compare this school against the state average and to see if the data reveal any short-term
trends. Schools can use this information to help develop overall achievement goals to guide improvement efforts.

These data are also broken out by groups of students. Readers can evaluate the impact of group performance on overall
school performance. They can identify particular groups of students who are having trouble or doing well.

What goes into the calculation of the Priority Area score?

The data used to calculate a Priority Area score can be found on the following pages. Some supplemental data are also
included to provide context. The accompanying Technical Guide explains how to calculate accountability scores, including
worksheets that allow users to calculate these scores. See: http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/

Is the Priority Area score calculated for all students, for subgroups, or both?
The Student Achievement score is based on the "all students" group, not student subgroups.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared. 3
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Student Achievement Total Score: 53.4/100
Reading Achievement Score: 26.8/50
2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
ParOTnENEE Points Students Students Students
Level Multiplier Count Percent Points Count Percent Points Count Percent Points
Advanced 15 6 3.4% 9 6 3.3% 9 7 3.7% 10.5
Proficient 1.0 61 34.1% 61 46 25.0% 46 42 22.1% 42
Basic 05 73 40.8% 365 84 45.7% 42 86 45.3% 43
Minimal
Performance 0.0 39 21.8% 0 48 26.1% 0 55 28.9% 0
Total Tested - 179 100.0% 106.5 184 100.0% 97 190 100.0% 95.5

Mathematics Achievement Score: 26.7/50

2'_011-12 2013-14
Performance Points Students Students Students
Level Multiplier | Count Percent Points Count Percent Points Count Percent Points

Advanced 1.5 11 6.0% 16.5 9 4.8% 135 5 2.6% 7.5
Proficient 1.0 53 29.0% 53 47 25.1% 47 53 27.9% 53
Basic 05 67 36.6% 335 82 43.9% 41 71 37.4% 355
Minimal

Performance 0.0 52 28.4% 0 49 26.2% 0 61 32.1% 0
Total Tested - 183 100.0% 103 187 100.0% 1015 190 100.0% 96

Notes

« Details on student achievement calculations can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov
« Student achievement is based on Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS) results for full academic year (FAY)

students in all tested grades in the school.
« This report shows student performance in mathematics and reading in English.
« Points displayed in the tables above are weighted so that higher performance levels, larger numbers of students, and

more recent years contribute more to the score for the Priority Area.
« Performance levels have been retroactively adjusted to align WKCE (but not WAA-SwD) results with National

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) college and career readiness benchmarks.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov
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Student Achievement Supplemental Data

Group performance is provided for informational purposes only and is not used to determine the Student Achievement scores used in
the accountability system.

Reading Supp

lemental Data

o o o
Group & - 8 = - 3 = = 2
All Students: State 379,355| 6.3% | 31.3% | 38.3% | 24.2% |378,906| 5.8% | 32.1% | 39.5% | 22.6% |377,896| 6.5% | 31.9% | 37.9% | 23.7%
All Students: School 179 3.4% | 341% | 40.8% | 21.8% 184 3.3% | 25.0% | 45.7% | 26.1% 190 3.7% | 22.1% | 45.3% | 28.9%
American Indian 7 ® * ® * 12 * ® * ® 12 * ® ® *
; Nati
Asian or Pacific Islander 33 0.0% | 12.1% | 39.4% | 48.5% 25 0.0% | 28.0% | 44.0% | 28.0% 23 0.0% | 17.4% | 304% | 52.2%
Black not Hispanic 21 0.0% 9.5% | 52.4% | 38.1% 15 * * * % 21 0.0% 4.8% | 47.6% | 47.6%
Hispanic 20 0.0% 25.0% | 45.0% | 30.0% 23 0.0% 30.49% | 43.5% | 26.1% 30 3.3% | 10.0% | 40.0% | 46.7%
White not Hispanic 28 6.1% | 50.0% | 36.7% | 7.1% 109 4.6% | 25.7% | 45.9% | 23.9% 104 5.8% | 28.8% | 48.1% | 17.3%
Students with Disabilities 39 12.8% | 15.4% | 30.8% | 41.0% 32 3.1% 6.3% | 18.8% | 71.9% 38 2.6% 2.6% 31.6% | 63.2%
Economically Disadvantaged| 116 34% | 26.7% | 41.4% | 28.4% 108 0.9% | 19.4% | 41.7% | 38.0% 125 4.8% | 15.2% | 41.6% | 38.4%
Limited English Proficient 35 0.0% 5.7% | 40.0% | 54.3% 26 0.0% 3.8% | 50.0% | 46.2% 30 0.0% | 10.0% | 30.0% | 60.0%

Mathematics Supplemental Data

o o o
g o] [] » o] ] = o ]
Ha| 28| 88 | wd 3FF| 72| 55|38 | v 283F| 72|28 |58 | s 2EF
n 8 8 a = g ] -E.§ w 9 8 a4 _.ﬁ m§-¢2,3 v g 8 2 oA 53 |8 Fa
g8 |38 | 868 | eb |35 FE |38 |2 [ S| g8 |38 28 | 28 |358
2 ga |23 "a@Eg3ale B2 | &3 "2 pBEz|2 82 23|33 853
Group e - 2 o - R o a 2
All Students: State 379,734 11.5% | 39.0% | 35.6% | 13.9% |378,898| 11.9% | 38.7% | 35.6% | 13.9% |377,886| 12.0% | 39.1% | 34.6% | 14.2%
All Students: School 183 6.0% | 29.0% | 36.6% | 28.4% 187 4.8% | 25.1% | 43.9% | 26.2% 190 26% | 27.9% | 37.4% | 32.1%
American Indian 7 * * * * 12 * * * * 12 * * * *
or Alaska Native
Asian or Pacific Islander 35 29% | 17.1% | 31.4% | 48.6% 26 3.8% | 23.1% | 57.7% | 15.4% 23 0.0% | 17.4% | 39.1% | 43.5%
Black not Hispanic 23 0.0% 87% | 43.5% | 47.8% 15 * * * » 21 0.0% 9.5% | 38.1% | 52.4%
Hispanic 20 5.0% | 20.0% | 40.0% | 35.0% 24 0.0% | 12.5% | 58.3% | 29.2% 30 3.3% | 13.3% | 33.3% | 50.0%
White not Hispanic o8 9.2% | 41.8% | 35.7% | 13.3% 110 6.4% | 30.9% | 35.5% | 27.3% 104 3.8% | 38.5% | 38.5% | 19.2%
Students with Disabilities 39 7.7% | 12.8% | 20.5% | 59.0% 34 0.0% | 11.8% | 5.9% | 82.4% 38 0.0% 2.6% | 21.1% | 76.3%
Economically Disadvantaged| 120 2.5% | 20.8% | 39.2% | 37.5% 111 0.0% | 18.0% | 47.7% | 34.2% 125 24% | 192% | 36.0% | 42.4%
Limited English Proficient 39 0.0% 26% | 43.6% | 53.8% 27 0.0% 3.7% | 59.3% | 37.0% 30 0.0% | 13.3% | 26.7% | 60.0%
Notes

¢ Performance levels have been retroactively adjusted to align WKCE (not WAA-SwD) results with new college and career readiness benchmarks based
on National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) performance levels.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
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Student Growth

What is the purpose of this Priority Area?

The purpose of this Priority Area is to give schools a measure that summarizes how rapidly their students are gaining
knowledge and skills from year to year. In contrast to Student Achievement, which is based on the levels of proficiency
students have attained, Student Growth focuses on the pace of improvement in students’ performance. Student Growth
treats all improvement, regardless of a student’s starting point, as a positive.

What is being measured?

This measure is based on a point system that rewards schools for students’ progress toward higher performance levels
from wherever they started. The point system also deducts points for students regressing toward performance below the
proficient level.

The measure most rewards schools showing rapid upward movement and having many students who are progressing.
Also, the measure rewards schools that are already doing well and are maintaining the high performance of their
students.

What can the data tell us?

Measuring growth is an important complement to student achievement when assessing school performance. How well
students are learning is reflected both by their level of attainment and by their rate of improvement. In some cases, a
school’s performance in Student Achievement could be quite different than its performance in Student Growth.

The report card also provides Student Growth data for groups of students. Readers can determine the impact of groups’
growth performance on overall school growth performance. They can identify particular groups of students that are
having trouble improving or that are improving rapidly.

What goes into the calculation of the Priority Area score?

The data used to calculate a Priority Area score can be found on the following pages. Some supplemental data are also
included to provide context. The accompanying Technical Guide explains how to calculate accountability scores, including
worksheets that allow users to calculate these scores. See http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/.

Is the Priority Area score calculated for all students, for student groups, or both?

The Student Growth score is based on the "all students” group, not student subgroups.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
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Student Growth

Growing Toward a Higher Level:

The bold/green cells show the count and
percent of students who are on a trajectory to
gain at least one performance level over the
next three years. These students contribute to a
higher Student Growth score. Students
maintaining the advanced level also result in a
higher score.

Declining Below Proficient:
The italicized/red cells show the count and

percent of students who are on a trajectory to
decline to the Minimal Performance or Basic
level within the next year. These students result
in a lower Student Growth score.

Notes:

s Details on student growth calculations can be
found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/.

» Student Growth is calculated separately for
reading and mathematics.

» Student Growth can only be calculated for
students who take the Wiscansin Knowledge
and Concepts Examinations (WKCE) in two
consecutive years.

e Student Growth does not include students
who take the Wisconsin Alternate Assessment
for Students with Disabilities (WAA-SwD)
because that assessment does not allow for
similar growth calculations.

* Performance levels have been retroactively
adjusted to align WKCE reading and

Reading Growth Score: NA/NA

Total Score: NA/NA

Reading Growth Score is based on the students tested in consecutive grades in
fall 2012 and fall 2013.

Count and Percent of Students Growing or Declining in Performance Level

Three-Year Growth/Decline Trajectory
Minimal
Starting Level Performance Basic Proficient Advanced
Minimal NA NA NA NA NA
Performance NA NA NA NA NA
NA NA NA NA NA
Basic

NA NA NA NA NA
NA NA NA NA NA

Proficient
NA NA NA NA NA
NA NA NA NA NA

Advanced
NA NA NA NA NA

Mathematics Growth Score: NA/NA

Mathematics Growth Score is based on the students tested in consecutive grades

in fall 2012 and fall 2013.

Count and Percent of Students Growing or Declining in Performance Level

Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared.

mathematics results with college and career Three-Year Growth/Decline Trajectory
readiness benchmarks based on the National i
3 Minimal
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) Starting Level Batkoriance Basic profident | ‘Advarisad
performance levels.
= High schools do not have Student Growth Minimal NA NA NA NA NA
scores because they do not have two Performance NA NA NA NA NA
consecutive tested grades as required for
growth calculations. Basic NA NA NA NA NA
NA NA NA NA NA
NA NA NA NA NA
Proficient
NA NA NA NA NA
NA NA NA NA NA
Advanced
NA NA NA NA NA
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
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Student Growth

accountability system.

Supplemental Data

Student Growth Supplemental Data

Group performance is provided for informational purposes only and is not used to determine the Student Growth scores used in the

_Reading
Students Growing Declining Students Growing Declining
with Growth Toward Below with Growth Toward Below
Data Higher Level Proficient Data Higher Level Proficient
Group Count Count | Percent | Count | Percent Count Count | Percent | Count | Percent

All Students: State 262,906 70,078 | 26.7% | 20,681 7.9% 263,238 57,208 | 21.7% (22814, 8.7%
All Students: School NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
American Indian or Alaska Native NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Asian or Pacific Islander NA NA NA NA  NA NA | NA NA NA NA
Black not Hispanic NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hispanic NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
White not Hispanic NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
students with Disabilities NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Economically Disadvantaged NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Limited English Proficient NA NA NA NA | NA NA NA NA NA NA

Notes

« Data in this table are based on students tested in consecutive grades in fall2012and fall 2013.

« “Growing Toward Higher Level” means students starting below Advanced and growing on a trajectory toward a higher level over the
next three years. They are represented in the bold/green cells in the tables on this page and page seven.

e “Declining Below Proficient” means students starting at or above Proficient and on a trajectory to decline below Proficient within
the next year. They are represented in the italicized/red cells in the tables on this page and page seven.

« Growing Toward Higher Level Count and Declining Below Proficient Count will not sum to Students with Growth Data because
students who are not growing toward a higher level or declining below proficient are not shown.

« High schools do not have student growth scores because they do not have two consecutive tested grades as required for growth

calculations.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
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Closing Gaps

What is the purpose of this Priority Area?

The purpose of this Priority Area is to provide a measure that reflects the statewide goal of having all students improve, while
narrowing the achievement and graduation gaps between groups of students. This measure acknowledges schools that raise the
performance of traditionally lagging student groups, contributing to the closure of statewide gaps.

What is being measured?

The growth in the proficiency rate of economically disadvantaged students, English language learners, and students with disabilities is
compared against the growth in the state rate for each traditionally higher scoring comparison group. A supergroup is a group of 20 or
more students that is comprised of at least two of the three target groups when those groups alone have fewer than 20 students.
Supergroups allow more schools with small group sizes to be included in the accountability system. Black students, Hispanic students,
Asian or Pacific Islander students, and American Indian or Alaska Native students are compared to White students statewide.

' Schiool Target Group Point-Based Proficiency GFstip Point-Based Proficiency Rates | Ratelof Change|
r N n n n N o o ] E g
wvi =
g Bl g 208 Sl SR B BEEE §lig
0 e e 8. » @ o 3 3 L EO8 an 83
= = = - et = - = = Iy =5 2 2 0 |la s
(=] = N w S 5] = M w > 1yl g3 |zs
g ogal gaiag g | 2| BB |
~ Rl s S S gl 2| 7| &| @ - B
: Group Group
Example School Target Group 0.351 (0.480|0.593 | 0.452 | 0.678 | Example State Comparison Group |0.793 0.81110.&5 0.8460.846 § 0.201 | 0.050 J0.151
i Example
The above is an example of the type of tables that are shown for 3 "
. . = e iz R e s o s
this school on the next page. Schools are awarded points for o 08 e - =
. . a
raising test scores and/or graduation rates of target groups. 5 biE ‘f
o ' ,‘W--zi'hﬁ'.ﬁjmmﬂ?-_?’":l )
§‘. n.}?"ﬁ""?‘ﬁﬁyﬁi i @
The chart to the right demonstrates how groups are compared. g 04 ®
. . . = |
There is a trend line for both groups, measuring the rate of change 2 02
] =
in point-based proficiency. =
0
y . . . 2009-10 2010-11 201112 2012-13 2013-14
If the target group’s line (circles) is steeper than the comparison
group’s line, then the difference in rate of change (the rightmost @  SchoolTarget Group: Point-Based Preficiency Score
column in the table) is higher. A large, positive difference in rate of 8  State Comparison Group: Point-Based Proficiency Score
change numbers indicates progress in closing gaps, resulting in a smswmes 5 chool Target Group Trend Line

higher Closing Gaps score.

What can the data tell us?

This Priority Area shows whether the school is succeeding in helping lagging groups catch up. Closing Gaps scores can help explain
whether factors affecting improved teaching and learning are affecting all groups equally.

== State Comparison Group Trend Line

What goes into the calculation of the Priority Area score?

The data used to calculate a Priority Area score can be found on the following pages. The accompanying Technical Guide explains how
to calculate accountability scores, including worksheets that allow users to calculate these scores. See: http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/ .

Is the Priority Area score calculated for all students, for student groups, or both?
The Closing Gaps score is based on student subgroups, not the "all students" group.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
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Closing Gaps

Total Score: 68.7/100
Closing Achievement Gaps - Reading | Score: 17.0/25

School Targei Grbhp Point-Based Proficiency Rates =5 Si"ate-Cnmp_arisnn G_réigp Point-Based Prnficienc-y-:Ra‘tes Rate of Chan:ge'
: Fl8 g
gl sl B R g1 2| 8| 88| & ®|zF
T o P el R R B Sl m R W 00| %
sle|l 8| 6| % Bl E| & B| 285|593
s|g|g|g| 2 g1 2| 8| 2| 8%& %kl
-] 5 5 E] 3 3 =] 3 5 5 - z | o
& i & @ & & o & i o g
Group Group
American Indian or Alaska Native NA | NA | NA | NA | NA NA NA
Asian or Pacific Islander 0.242 |0.319 |0.318 | 0.500 (0.326 Whita ot b : 0.037 0.033
ite not Hispanic X y 1 i ; 5
Black not Hispanic NA | NA | NA [ NA | NA ORIz 0008 000 DoaT 0 NA 0001 NA
Hispanic NA |0.460 | 0.475 |0.522 | 0.350 -0.032 -0.036
Students with Disabilities 0.231(0.197 |0.500 |0.203 | 0.224} Students without Disabilities 0.622 |0.628|0.626 | 0.634 | 0.634 | 0.000 | 0.003 |-0.003
Economically Disadvantaged 0.379 |0.377 |0.526 | 0.417 | 0.432] Not Economically Disadvantaged |0.687 |0.696 |0.698 |0.705|0.710| 0.014 | 0.006 | 0.008
Limited English Proficient 0.191 |0.280 |0.257 | 0.288 | 0.250] English Proficient 0.595 {0,601 10.600 |0.610 | 0.609] 0.012 | 0.004 | 0.008
"All 3" Supergroup NA | NA | NA | NA | NA | Notin"All 3" Supergroup NA | NA | NA | NA | NA NA NA NA
“SwD-ECD"” Supergroup NA NA NA NA NA | Notin “SwD-ECD” Supergroup NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
“SwD-LEP” Supergroup NA | NA | NA | NA | NA | Notin “SwD-LEP” Supergroup NA | NA | NA | NA | NA NA NA NA
"ECD-LEP" Supergroup NA | NA | NA | NA | NA | Notin “ECD-LEP” Supergroup NA | NA | NA | NA | NA NA NA NA

Closing Achievement Gaps - Mathematics | Score: 14.8/25

5choalT‘ar§et Group Point-Based Proficiency Rates Stata Cnmpafi-snn Group. Point-Based Proficiency Rates Rate of Change
)
¥l El8| 8N 2Rl B8 miEE EIEZ
§ = = - 8 = = E = g' o
sl e B blLe 8| 6| B B| &Blo8l anl%3
TR B O e, R R sl E| 8| E|sld|d3|o3
g g|s| g & g | ¢l g EEE Rtz
3 -] = = = = 3 = 3 3 ] w | m
Bl @& | @R ® @ | ® | & | & | @ SR
Group Group
American Indian or Alaska Native NA | NA | NA | NA | NA NA NA
Asian or Pacific Islander 0.405 (0.431 |0.371 |0.577 | 0.370 A e 2 0.009 0.002
ite not Hispanic i ; i
Black not Hispanic NA NA NA NA NA R ST (D e NA el NA
Hispanic NA [0.440 |0.475|0.417 |0.350 -0.033 -0.040
Students with Disabilities 0.218 |0.242 0346 |0.147 | 0.132| Students without Disabilities 0.752 |0.75310.765 | 0.767 | 0.769 | -0.026 | 0.005 |-0.031
Economically Disadvantaged 0.395 |0.373 0.442 [0.419 | 0.408| Not Economically Disadvantaged (0.814|0.823|0.838|0.8440.851| 0.007 | 0.010 |-0.003
Limited English Praficient 0.312|0.329 {0.244 | 0.333 | 0.267| English Proficient 0.718(0.720|0.733 {0.7360.738]-0.010 | 0.006 |-0.016
"All 3" Supergroup NA | NA | NA | NA | NA | Notin"All 3" Supergroup NA | NA | NA | NA | NA NA NA NA
“SwD-ECD” Supergroup NA | NA | NA | NA | NA | Notin “SwD-ECD” Supergroup NA | NA [ NA | NA | NA NA NA NA
“SwD-LEP" Supergroup NA | NA | NA | NA | NA | Notin “SwD-LEP” Supergroup NA | NA | NA | NA | NA NA NA NA
"ECD-LEP* Supergroup NA | NA NA | NA NA | Notin “ECD-LEP” Supergroup NA NA | NA NA | NA NA NA NA
Notes
e Details on closing gaps calculations can be found athttp://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov
» See “Notes - This Page and Prior Page” on page 11 for further details.
» See “About Supergroups” on page 11 for a definition and descriptions of supergroups.
Page
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Closing Gaps

Total Score: 68.7/100
Closing Graduation Gaps | Score: 36.9/50

School Target Group Graduation | S:iz_it_e Cq__mpérisan Group Graduation Ra' Rate of Change
w =
o (] o (7] (n] (7] (] & w O
g 18 18 |8 3 18 I8 |8 g1 Li|d5
o n ik 2 r =50 ¥ g. N N BN o @
ESlERIEQiEa E2IE2|E2 E2| 928 o5 |2¢
gEIgRIE IR gPlgR|en B 20| 22 (88
2u|8m(8u|Se Sel3p|SuiSe 52 5§ (22
g |& [B IF o] A b S [} o |®
8 3 w ® g |® w 3 ]
Group Group
American Indian or Alaska Native NA NA [ NA | NA NA NA
Asian or Pacific Islander 0.797 | 0.830 |0.894 | 0.868 D H‘ 0.030 0.024
te not Hispanic
Black not Hispanic 0.467 | 0556 |0.550|0.694 0.908110-915 10,528 | OS2 ISR D096 1 s
Hispanic NA NA | NA | NA NA NA
Students with Disabilities 0.574 | 0.582 |0.6730.755 | Students without Disabilities 0.889 |0.901 |0.904 |0.905] 0.062 | 0.005 |0.057
Economically Disadvantaged 0.605 1 0.631 |0.7470.774 | Not Economically Disadvantaged 10.907 |0.921|0.9310.932] 0.062 | 0.008 | 0.054
Limited English Proficient 0.656 | 0.750 | 0.674 | 0.853 | English Proficient 0.865 | 0.879|0.885|0.887| 0.048 | 0.007 |0.041
TAll 3" Subergroup NA | NA | NA | NA | Notin "All 3" Supergroup NA | NA | NA | NA NA NA NA
“SwD-ECD"” Supergroup NA NA | NA | NA | Notin “SwD-ECD" Supergroup NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
“SwD-LEP” Supergroup NA NA [ NA | NA | Notin “SwD-LEP" Supergroup NA NA | NA | NA NA NA NA
“ECD-LEP” Supergroup NA NA | NA | NA | Notin “ECD-LEP” Supergroup NA NA NA | NA NA NA NA

Notes - This Page and Prior Page

e Details on Closing Gaps calculations can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/ .

e Closing Graduation Gaps is based on the four-year cohort graduation rate only. Closing Graduation Gaps will be based on both four-year and
six-year cohort graduation rates when sufficient six-year graduation rate data become available.

* Closing Graduation Gaps is based on graduation data from prior years because current year data is not yet available. For example, 2013-14 report
cards use 2010-11 through 2012-13 graduation data.

¢ Point-based proficiency rate is calculated by multiplying the number of advanced students by 1.5, proficient students by 1.0, basic students by 0.5
and minimal performance students by 0.0.

» Count of students for achievement calculations can be found in the Achievement Priority Area of the Report Card.

* |f the group’s average point-based proficiency rate or graduation rate is greater than or equal to 0.9, the rate of change is adjusted
to be equal to the highest rate of change observed for that group at any school in the state. This will be indicated on the report
card by the symbol “1”. This is to ensure that schools with very high achievement are not penalized with low Closing Gaps scores

for small increases in gaps.

About Supergroups
Supergroups are a way to look at closing gaps among groups of students that would ordinarily be too small to include. A supergroup is made up of
all the students that belong to any of the groups in the supergroup:

« “All 3" Supergroup: students with disabilities and economically disadvantaged and limited English proficient students.

* “SwD-ECD” Supergroup: students with disabilities and economically disadvantaged students.

« “SwD-LEP” Supergroup: students with disabilities and limited English proficient students.

» “ECD-LEP” Supergroup: economically disadvantaged and limited English proficient students.
A supergroup is used to evaluate Closing Gaps only when there are fewer than 20 students in each of the individual groups within the supergroup,
but more than 20 students in the supergroup. For example, if a school had fewer than 20 students with disabilities and fewer than 20 economically
disadvantaged students, but more than 20 students when those groups are combined, the “SwD-ECD” supergroup would be used to evaluate
Closing Gaps. Students are not double counted in a supergroup. In the example above, an economically disadvantaged student with a disability is

only counted once in the supergroup.

Page
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On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness

What is the purpose of this Priority Area?
The purpose of this Priority Area is to give schools an indication of how successfully students are achieving educational
milestones that predict postsecondary readiness for college and career.

What is being measured?

This Priority Area has two parts. The first part is either a graduation rate, for schools that graduate students, or an
attendance rate for other schools. The second is a set of measures that include third-grade reading achievement, eighth-
grade mathematics achievement, and ACT participation and performance, as applicable to the school. The scores for these
two parts are added to produce the Priority Area score.

What can the data tell us?
Graduation rates measure a key education milestone. For schools that do not graduate students, attendance rates are
used as a substitute indicator.

Third-grade reading ability is linked to high school performance, graduation, and college enrollment for Wisconsin
students. Eighth-grade mathematics ability predicts success in high school mathematics. These are important metrics for
schools to monitor.

The ACT exam is a widely used and trusted measure of readiness for college coursework. ACT results can help schools
understand how well they are preparing students for credit-bearing coursework in college.

In the future, other indicators may be incorporated into this Priority Area as we find better ways to measure whether
students are on the right trajectory for college and career readiness.

What goes into the calculation of the Priority Area score?

The data used to calculate a Priority Area score can be found on the following pages. Some supplemental data are also
included to provide context. The accompanying Technical Guide explains how to calculate accountability scores, including
worksheets that allow users to calculate these scores. See: http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/

Is the Priority Area score calculated for all students, for student groups, or both?

The On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness score is based on the "all students" group for Graduation, ACT Participation
and Performance, Third-Grade Reading Achievement, and Eighth-Grade Mathematics Achievement, and based on the
average of the "all students" group and the student subgroup with the lowest rate for Attendance.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
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On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness

2012-13 Attendance Score:

NA/NA

Total Score: 72.9/100

Group Enrollment Attended Days Possible Days Rate
All Students 1,064 154,773.0 170,012.0 91.0%
Lowest Group: American Indian Students 76 9,411.5 11,238.0 83.7%

Students in
Cohort

Four-Year Cohort Graduation Rate

Graduates

2012-13 Graduation Score: 64.7/80

Rate

Cohort

Students in

Six-Year Cohort Graduation Rate

Graduates

Rate

All Students

248

207

83.5%

265

208

78.5%

On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness Supplemental Data
Group performance is provided for informational purposes only and is not used to determine the
On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness scores used in the accountability system.

Four-Year Cohort Graduation Rate

Six-Year Cohort Graduation Rate

Students in
Cohort Graduates Rate Cohort Graduates Rate

American Indian or Alaska Native 15 * * 19 * *

Asian or Pacific Islander 38 33 86.8% 47 39 83.0%
Black not Hispanic 36 25 69.4% 36 26 72.2%
Hispanic 28 25 89.3% 14 ¥ *

White not Hispanic 131 114 87.0% 149 120 80.5%
Students with Disabilities 49 37 75.5% 54 35 64.8%
Economically Disadvantaged 159 123 77.4% 154 107 69.5%
Limited English Proficient 34 29 85.3% 37 32 86.5%

Enrolled

Students

Tested

et Reading

Percent |Students

Percent

2012-13 ACT Participation and Performance Score: 8.2/20

Met English

Students

Benchmark

Percent

Vet Mathematics

Students | Percent

Met Science
Benchmark

Students|Percent

12th Graders

111

42.0% 41

36.9%

58

52.3%

42 37.8%

39 35.1%

Notes

 Details on On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness calculations can be found at hitp://reporicards.dpi.wi.gov/.

= Schools that graduate students (high schools) earn a Graduation Score. Other schools earn an Attendance Score.

» Expected maximum dropout rate and expected maximum absenteeism rate were set based on an analysis of recent statewide data
that determined a cut point to focus on schools contributing heavily to lowering Wisconsin’s overall performance.

» Only schools with a 12th grade will earn an ACT Participation and Performance score.

= Only four-year and five-year cohort graduation rates are available for 2011-12 accountability. The six-year cohort rate will replace
the five-year cohort rate for 2012-13 accountability and will be used going forward.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov
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On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness Total Score: 72.9/100

2013-14 3rd Grade Reading Achievement Score: NA/NA

2p12-13 2013-14
Peiformanice Points Students Students Students

Level Multiplier | Count Percent Points Count Percent Points Count Percent Points
Advanced 15 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Proficient 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Basic 0.5 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Minimal
Performance 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Total Tested - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

2013-14 8th Grade Mathematics Achievement Score: NA/NA
T 2012-13 e 2013-14
Performance Points Students Students Students

Level Multiplier | Count Percent Points Count Percent Points Count Percent Points
Advanced 15 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Proficient 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Basic 0.5 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Minimal
Performance 0 g NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Total Tested = NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Notes

 Details on On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness calculations can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov/.

« 3rd Grade Reading and 8th Grade Mathematics Scores are determined in the same way as for the Student Achievement Priority Area
except that if there are fewer than 20 students in the most recent year, then the most recent two years of data are combined so that the

cell size requirement is met,

« Student achievement is based on Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS) results for full academic year (FAY) students.
« Points displayed in the tables above are weighted so that higher performance levels, larger numbers of students, and more recent years

contribute more to the score for the Priority Area.

« Performance levels have been retroactively adjusted to align WKCE results with National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

college and career readiness benchmarks.

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared.

Page

14




FINAL - PUBLIC REPORT - FOR PUBLIC RELEASE

WISCOHNSIN
DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC \ﬁ;, West Hi | Green Bay Area Public
INSTRUCTION  School Report Card Detail | 2013-14 | Student Engagement Indicators

Student Engagement Indicators Goals Met: 2/3

Both one-year and three-year rates are considered for Test Participation, Absenteeism, and Dropout rates. If either the one-year or
three-year rate meets the goal then no points are deducted. The three-year rate is based on two years of data when three years are
not available.

Indicator e ‘Goal _ One-Year School Rate Three-Year School Rate Points Deducted
Test Participation Lowest Group Rate| 95% or Greater 95.0% 93.3% 0
Absenteeism Rate Less than 13% 18.8% 19.2% -5
Dropout Rate Less than 6% 4.9% 4.7% 0

Student Engagement Indicators Data

The lowest group test participation rate in the table below is used to determine whether the school met the Test Participation Rate
goal. For a school to meet the participation goal, it must meet either the current-year goal or the three-year goal. To meet the one-
year goal, each subgroup must have a one-year participation rate of at least 95% in both mathematics and reading. To meet the three-
year goal, each subgroup must have a three-year participation rate of at least 95% in both mathematics and reading. Group
performance for Absenteeism Rate and Dropout Rate is provided helow for informational purposes only and is not used to determine
whether these goals have been met.

Ratio Apse Hate Blgajole
One Year Three Year One Year Three Year One Year Three Year
w D ol A Q1L D | B a 2] 9] wn w
= @ Ol == S|g@ wilt 2= = = = =3 =
c o £ s = =y = o c s c = =y c
cl8lpR|al|ES|cB|aul|la2 | ul| o i o 5 a i o 5
O=|l=+8 | g3 | =3 |o=| 2| g3 =3 0] — [] — [©] - [ —
S| ®PF|5p | Pp | 33| PF| S5 p © = [0 = [0} =5 (0] = [o]
@ Q Q| = = | e Q|z= = 74 73 @
oD @ & 0 @ icy 0
w w w w
American Indian or 20 |950%| 20 |950%| NA | NA | NA | NA | 69 |394%| 196 | 429%| 68 | 103%| 210 | 11.0%

Alaska Native
Asian or Pacific Islander 27 |100.0%| 27 |100.0%| 95 97.9% | 95 |100.0%| 142 14.8% | 470 15.1% | 145 1.4% 478 1.9%

Black not Hispanic 33 [100.0%| 33 |100.0%| 105 | 93.3%| 105 | 99.0%| 153 | 33.3%| 409 32.5%| 140 | 10.7% | 375 | 10.4%
Hispanic 37 |[100.0%| 37 |100.0%| 92 |989%| 92 |100.0%| 127 | 18.9%| 330 224% | 121 5.0% | 320 4.4%
White not Hispanic 114 | 99.1%| 114 |[95.1%| 364 | 98.6% | 364 |98.9%| 526 | 12.9%| 1,615 | 13.5%| 520 3.7% | 1,618 | 3.5%

Students with Disabilities | 50 |98.0%| 50 |98.0%| 149 |94.0%| 149 |97.3%| 234 | 252%| 682 29.5% | 221 50% | 661 5.1%

Economically 158 |99.4%| 158 |99.4%| 481 |97.1%| 481 |99.2%| 711 |25.6% | 2,020 | 26.1%| 687 | 6.3% | 1,962 | 5.8%
Disadvantaged

Limited English Proficient | 36 [100.0%| 36 |100.0%| 120 |95.0%| 120 |99.2%| 142 | 16.9%| 489 | 186%| 145 | 4.1% | 488 | 4.3%

Notes
» Details on Student Engagement Indicator calculations can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.gov,

= All schools are expected to meet Student Engagement Indicator goals in these three areas. The overall accountability score is
reduced by five points if Absenteeism Rate and Dropout Rate goals are not met. The overall accountability score is reduced
by five points if the Test Participation Rate (for lowest group) is below 95%, and reduced by 10 points if below 85%.

= Test Participation Rate (for lowest group) is rounded to the nearest whole number before comparison with the goal. Absenteeism
Rate and Dropout Rate are not rounded.

» Test Participation Rate is based on both the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate
Assessment for Students with Disabilities (WAA-SwD).

* Absenteeism Rate is the percent of students who are chronically absent (absent at least 16% of the time).

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction | dpi.wi.gov Page
Report cards for different types of schools or districts should not be directly compared. 15




FINAL - PUBLIC REPORT - FOR PUBLIC RELEASE

i;UBLIC kéé West Hi | Green Bay Area Public
INSTRUCTION School Report Card Detail | 2013-14 | Assessment Trends

School Results: Wisconsin Student Assessment System

The data below are provided for informational purposes only and are not used to calculate a school's Accountability
Score. The data below include both WKCE (Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examinations) and WAA-SwD (Wisconsin
Alternate Assessment for Students with Disabilities) results.

Performance levels have been retroactively adjusted to align WKCE reading and mathematics results with college and
career readiness benchmarks based on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) performance levels.
Performance levels for WAA-SwD have not been adjusted.

Reading

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Students Proficient and Students Proficient and Students Proficient and Students Proficient and Students Proficient and
Grade Tested Advanced Tested Advanced Tested Advanced Tested Advanced Tested Advanced
3 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
4 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
5 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
6 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
7 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
8 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
10 193 23.8% 199 26.1% 179 37.4% 184 28.3% 190 25.8%
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
Students Proficient and Students Proficient and Students Proficient and Students Proficient and Students Proficient and
Grade Tested Advanced Tested Advanced Tested Advanced Tested Advanced Tested Advanced
3 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
4 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
5 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
6 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 . NA 0 NA
7 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
8 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
10 200 22.5% 199 28.1% 183 35.0% 187 29.9% 190 30.5%

State Results: National Assessment of Educational Progress 2013

The National Assessment of Educational

Progress (NAEP) is administered to 4th and 8th ath Grade Percent 8th Grade Percent
grade students every two years in a Group Proficient and Advanced Proficient and Advanced
representative sample of schools nationwide. Mathematics | Reading | Mathematics |  Reading
These data are provided for informational Wisconsin 47% 35% 40% 36%
purposes only and are not used to calculate a Nation 41% 34% 34% 34%

district's Accountability Score.
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Annual Measurable Objectives

The U.S. Department of Education requires Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) for all students and student groups for reading
proficiency, mathematics proficiency, high school graduation rate, and attendance rate. The data below are provided for
informational purposes and are not used to calculate a school’s Accountability Score.

Reading Proficiency

WSAS Proficient or Advanced
2013-14 2012-13 and 2013-14 Average % E
Proficient Proficient E’ E
Students and Students and ] b
Group Tested | Advanced | Percent | Tested | Advanced | Percent - 5
All Students 190 49 25.8% 374 101 27.0% 42.7% No
American Indian or Alaska Native NA NA NA NA NA NA © NA NA
Asian or Pacific Islander 23 4 17.4% 48 11 22.9% 40.1% No
Black not Hispanic 21 1 4.8% NA NA NA 31.2% No
Hispanic 30 4 13.3% 53 11 20.7% 33.5% No
White not Hispanic 104 36 34.6% 213 69 32.4% 45.8% No
Students with Disabilities 38 2 5.3% 70 5 7.2% 31.8% No
Economically Disadvantaged 125 25 20.0% 233 47 20.2% 34.8% No
Limited English Proficient 30 3 10.0% 56 4 7.1% 29.7% No
Mathematics Proficiency
WSAS ﬁrbﬁgient or Advanced L
2013-14 2012-13 and 2013-14 Average s E
Proficient Proficient y )
Students and Students and @ %
Group Tested | Advanced | Percent Tested | Advanced | Percent v y
All Students 190 58 30.5% 377 114 30.2% 56.0% No
American Indian or Alaska Native NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Asian or Pacific Islander 23 4 17.4% 49 11 22.4% 56.8% No
Black not Hispanic 21 2 9.5% NA NA NA 41.4% No
Hispanic 30 5 16.7% 54 8 14.8% 46.2% No
White not Hispanic 104 44 42.3% 214 85 39.7% 59.5% No
Students with Disabilities 38 1 2.6% 72 5 6.9% 43.0% No
Economically Disadvantaged 125 27 21.6% 236 47 19.9% 47 4% No
Limited English Proficient 30 4 13.3% 57 5 8.8% 44.7% No

Notes

 Under Met Target, “Yes-Cl” stands for Yes - Confidence Interval, meaning the group met its AMO target within a 95 percent
confidence interval.

= Two-year average is only calculated when both years meet the group size requirement.
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Annual Measurable Objectives
Attendance Rate

R R e s S i
) = o b
7 > g g o3 < 5
é g E g & g g 5 ) o
3 s 2 5 B 3 %3 g 5
3 g o 3 ] 5 B
Group i = 3
All Students NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
American Indian or Alaska Native NA NA NA NA NA
Asian or Pacific Islander NA NA NA NA NA
Black not Hispanic NA NA NA NA NA
Hispanic NA NA NA NA NA Not applicable - attendance target for All
White not Hispanic NA NA NA NA NA Stuclents graup only.
Students with Disabilities NA NA NA NA NA
Economically Disadvantaged NA NA NA NA NA
Limited English Proficient NA NA NA NA NA

Graduation Rate

" Six-Year Cohort Rate

Four-Ye_a.r Cohort Rate

2012-13 2011-12 and 2012-13 | Improvement 2012-13 2011-12 and 2012-13 | Improvement =z
o
v v (%] [74] -+
= 2] 2 [n] - [n] = [a]
of |8 | g |ek|8 |7 |o |a|es|2 |5 |gs|s | |8 |= )
=3 a =] g A o 3 52 o a Se a a @ = g
o g B 8 E 8 3 Q o £ 8 o2 e 8 3 a Q
a® | B 2 qasilaw g ]S & |3 2 |2 |38 8 |2 |9 e g
Group 5 @ 5 @ 5 o = a
All Students 248 207 | 83.5%| 500 405 | 81.0% | 4.9% | 2.0% 265 208 | 785%| 527 403 | 76.5%| 4.1% | 5.0% Yes
American Indian
NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

or Alaska Native

Asian or Pacific
Islander

Black not Hispanic 36 25 69.4%] 56 36 | 64.3% | 14.4% | 2.0% 36 26 | 72.2%) 62 41 | 66.1% | 14.5%| 5.0% | Yes

38 33 86.8%| 85 75 88.2% | -2.6% | NA 47 39 83.0%| 104 86 82.7%] 0.5% | 5.0% | Yes

Hispanic 28 25 89.3%| 52 40 | 76.9% | 26.8% | NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Yes

White not Hispanic 131 114 | 87.0%| 270 232 | 85.9% | 21% | NA 149 120 | 80.5%| 296 235 | 79.4%| 2.3% | 5.0% | Yes

Students with

Disabilities a9 | 37 |7ss%| o8 | 70 |714%| 82%| 20% | 54 | 35 |e4s%| 121 | 78 |645%| 06%| 50% | Yes

Economically

Biseintsied 159 | 123 | 77.4%| 305 | 232 |76.4% | 2.7% | 2.0% | 154 | 107 |695%| 306 | 210 | 68.6%| 1.7% | 50% | Yes

Limited English
Proficient

34 29 85.3%| 77 58 |75.3% | 17.9%| NA 37 32 |[865%| 64 51 | 79.7%| 16.1% | NA Yes

Notes
« The attendance rate goals for the All Students group are an attendance rate of at least 85% or at least 0.1% improvement. If either goal is met, then the AMO is met.

« The Graduation Rate Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) is based on four goals: 1) Four-year cohort graduation rate goal of 85% (most recent year or combination of two
most recent years); 2) Four-year cohort graduation rate improvement target; and 3) Six-year cohort graduation rate goal of 85% (most recent year or combination of two
most recent years); and 4) Six-year cohort graduation rate improvement target. If any one of these goals is met, then the AMO is met.

« The Attendance Rate AMO is only applied when the Graduation Rate AMO is not applicable.

« NA indicates that the student group is too small to receive an AMO determination.

» For more information about Annual Measurable Objectives see:http://oea.dpi.wi.gov/acct/ama.
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Overall Accountability Priority Areas S;:;Z' ;\: il ?taltze ?wzi

Score and Rating Student Achievement 54.1/100 67.5/100

Reading Achievement 26.9/50 32.2/50

Mathematics Achievement 27.2/50 35.3/50

/ Student Growth NA/NA NA/NA

Reading Growth NA/NA NA/NA

Mathematics Growth NA/NA NA/NA

Closing Gaps 69.7/100 67.1/100

Meets Few Expectations Reading Achievement Gaps 18.7/25 16.5/25

Mathematics Achievement Gaps 16.0/25 16.9/25

Graduation Rate Gaps 35.0/50 33.7/50

Ol Accatntahlliey Kaiss 5’ | | On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness  69.7/100 83.0/100

Significantly Exceeds 83-100 Graduation Rate (when available) 61.2/80 71.6/80

Expectations Attendance Rate (when graduation not available) NA/NA NA/NA

Exceeds 73-82.9 3rd Grade Reading Achievement NA/NA NA/NA

Expectations 8th Grade Mathematics Achievement NA/NA NA/NA

Meets 63-72.9 ACT Participation and Performance 8.5/20 11.4/20
Expectations i e Sy

Meets Few 53-62.9 | | Student Engagement Indicators Total Deductions: -10

Expectations Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%) Goal not met: -5

Fails to Meet 0-52.9 Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%) Goal not met: -5

Expectations Dropout Rate (goal <6%) Goal met: no deduction

School Information

Grades 9-12
School Type Public High School
Enroliment 959

Race/Ethnicity
American Indian

or Alaska Native 7.0%
Asian or Pacific Islander 14.5%
Black not Hispanic 13.6%
Hispanic 12.3%
White not Hispanic 52.7%
Student Groups
Students with Disabilities 21.3%
Economically Disadvantaged 66.1%
Limited English Proficient 10.0%

Wisconsin Student A—susessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced

Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with
Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.

State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10

100%
75%
B 5 & & &
h w
o1 o B & 2w 8 Yaeg 8 0¥
° w ~ ~ L Qo 0
R R ® T RE R
=x
25%
0% -
2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13
School: Reading - State: Reading | . School: Mathematics . State: Mathematics

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for schools that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all

schools. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://acct.dpi.wi.gov/acct accountability.
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Priority Areas

« Student Achievement measures the level of knowledge and skills among students in the school, compared to state and national standards. It includes a
composite of reading and mathematics perfarmance by the “all students” group in the Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS) for all tested
grades in the school.

« Student Growth describes how much student knowledge of reading and mathematics in the school changes from year to year. It uses a point system
that gives positive credit for students progressing toward higher performance levels, and negative credit for students declining below proficiency.

« Closing Gaps shows how the performance of student groups experiencing statewide gaps in achievement and graduation is improving in the school. It
recognizes the importance of having all students imprave, while focusing on the need to close gaps by lifting lower-performing groups. Specific
race/ethnicity groups, students with disabilities, economically disadvantaged students, and English language learners are compared against their
complementary groups at the state level.

« On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness indicates the success of students in the school in achieving educational milestones that predict postsecondary
success. It includes the graduation rate for schools that graduate students, or the attendance rate for ather schools. It also includes measures of
third-grade reading and eighth-grade mathematics achievement, and ACT participation and performance, as applicable to the school.

Student Engagement Indicators

Student Engagement Indicators are measures outside the four Priority Areas that affect student success or the soundness of the report card. Each
indicator has a goal, and schoals that fail to meet that goal receive a point deduction from their Overall Accountability Score. Goals were set by looking
at statewide data and establishing thresholds that identify schaols contributing the most to lowering Wisconsin's overall performance in the areas
below.

« Test Participation Rate: Every school has a goal of 95 percent participation in the Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS). The school’s
performance is measured by the participation rate of the lowest-participating student group. If this rate is less than 95 percent, but at least 85 percent,
five points are deducted from the school’s overall score; if this rate is less than 85 percent, 10 points are deducted.

« Absenteelsm Rate: This indicator describes the proportion of students in the school who attend school less than 84.1 percent of the time. If the
absenteeism rate in the school is 13 percent or more, five points are deducted. The absenteeism rate is different from the attendance
rate because it measures students who are absent from school a certain amount of time, not how often students are present in school.

« Dropout Rate: The goal for all middle and high schools is to have a dropout rate of less than six percent. A school not meeting the goal has five points
deducted from its score. Note that dropout rate is not the opposite of graduation rate. A dropout rate includes any student who leaves school in
grades 7-12 without expecting to earn a high school diploma, while a graduation rate counts students who earn a high school diploma within a certain
time (four or six years) after starting ninth grade.

=

Notes on this School Report Card

» The data presented in this report card are for public, state, and federal accountahility purposes.

« Student performance on the Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS) is the foundation of this report. WSAS data include results for both the
Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and the Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with Disabilities (WAA-SwD).

« Starting in 2011-12, schools are held to a higher college and career readiness proficiency benchmark by aligning the cut scores of the WKCE to those
of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). These higher cut scores have been retroactively applied to show trends. The higher cut
scores only apply to WKCE Reading and Mathematics scores, not the WAA-SwD, at this time.

» Some supplemental data that are not used for accountability calculations are presented in this report card for informational purposes in order to

provide context. Additional data on student performance are available here:http://winss.dpi.wi.gov/ .

« To protect student privacy, data for groups of fewer than 20 students are replaced by asterisks on public report cards.

» NA is used when data are Not Applicable. For example, a school that does not graduate students will have NA listed for graduation results.

« The analytical processes used in this report card are described in the Technical Guide and Interpretive Guide:
http://acct.dpi.wi.gov/acct_accountability.

« State comparison scores shown on page 1 are shown for context only. They are not used to determine this school’s score or rating.

« In the future, the School Report Card will be web-based and will allow readers to click on features for more supplementary data.
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- School x 912 9-12
Overall Accountability Pilaiity Afeas SEgR ;\:c?re Shite. [
Score and Rating Student Achievement 51.6/100 66.5/100
Reading Achievement 25.3/50 32.0/50
Mathematics Achievement 26.3/50 34.5/50
/ Student Growth NA/NA NA/NA
Reading Growth NA/NA NA/NA
Mathematics Growth NA/NA NA/NA
Closing Gaps 68.1/100 68.4/100
Fai|S to Meet Reading Achievement Gaps 17.1/25 17.5/25
5 Mathematics Achievement Gaps 16.8/25 16.8/25
Expectations Graduation Rate Gaps 34.2/50 34.1/50
SVersll Accauntatiiey Axtngs S’ || On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness  67.3/100 82.3/100
ESTE“iﬁca"tIV Exceeds 83-100 Graduation Rate (when available) 58.6/80 70.9/80
Expectations Attendance Rate (when graduation not available) NA/NA NA/NA
Exceeds 73-82.9 3rd Grade Reading Achievement NA/NA NA/NA
Expectations 8th Grade Mathematics Achievement NA/NA NA/NA
Meets 63-72.9 ACT Participation and Performance 8.7/20 11.4/20
Expectations T
Meets Few 53-62.9 | | Student Engagement Indicators Total Deductions: -10
Expectations Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%) Goal not met: -5
Fails to Meet 0-52.9 Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%) Goal not met: -5
Expectations Dropout Rate (goal <6%) Goal met: no deduction
School Information Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced
Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with
Grades 5-12 Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.
School Type Public High School State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10
Enrollment 991 100%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 75%
or Alaska Native 6.8% B .a & _? §
Asian or Pacific Islander 15.9% 50% s = b 2 & gg e gé & & g =
Black not Hispanic 12.1% 2o ] ] 2 22
Hispanic 11.1%
White not Hispanic 54.1% 25% 1
Student Groups
Students with Disabilities 21.9% 0% -
Economically Disadvantaged 58.7% 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12
Limited English Proficient 14.9% school: Reading M State: Reading | School: Mathematics BB State: Mathematics

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for schools that cannot be measured with all priority area scores, to ensure that Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all
schools. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://dpi.wi.gov/oea/acct/accountability.html.
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PUBLIC & West Hi | Green Bay Area Public
INSTRUCTION School Report Card | 2011-12 | Notes

Priority Areas

» Student Achievement measures the level of knowledge and skills among students in the school, compared to state and national standards. It includes a
composite of reading and mathematics performance by the “3]| students” group in the Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS) for all tested
grades in the school.

« Student Growth describes how much student knowledge of reading and mathematics in the school changes from year to year. It uses a point system
that gives positive credit for students progressing toward higher performance levels, and negative credit for students declining below proficiency.

» Closing Gaps shows how the performance of student groups experiencing statewide gaps in achievement and graduation is improving in the school. It
recognizes the importance of having all students improve, while focusing on the need to close gaps by lifting lower-performing groups. Specific
race/ethnicity groups, students with disabilities, economically disadvantaged students, and English language learners are compared against their
complementary groups.

« On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness indicates the success of students in the school in achieving educational milestones that predict postsecondary
success. It includes the graduation rate for schools that graduate students, or the attendance rate for other schools. It also includes measures of
third-grade reading and eighth-grade mathematics achievement, and ACT participation and performance, as applicable to the school.

Student Engagement Indicators

Student Engagement Indicators are measures outside the four priority areas that affect student success or the soundness of the index. Each indicator has
a goal, and schoals that fail to meet that goal receive a point deduction from their overall score. Goals were set by looking at statewide data and
estahlishing thresholds that identify schools contributing the most to lowering Wisconsin’s overall performance in the areas below.

« Test Participation Rate: Every school has a goal of 95 percent participation in the Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS). The school’s
performance is measured by the participation rate of the lowest-participating student group. If this rate is less than 95 percent, but at least 85 percent,
five points are deducted from the school’s overall score; if this rate is less than 85 percent, 10 paints are deducted.

» Absenteeism Rate: This indicator describes the proportion of students in the school who attend school less than 84.1 percent of the time. If the
absenteeism rate in the school is 13 percent or more, five points are deducted from its score. The absenteeism rate is different from the attendance
rate because it measures students who are absent from school a certain amount of time, not how often students are present in school.

» Dropout Rate: The goal for all middle and high schools is to have a dropout rate of less than six percent. A school nat meeting the goal has five paints
deducted from its score. Note that dropout rate is not the opposite of graduation rate. A dropout rate includes any student who leaves school in
grades 7-12 without expecting to earn a high school diploma, while a graduation rate counts students who earn a high school diploma within a certain
time (four or six years) after starting ninth grade.

Notes on this School Report Card

« The data presented in this report card are for public, state, and federal accountability purposes.

« Student performance on the Wisconsin Student Assessment System (WSAS) is the foundation of this report. WSAS data include results for both
Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with Disabilities (WAA-SwD).

» Starting in 2011-12, schools are held to a higher college and career readiness proficiency benchmark by aligning the cut scores of the WKCE to those
of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). These higher cut scores have been retroactively applied to show trends. The higher cut
scores only apply to WKCE Reading and Mathematics scores, not the WAA-SwD, at this time.

» Some supplemental data that are not used for accountability calculations are presented here for informational purposes in order to provide context.
Additional data on student performance are available here: http://dpi.wi.gov/si index.html .

« To protect student privacy, data for groups of fewer than 20 students are replaced by asterisks on public report cards.

« NA is used when data are Not Applicable. For example, a school that does not graduate students will have NA listed for graduation results.

« * js used to protect student privacy when groups have fewer than 20 students.

« The analytical processes used in this report card are described in the Technical Guide and Interpretive Guide:
http://dpi.wi.gov/oea/acct/accountability.html.

« State.comparison scores shown on page 1 are shown for context only. They are not used to determine this school's score or rating.

« In the future, the School Report Card will be web-based and will allow readers to click on features for more supplementary data.
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Senator Farrow and members of the Senate Education
Reform and Government Operations Committee: Thank
you for the opportunity to share some thoughts, ideas
and concerns today about Senate Bill 1.

| am Mike Blecha, a member of the Green Bay Area
School Board. Last week | concluded my term as
president of the Wisconsin Association of School Boards,
but | remain a member of WASB’s Board of Directors and
Executive Committee as immediate past president.

| first want to commend you, Senator Farrow, for
listening to educational leaders as you developed SB1,
first in a session at the State Capitol, then at a follow up
meeting in Green Bay. Both my superintendent, Dr.
Michelle Langenfeld, and | found you receptive to our
comments about school accountability and how it
impacts public education.

Because you took the time to listen to educators, | feel
that SB1 is a marked improvement over AB1.

There are several provisions in your bill that we can
endorse: First, we agree that all students who receive
public money — students in public schools and students



who receive a voucher to attend a private or religious
school — should take the same state test. Testing experts
say that is the only fair and equitable way to make
comparisons.

Second, we agree that the current report card categories
are far preferable to the Assembly bill that calls for A-F
letter grades. A-F letter grades simply reflect a
community’s socio-economic makeup and the failure of
society to address the scourge of increasing childhood
poverty. Letter grades do not provide parents a clear
and accurate picture of the learning that is going on
inside a school.

Superintendent Langenfeld will testify later on how those
grades can demonize a community, its schools, parents,
and students and have not been effective in other states.

We feel strongly about how damaging those letter
grades would be and urge you to resist placing themin a
final version of a compromise bill with the Assembly.

Those of us in public education welcome accountability
and increased support for struggling schools —and not
demonizing them and potentially turning them over to




independent charter schools, thus taking their control
and operation out of the hands of locally elected school
boards.

Thank you for not including those draconian measures
in your bill.

We do have concerns about the proposal in SB1 to
create two state-level boards to oversee accountability
systems. | note that Governor Walker stated that he
didn’t feel this level of bureaucracy is necessary.

We strongly feel that the task of improving schools and
ensuring that all students are successful should remain in
the hands of locally elected school boards. Because we
live and work in our communities, we know what is best
for our students and families.

Let me give you several examples of how in Green Bay
our school board has created multiple pathways for
students to succeed.

Fort Howard Elementary School, with 260 students, has
one of the highest poverty rates in our school district,
with 95 percent of the students qualifying for free and



reduced meals. Twenty-nine of its students are
homeless.

Two years ago Fort Howard was identified by the state as
a Title | Priority School because of low academic
achievement. As part of the correction plan, we assigned
a veteran principal to that school and reorganized the
teaching staff. In the past two years, Fort Howard
students have shown dramatic increases in reading and
mathematics growth and in closing the achievement gap.

You will be hearing from that principal, DeAnn Lehman,
on how that was accomplished.

You also will be hearing from Mark Flaten, principal of
Green Bay West High School --- another high poverty
school that could be falsely labeled as a failing school.

Mark will tell you about the incredible partnership
West has with industry and our technical college that has
led to a manufacturing lab operating within the school.
He’ll also tell you about the school’s growing
International Baccalaureate program, part of our
district’s K-12 IB program, one of only two such programs
in the state.




Those programs, and many others too numerous to
mention here today, were approved by a locally elected
school board, and not mandated by an outside agency or
review board.

Thank you again for your work on accountability, and we
look forward to continuing our partnership in ensuring
that all students receive a quality education.

We invite all committee members to visit Green Bay and
view firsthand the work our staffs are doing on behalf of
our students at Fort Howard, West High and other
schools. |
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Members of the Senate Education Reform and Government Operations Committee: |
appreciate this opportunity to share my experience with you. My name is DeAnn Lehman, |,
am the principal at Fort Howard Elementary School, in Green Bay. Our school has been
identified asa “Priority” school by the state.

| am extremely proud to be able to be part of the Fort Howard school community. We are
focusing on the WHOLE child meaning that we are meeting the social /emotional and basic
needs, as well as, our goal to improve the academic outcomes and futures of our capable
students. Many of our students come in behind and even with accelerated growth over a short
period of time do not meet up to the states expectations. Our support of student success is
focused on measuring steady gains. Which include the use of data to make educated decisions
ensuring student and school growth.

Let’s start with a powerful parent and student message to set the stage.

First, from a parent’s perspective, “l don’t want to send my student to this school, everyone
tells me it is a failing school. They say, | need to look online and to find another school for my
child.” After two months of being at Fort Howard, the same parent came in to talk to me. Her
perspective shifted significantly. She shared, “Oh, | am so glad that my two children are
attending Fort Howard and that | did not listen to all of my friends. You and your staff are
always there for my children, | have never experienced my children enjoying learning and
making as many gains as they are now. They are so proud to come home and talk about the
goals and how their teachers are always there for them and believe that they can learn. Thank

I”

you

Now from a student’s perspective -

“Mom, | really like this school. My teachers care about me and they actually help me learn
and to understand what | do not know. My other school, the teachers just let me alone and did
not push me or help me to learn more.”

The Fort Howard story - Three years ago, we were identified as a “Priority” school, by the
state of Wisconsin. With this label came expectations and requirements for our school. Yes,
there was additional funding that allowed us to implement many of the requirements. We were
required to partner with a state approved Turnaround partner, add 300 hrs to our current
school year and to demonstrate growth within four years. The first year we chose our partner,
which was West Ed., worked with our school district and local school board to allow staff
members who wanted to stay, stay and those who did not to be reassigned. In the end, 80% of
the present staff, are new to Fort Howard as well as myself, as the administrator. We have
made gains from our 2012- 2013 report card to our 2013 - 2014 state report card. We moved
from a “Fails to Meet Expectations” 49.7 to a “Meets Few Expectations” 57.0, showing growth
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in “Closing the Gap” from 44.4 to 61.5 and “Student Growth” from 44.3 to 56.7. We are proud
to see how the great work by the students and staff is paying off.

(show the pie chart)

We took a close look at the amount of time that students are in school. This calculation was
based off of a 180 day calendar and a 6 hour student day. The 180 days accounts for ONLY
10% of a students life over the 180 days. :

Many ask what makes you different, what have you done to change the school experience and
data? Here are a few examples.

*Using research we focused on preventing the ever haunting “summer slide.” Students
received a mailing every two weeks that contained three books, two math activities and a
personal letter from their teacher.

*We have honored site visits from five different schools, all of whom scored at “Meets
Expectations” or higher on the state report ca rd. They came to see what we are doing and the
Professional Development that is taking place.

*Without our additional funding, we would not be able to make this happen. Our school
district would not have the funding to support the additional hours, Turnaround partner or the
intensive Professional Development for our staff.

We are changing the image of Fort Howard not only within the building, but within the district,
the community and the state.

DESPITE all of this GREAT work, we still are slapped with a label or with a letter grade. We face
the backlash of many unintended consequences from the label or grade. | would like to share
what the staff hears, still to this day.

“Oh, | am sorry that you have to work at Fort Howard. You can always get out during
staffing time.”

“You need to get out of that school, they are failing and you will lose your job, if you stay
there.”

“Why would you want to work somewhere where everyone is criticizing what you are
doing and don’t believe in all you do. There are easier places for you to work.”

“Why do you care so much?”

Having to defend the great work that we are doing and the passion in these dedicated teachers,
breaks my heart. This is a tough yet rewarding career, without having to defend our belief in
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our students, to those who have not stepped foot into the building to see what is the real work
and learning that is taking place. We invite each of you to see the work in progress and we
would welcome any questions. We are not a “failing school”.

Thank you for your time on this matter.
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Fort Howard El | Green Bay Area Public
School Report Card | 2013-14 | Summary

b ' School Max K-5 K5
Overall Accountability Priority Areas Soore. Koore Bead T
Score and Rating Student Achievement 30.1/100 66.8/100
Reading Achievement 9.3/50 28.8/50
Mathematics Achievement 20.8/50 38.1/50
{/ Student Growth 56.7/100 67.8/100
Reading Growth 32.3/50 34.2/50
Mathematics Growth 24.4/50 33.6/50
Closing Gaps 61.5/100 66.9/100
Meets Few 'Expectatio ns Reading Achievement Gaps 33.5/50 34.0/50
Mathematics Achievement Gaps 28.0/50 32.9/50
Graduation Rate Gaps NA/NA NA/NA
Overdll AcCoum BB It Ratiogs S || On-Track and Postsecondary Readiness  79.8/100 86.9/100
Si'g;_fliﬁcant‘ly Exceeds 83‘190. Graduation Rate (when available) NA/NA NA/NA
Eipéci_:a_i_:ibn‘s. s P Attendance Rate (when graduation not available) 75.7/80 75.4/80
Exceeds 73-82.9 3rd Grade Reading Achievement 4.1/20 11.5/20
Expectations 8th Grade Mathematics Achievement NA/NA NA/NA
Meets 63-72.9 ACT Participation and Performance NA/NA NA/NA
Expectations
Meets Few 53-62.9 || Student Engagement Indicators Total Deductions: 0
Expectations Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%) Goal met: no deduction
!Famgineétﬁ- 0-52.9 Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%) Goal met: no deduction
Exp’éctations Dropout Rate (goal <6%) Goal met: no deduction
School Information Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced
Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with
Grades Ka-5 Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.
School Type Elementary School State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10
Enrollment 274 100%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 75%
or Alaska Native 8.4% 2 & & & &
Asian or Pacific Islander 5.5% E0% A g 2 8w R w B = g
; . N ~ ~ [=3 = =T
Black not Hispanic 15.7% ® ® =X § ® ES
Hispanic 54.4%
White not Hispanic 16.1% 5% g
Student Groups
Students with Disabilities 18.6% 0% :
Economically Disadvantaged 94.9% 2008-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14
LimIt'Ed English Proficient 48.9% ,, School: Reading . State: Reading E_ School: Mathematics . State: Mathematics

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for schools that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be com pared fairly for all
schools. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://reportcards.dpi.wi.zov/.
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Page
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PUBLIC § Fort Howard El | Green Bay Area Public
[NSTRUCTION School Report Card | 2012-13 | Summary
i School Max K-5 K-5
Overall Accou nta}blllty Priarity Areas Geale Sl (et R
Score and Rating Student Achievement 32.1/100 66.5/100
Reading Achievement 9.8/50 28.7/50
Mathematics Achievement 22.3/50 37.8/50
Student Growth 44.3/100 65.7/100
Reading Growth 25.6/50 33.4/50
Mathematics Growth 18.7/50 32.3/50
1 ' Closing Gaps 44.4/100 65.6/100
Falls to Meet Reading Achievement Gaps . .21.7/50 33.2/50
s Mathematics Achievement Gaps 22.7/50 32.4/50
Expectations Graduation Rate Gaps NA/NA NA/NA
0 Il A tability Rati S .
ﬁ"erf e L sk Score | | op-Track and Postsecondary Readiness ~ 77.8/100 87.1/100
;S'Emﬁc‘_a{‘ﬂv Exceeds .___ 8?‘_'1001_ Graduation Rate (when available) NA/NA NA/NA
[Expectations e | Attendance Rate (when graduation not available) 73.8/80 75.6/80
Exceeds 73-82.9 3rd Grade Reading Achievement 4.0/20 11.5/20
[Expectations = 8th Grade Mathematics Achievement NA/NA NA/NA
‘__Me_!rets § 63-72.9 ACT Participation and Performance NA/NA NA/NA
Expectations
Meets Few 53-62.9 | | Student Engagement Indicators Total Deductions: 0
ExPej:tatiogg__ 7 sl o | o Test Participation Lowest Group Rate (goal 295%) Goal met: no deduction
FailstoMeet 0-52.9 Absenteeism Rate (goal <13%) Goal met: no deduction
:Eipectations 32 : Dropout Rate (goal <6%) Goal met: no deduction
School Information Wisconsin Student Assessment System Percent Proficient and Advanced
Includes Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) and Wisconsin Alternate Assessment for Students with
Grades K4-5 Disabilities (WAA-SwD). WKCE college and career readiness benchmarks based on National Assessment of Educational Progress.
School Type Elementary School State proficiency rate is for all tested grades: 3-8 and 10
Enroliment 301 100%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian 75%
or Alaska Native 6.0% & el & § 35
Asian or Pacific Islander 6.0% . @R w 8 g @ R B
< ; 50% w < - S 5
Black not Hispanic 14.3% = = = < % =
Hispanic 54.2%
White not Hispanic 19.6% 25% 1
Student Groups
Students with Disabilities 13.6% 0% -
| Economically Disadvantaged 95.0% 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13
Limited English Proficient 47.5% School: Reading . State: Reading [: School: Mathematics - State: Mathematics

Notes: Overall Accountability Score is an average of Priority Area Scores, minus Student Engagement Indicator deductions. The average is weighted
differently for schools that cannot be measured with all Priority Area Scores, to ensure that the Overall Accountability Score can be compared fairly for all
schools. Accountability Ratings do not apply to Priority Area Scores. Details can be found at http://acct.dpi.wi.gov/acct accountability.
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Amy Foote - Green Bay, WI

Howe Elementary School Parent

Id like to thank Senator Farrow and members of the Senate
Education Reform and Government Operations Committee for the

opportunity to share my thoughts about Senate Bill 1.

My name is Amy Foote. | am a mother of three children. Two of my
children currently attend Howe Elementary School on Green Bay’s
near East side. My daughter is in 5th grade and my son is in 3rd.
We have been a part of Howe school since my daughter started
kindergarten six years ago. | am very involved in the school. Most
students think I'm a teacher because I'm at school so much. |
volunteer in the school a few times a week, helping out in my kids
rooms, doing reading groups with students, popping popcorn,
coaching basketball, leading the PTO, on the Positive Behavior
Intervention and Support committee and helping with random
things as needed. So | think it’s fair to say | understand the fabric of

my children’s school.

Nine years ago my husband and | moved back to Green Bay. We
chose to move into the Howe school neighborhood because we
value diversity. Howe is 94% free or reduced lunch, 34% limited
language proficient, 22% students with disabilities, and 80%

students of color. Our lives have been greatly enriched by our
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culturally and economically diverse relationships and we desired
" the same for our children. We want our children to grow up in an
environment that reflects the real-world around us. Our children

have lived that out at Howe.

However, | am required to defend our community and school on a
regular basis. When I'm asked where my children go to school, my
response is often met by uncomfortable non-verbals and a

patronizing comment.

An under-resourced community and school does not mean that it is
a bad community or school. It means that it is just that, under-
resourced and often mis-understood. I'm thrilled that Senate Bill 1
is not placing more labels on our community that don't represent

what is really going on inside the walls of our schools.

When we were looking at Howe years ago a group of parents who's
children attended Howe told me Howe School is the best kept
secret in Green Bay and if people knew how amazing this school is
they would be choicing into it left & right. Six years later and a

failing school label | feel the same way.

We have had nothing but an amazing and satisfying experience at
Howe school. Excellent teachers work to overcome all the

challenges that an under-resourced community has to face outside
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the walls of the school. Our challenges include poverty,
homelessness, high student turnover, and chaotic living, to name a

few.

I get the privilege to see, first-hand, highly qualified and committed
teachers use ALL the tools in their tool belt on a regular basis. They
learn about and adapt to their ever-changing classroom dynamics.

They give kids the best environment possible for learning.

A Reading Specialist at Howe shared a story with me recently about
one of her students who has made over a year’s worth of gains in
their reading in only a few short months. A child that has made
those type of gains is not a failing student. A teacher that has
helped a child make those gains is not a failing teacher. Sadly, both
of them would be labeled failing despite the significant gains due to

a lack of grade-level performance.

| am asking you to resist placing A-F letter grades on schools in the
final version of the compromise bill with the Assembly. Those labels
make it much more difficult to communicate the real stories being

written inside the walls of our school. Thank you for your time.
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Senator Farrow and members of the Senate Education Reform and Government =~ “\ @
Operations Committee, thank you for the opportunity to speak to you about SB1.

I am Michelle Langenfeld, the Superintendent of Schools and Learning GREEN DAY AREA
in the Green Bay Area Public Schools where each day I have the honor and PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT
privilege to serve a richly diverse student population of more than 21,000 All learning. All growing
students - with more than 4,000 English Language Learners, more than 12,000 students

receiving free or reduced lunch and almost 900 children who are identified as homeless as

defined by McKinney Vento. Our district also has a very mobile population. Last year, 2,811

students moved in and out of our district. That’s more students than the total student

enrollment number of 82% (348 of 424) of Wisconsin school districts. And yet, in spite of

these odds, on our recent state report card, our district “met expectations.”

Today you have heard the personal stories from two of our principals and a parent.  am
sure that you agree that their stories support the need for a system of school accountability
that accurately and fairly reflects the interventions, innovative programs, community
partnerships and progress our students are making.

When T initially read Senate Bill 1, I was relieved to see that the Senate version is far less
punitive than Assembly Bill 1. SB1 does not include punitive letter grades or the take away
local control of elected school boards. Thank you for recognizing that the parents in the
state of Wisconsin are very capable of understanding our current report card. In addition,
thank you for recognizing that assigning a letter grade of C, D or F to a school not only
provides very limited subjective information for parents based on a test score but also
stigmatizes struggling students and families, demoralizes staff and even diminishes
property values in a community. Finally, thank you for recognizing that schools assigned a
punitive letter grade may be held accountable for things out of their control, such as

poverty.

In preparation for today, I examined school accountability systems across the country. I
was particularly interested in those states where students are achieving at the high levels.
What I found is that some school accountability systems recognize the impact of mobility
when defining their accountability measures.

Our data show that mobility plays a very significant role in our district’s graduation rates.
We have found that students who enroll as freshman and stay through their senior year,
will graduate at an average rate of more than 95%. We make every effort to ensure that all
students who enter our doors graduate college, career and community ready.

To that end, we ask that consideration be given to mobility either as part of the multiple
measures calculation of a school’s performance, more specifically 4 year graduation rates,
or at the very least, included as an exceptional circumstance as defined in the bill.

For your review, | have included data showing what graduation rates for a 4-year cohort of
students vs. the current graduation data certified by the state reflecting all students. You
can clearly see that there is a significant difference. For example, West High School’s 4 -



year cohort graduation rate in 2013 was 97.3% as compared to the state’s certified
graduation rate for West at 83.9%.

4-YR Cohort Graduation Rate

School 2012-2013
East 91.20%
Preble 96.40%
Southwest 97.10%
West . 97.30%

State Graduation Rate — all students (Certified)

School 2012-2013
East 79.20%
Preble 85.40%
Southwest 85.50%
West 83.90%

In addition to mobility, I ask that consideration be given to providing resource and support
to those schools that are the state’s lowest performing schools. Across the country, states
that are investing in interventions and providing support and resource are seeing
significant student achievement gains. Minnesota, for example, has implemented “Regional
Centers for Excellence” that provide a cohesive and focused system approach to supports
for a school and district.

Finally, in closing, please know that we are not sitting by waiting for students to fail. We are
engaging in bold innovative opportunities with our community partners as we work to
create multiple pathways to ensure success for every student. Recognizing that we have
hundreds of children who come to us each year with zero number recognition, zero letter
recognition and sadly have never held a pencil or crayon, we have reached out to our
community for help. We are partnering with the United Way, the Chamber and the Greater
Green Bay Community Foundation to align our resources in a cradle to career effort
intended to measurably improve the safety, health and education of children. To date more
than $1.4 million has been donated in an effort called Achieve Brown County where our
motto is “A commitment from to each of us from all of us.”

We support the key components of SB1 and ask that consideration be given to include a
measure recognizing mobility, support and resources for the lowest performing schools
and a school accountability report card that is fair and accurately reflects the quality ofa
school - not just the school’s demographic composition. In doing so, you will be creating a
strong school accountability system, focused on success for every child that will surely
move the state of Wisconsin forward.

Thank you
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Article X SECTION 3 of the Wi Constltutlon says: “The legislature shall provide by
law for the establishment of district schools, which shall be as nearly uniform as
practicable; and such schools shall be free and without charge for tuition to all
children between the ages of 4 and 20 years; and no sectarian instruction shall be
allowed therein.”

This is education for all paid for by all. It recognizes the existence of the common
good and puts the government in its service. Our Constitution honors the public
trust.

Gov. Walker spent Sunday in Palm Springs wallowing in the privilege extended by
the billionaire Koch brothers. They don’t believe in the common good or public
education. The 1980 platform of the Libertarian party, on which David Koch ran
for Vice President said:

o “We advocate the complete separation of education and government.
Government ownership, operation, regulation, and subsidy of schools and
colleges should be ended.

o “We condemn compulsory education laws ... and we call for the immediate
repeal of such laws.”

This is education for the few and the privileged. Everyone else, including the child
with special needs, is excluded. Corporate education by exclusion denies the
existence of a common good, steals from the public trust, violates our
Constitution and threatens our democracy. It is profoundly un-American. You
worship it.

The Libertarians lost big in 1980. The Kochs couldn't win the White House, so they
created a movement instead. The Tea Party, the American Legislative Exchange
Council (ALEC), Americans for Prosperity, the American Federation for Children,
the Bradley Foundation have spent millions to overtake the Republican Party and
the public conversation. That is the conversation we are having here today.

16 current and former Republican Senators are either active or past members of
ALEC - Senators Darling, Ellis, Farrow, Fitzgerald, Grothman, Harsdorf, Kedzie,
Lasee, Lazich, Moulton, Nass, Wanggard, Vukmir and Zipperer. The damage they
have done and continue to do threatens our democracy more than any foreign
terrorist could ever hope to.



Your corporate masters have waited long enough. After all the money they’ve
given you, they expect you to do as you’re told. In 2011, you slashed public
school funding. In 2013, at roughly 3 a.m., you pushed through an unparalleled
expansion of school vouchers throughout

Wisconsin.

State Superintendent Tony Evers said “This vote has created a separate,
unaccountable statewide system of religious and private voucher schools funded
with public dollars. This pre-dawn action has not had one second of public
testimony, there have been no public hearings, and no public fiscal analysis has
been done.”

Here’s the list of 67 schools statewide now registered to participate. Every single
one of them is a religious school — every single one. You are using the public trust
to teach and promote religion in blatant violation of our Constitution.
Corporatocracy isn’t enough; you want theocracy too. Perhaps ISIS and the
Taliban can advise you on that.

Nearly 26,000 Milwaukee students now use vouchers to attend more than 100
private schools. Those schools collect more than $150 million a year. Your
corporate sponsors lust after what remains, so your work is not done.

You must now disempower and delegitimize those annoying local school boards,
and while you're at it, the people who elected them. So, you promulgate the lie
that public education has failed. You spread the myth of accountability. You
blather about punishment and consequences. You lay the groundwork for SB1.

SB1 is as transparent as it is dishonest. Private schools for the privileged will be
overseen by a board of political appointees, with no required qualifications and
accountable to no one. If the private schools are inadequate, they can keep the
kids they already have, and continue to collect taxpayer money without any
improvement. After 3 years stealing from the public trust, they can simply
reapply as a new school of choice. How nice for them.

Public schools will also be overseen by a board of political appointees, with no
required qualifications and accountable to no one. But, public school districts



must submit a 5 step improvement program that mandates new curriculum,
academic and behavioral supports, diagnostic assessments, individualized
instruction, and additional learning time. What a surprise! You do know what
public schools need. You just don’t want them to have it; there’s no funding in
this bill. Your cynicism is mind-blowing and offensive, and it gets worse. If the
unqualified political appointees don’t like the plan, they can rewrite it. If they’re
still unhappy, they can withhold state aid because, after all, if your fiscal lynching
hasn’t killed public education yet, then you’ve got to tighten the noose.

In Milwaukee, the total amount of money stolen from the public trust will soon
exceed $1.7 billion. Add that to the heist that you and Gov. Walker pulled off in
2011, and my public school math tells me you have already embezzled 3.5 billion
and counting from the public trust. That is grand larceny. And, your corporate
masters are drooling.

Yours will be a shameful legacy. 51% of public school children now live in poverty.
Your corporate masters are largely responsible for that. You and they are
accountable for embezzling the public trust, and the public school districts you
are starving will certainly die.

Corporate education by exclusion will then provide for the few and the privileged
at public expense. Somewhere in the wreckage of our communities, there will be
legions of poor and special needs children wondering why they can’t go to school
any more.

But, on your to-do list, you and your campaign donors will cross off “destroy
public education”. You will move on to selling our state parks and conservancies
to the highest bidding developer, privatizing our roads, and monetizing and
rationing our water. Those were also planks in the 1980 Koch platform.

I will close with the conversation we are not having here today.

Question: Why aren't you asking front line practitioners what their public schools
need in order to meet the challenges of poverty, untreated illness, substandard or
no housing, and lack of family-supporting wages? Answer: Because you want
them to fail.



Question: How do we deal with 50% of teachers dropping out of the profession
within 5 years? Answer: Change the licensing requirement so that anyone who's
had a life can teach. When failure is your goal, it doesn’t matter who teaches,
does it?

Question: Why are you ignoring research that says since accountability measures
began, the racial achievement gap that had been shrinking has either stayed the
same or widened? Answer: Because widening that gap serves your ugly, immoral
purpose.

You know, there actually are better choices, more in keeping with the once-
honored office you hold. You could take a deep breath, and remember the
Constitution you swore to support. You could look into the trusting faces of the
860,000 Wisconsin children who love their public schools, into the eyes of their
parents whose money you are plundering, and start asking the right questions on
their behalf. You could show some respect for the common good, for the
hallowed idea of community, for we the people. You could honor our democracy
and our history. You could stop burglarizing the public trust. Now, that would be
real reform.

In a true democracy, free public education for all is the only moral alternative.
Corporate education by exclusion is immoral.

| retired after 28 years in Milwaukee’s program for the deaf and hard of hearing.
see clearly what you are doing, and | am enraged. | speak for a future where
government works for we the people, not for corporations; where legislators
don’t embezzle the public trust, they safeguard it; where dishonesty and greed
are not the rule, but the exception; where oaths to uphold the Constitution are
honored, not violated; and where children once again are community treasure,
not corporate cash cows.

Sheila Plotkin
McFarland, WI



App lelt.on. W1 54913
Administrator: Paul Hartwig

(920) 739-4441 Grades: 9-12

101 East Northland Avenue,
2626 North Oneida Street,
1810 North McDonald Street,
1600 West Prospect and

500 West Marquette Street
Appleton, WI 54911
Administrator: Ray DuBois
(920) 735-9380 Grades: K4-12
*Saint Peter Lutheran School
'N2740 French Road

Appleton, W1 54913
Administrator: Phil Punzel
(920) 739-2009 Grades: K5-8

Beloit and Janesville
Rock Connty Christian School
916 Bushnell Street and

5122 Driftwood Drive

Beloit and Janesville, WI 53511
Administrator: Tim Befus

(608) 365-7378 Grades; K5-12
Bonduel

240 East Green Bay Sireet
Bonduel, W1 54107
Administrator: Gerald Schmidt
(715) 758-8532 Grades: K4-8

Brookfield

“*Immanuel Lutheran Scheal
13445 Hampton Road
Brookfield, WI 53005
Administrator: Sharon Wallace
(262) 781-7140 Grades: K4-7

Butier

*Sgint Asies Schosl

12801 West Fairmount Avenue
Butler, W1 53007
Administrator: Kay Bobh
(262) 781-4996 Grades: K4-8

Cato

19 South County Road J
Cato, W1 54230
Administrator: Rick Hamacher

(920) 775-4366 Grades: K4-8

" New to the program for the 2014-15 school year.

2014-15 School Year

Chippewa Falls

1316 Bel Air Boulevard,

436 South Main Street and
429 West Spruce Street
Chippewa Falls, WI 54729
Administrator; Mary Huffcutt

(715) 723-0538 Grades: K5-12

Eau Claire and Altoona
Regis Catholic Schools
2100 Fenwick Avenue.

1703 Sherwin Avenue,
2502 11th Street and

1828 Lynn Avenue

Eau Claire and

Altoona, W1 54701
Administrator: Mark Gobler

(715) 830-2273 Grades: K5-12

Elm Grove

*Elm Grove Lutheran School
945 Terrace Dove

Elm Grove, W153122
Admunistrator: Jeffrey Fick

(262) 797-2970 Grades: K4-8

Fond du Lac

Saint Mary's Springs Academy
225 County Road K,

95 East 2nd Street and

63 East Merrill Street

Fond du Lac, WI 54937
Administrator: Douglas Olig

(920) 921-4870 Grades: K4-12

*Winnebago Lutheran Academy
475 East Merrill Avenue

Fend du Lac, WT 54935
Administrator: David Schroeder

(920) 921-4930 Grades: 9-12

Franklin

**Saint Martin of Tours Parish Scheol
7933 South 116th Street

Franklin, W1 53132

Administrator: Jeanne Johnson

(414)425-9200 Grades: K4-8

Freedom

=Saint Nicholas Catholic School
'W2035 County S
Freedom, W1 54130
Administrator: Rose Mary Perrino

(920) 788-9371 Grades: K5-8

Wisconsin Parental Choice Program
Schools Registered to Participate by City

Green Bay and De Pere

Green Bay Area Cathelic Education - Fast
3002 Bay Settlement Road,

2020 Hillside Lane and

650 South [rwin Avenue

Green Bay, WI 354311

Administrator: Dane Radecki

(920) 499-7330 Grades: K3-8
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227 South Wisconsin Street,

100 South Huron,

1305 Lourdes Avenue,

2575 South Webster Avenue and

333 Hilltop Drive

De Perc and Green Bay, WI 54115

Administrator: Dane Radecki

(920) 499-7330 Grades: K5-8

Green Bay Area Catholic Education - West
1204 South Fisk Street and

2561 Glendale Avenue

Green Bay, W1 54304

Administrator: Dane Radecki

(920) 499-7330 Grades: K5-8

*Northeastern Wisconsin Lutheran High School
1311 South Robinson Avenue
Green Bay, WI 54311
Admimstrator: Chris Nelson
(920)471-5754 Grades: 9-12
Notre Dame de ka Baie Academy
610 Maryhill Drive

Green Bay, WI 54303
Administrator: Karen Konop

(920) 429-6100

1731 Saint Agnes Drive

Green Bay, WL 54304
Administrator: Ken Longmire
(920) 965-2244

*Saint Mark Lutheran School
1167 Kenwood Street

Green Bay. W1 54304
Administrator: Jeremy Bock
(920) 494-9113

Greendale

*Martia Luther High School
5201 South 76th Street
Greendale, WI 53129
Administrator: Wayne Jensen
(414) 421-4000

Grades: 9-12

Grades: K5-8

Grades: K5-8

Grades: 9-12

Kenosha

2100 75th Street

Kenosha, W153143
Administrator: Chris Avery

262) 654-3234 Grades: K5-8

" New ta program for the 2014-15 school year and, under state law, will not be permitted to participate if student applicants exceed the 1,000

student participation limit.

Schools must meet all program requirements to be eligible to receive program payments.
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Friedens Lutheran School

5043 20th Avenue

Kenosha, WI53140

Administrator: Matthew Oppermann

(262) 652-3451 Grades: K4-8

Saint Joseph Catholic Academy
2401 69th Street and

7207 14th Avenue

Kenosha, W1 53143
Administrator: Robert Freund

(262) 654-8651 Grades: K4-11

La Crosse and Onalaska
Aguinay Catholic Schools
521 South |3th Street,

1319 Ferry Street,

2404 King Street,

127 11th Avenue North, and
315 South 11th Street

La Crosse and

Onalaska, W1 54601
Administrator; Kurt Nelson

(608) 784-8585 Grades: K4-12

Madison

5202 Regent Street

Madison, W1 53705
Administrator: Tia Sierra
(608) 441-9408 Grades: K4-5
Manitowoc

Roncalli High School
2000 Mirro Drive
Manitowoe, W1 54220
Administrator: John Stelzer
(920) 682-8801 Grades: 9-12
Saint Francis of Assisi Schoel

1408 Waldo Boulevard and

2109 Marshall Street

Manitowoe, WI 54220

Administrator; Bob Beehner

(920) 683-6892 Grades: K4-8

Marshfield

Columbus Catholic Scheals
307 North Walnut Avenue,
1300 West Sth Street and

710 South Columbus Avenue
Marshfield, W1 54449
Administrator: David Eaton
(715) 387-1177 Grades: K4-12

Menomonee Falls

*Grace Lutheran Schoel
N&TW16173 Kenwood Boulevard
Menomonee Falls, WI 53051
Administrator: Rachel Kuehn

(262) 251-7140 Grades: K4, K5, 2-7

* New to the program for the 2014-15 school year.

Merrill

611 West Main Streel
Merrill, W1 54452
Administrator: Kathy Yahr
{715) 536-7501 Grades: K5-8

Milwaukee

**Milwaukee Lutheran High Scheol
9700 West Grantosa Drive
Milwaukee, WI 53222
Administrator: Matthew Pankow
(414) 461-6000 Grades: 8-12
**Narthwest Catholic School
7140 North 41st Street and
8202 Wesl Denver Avenue
Milwaukee, W1 53209
Administrator: Michelle Paris
(414) 352-6927 Grades: K4-8
**Risen Savier Luthcran School
9550 West Brown Deer Road
Milwaukee, WI 53224
Administrator: Robert Dusseau
(414) 354-7320 Grades: K4-8
**Sginf School
1747 South 9th Street,

1711 South 9th Street,

4807 South 2nd Street,

929 West Mitchell Street,
1669 South 5th Street and
2156 South 4th Street
Milwaukee, W] 53204
Administrator: Ramon Cruz
(414) 384-6612 Grades: K4-12
**Saint Joan Antida High Scheol

1341 North Cass Strect

Milwaukee, W1 53202

Administrator: Maricruz Talavera-Pettis
(414)272-8423 Grades: 9-10

3027 South 16th Street
Milwaukee, W1 53215
Administrator: Todd Beadle

(414) 645-5337 Grades: [K4-4

**Saint Lucas Latheran School
648 East Dover Strect
Milwaukee, WI153207
Administrator: Michael Koestler
(414)483-9122 Grades: K4-8
**Salam School

4707 South 13th Street and

801 West Layton Avenue

Milwaukee, W153221

Administrator: Wanis Shalaby

(414) 282-0504 Grades: K4-12

**YWisconsin Lutheran High School
330 North Glenview Avenue
Milwaukee, W1 53213

Administrator: Kenneth Fisher

(414) 453-4567 Grades: 9-12

Neenah and Menasha
*Twin athelic Educational System
1050 Zephyr Drive,

312 Nicolet Boulevard,

900 Geiger Street,

610 Division Street and

540 Second Street

Neenah and Menasha, W1 54956
Administrator: Patrick Batey
(920) 722-7796

Grades: K5-12

Oshkosh

Lourdes Academy

619 Merritt Avenue,

1207 Oregon Streel and

110 North Sawyer Street
Oshkosh, WT 54902
Administrator: Robert Biebel

(920) 426-3626 Grades: K5-12

Valley Christian School
3450 Vinland Street
Oshkosh, W1 54901
Administrator: Bradley Dunn

(920)231-9704 Grades: K5-12

Pleasant Prairie

*Pleasant Prairie Renaissance School
10450 72nd Avenue

Pleasant Prairie, WT 53158
Administrator: Irene Trecroci

(262) 947-8100 Grades: K4-2

Plymouth
Saint John Lutheran School
227 North Stafford Street
Plymouth, WI 53073
Administrator: Tim Gieschen

(920) 893-5114 Grades: K4-8

Portage

*Saint John's Lutheran School
430 West Emmett Street

Portage, W1 53901
Adminisirator: Doug Jacoby

(608) 742-4222 Grades: K5-8

Racine and Kenosha
**Renaissance School

6150 Taylor Avenue and

2224 30th Avenue

Racine and Kenosha, W153403
Administrator: Frank Trecroci

(262) 554-6768 Grades: K4-8

** New to program for the 2014-15 school year and, under state law, will not be permitted to participate if student applicants exceed the 1,000

student participation limit.

Schools must meet all program requirements to be eligible to receive program payments.
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Rhinelander

105 South Pelham Street and
1350 North Pelham Street
Rhinelander, W1 54501
Administrator: Shirley Heise

(715) 362-5588 Grades: K4-5, 8

Shawano

*Saint James Luiheran School
324 South Andrews Street
Shawano, W1 54166
Administrator: Susan Longmire

(715) 542-4213 Grades: K4-8

Sheboygan

*Saint Elizabeth Ann Seton Cathelic Schosl
814 Superior Avenue

Sheboygan, W153081

Administrator; Elizabeth Uchytil

(920) 452-1571 Grades: K4-8

1819 North 13th Street
Sheboygan, W1 53081
Administrator: Wendy Kretschmar

(920) 452-6882 Grades: K4-8

Sheboygan: Avea Lutheran High School
3323 University Drive

Sheboygan, W153081

Administrator: Carmen Dolson

(920) 452-3323 Grades: 9-12

Sheboygan Christian School

418 Geele Avenue

Sheboygan, W153083
Administrator: Kathleen Andringa

(920) 457-3060 Grades: K4-8

*Sheboygan County Christian High School
929 Greenfield Avenue

Sheboygan, W153081

Administrator: John Andringa

(920) 458-9981 Grades: 9-12

*Trinity Lutheran Schoel
824 Wisconsin Avenue and
904 North 9th Street
Sheboygan, W153081
Administrator: Laura Safly

(920) 458-8248 Grades: K4-8

Somers

**Shoreland Lutheran High Schooel
9026 12th Street

Somers, WI 53171
Administrator: Paul Seriver
(262) 859-2595 Grades: 9-12

Stevens Point and Plover
*Saint Paul Lutheran School
1919 Wyalt Avenue

Stevens Point, W1 54481
Administrator: Billy Zuelsdorff
(715) 344-5660 Grades: K4-8
Stevens Point Area Catholic Schoels

1301 Maria Drive,

708 First Street,

3301 Willow Drive,

1335 Clark Street and

2150 High Street

Stevens Point and

Plover, WI 54481
Administrator: Todd Kuckkahn
(715) 341-2445 Grades: 1{5-12
Two Rivers

*Saint Peter the Fisherman Catholic School
1322-33rd Street

Two Rivers, WI 54241
Administrator: Karolyn Efferson
(920) 794-7022 Grades: K5-8

Waukesha

*Catholic Memorial High School
601 East College Avenue
Waukesha, W1 53186
Administrator: Julie Lindahl

(262) 542-7101 Grades: 9-10

Wausau and Rothschild
Newman Catholic Scheols
1130 West Bridge Street,
604 North 6th Avenue,

602 Military Road

Wausau and

Rothschild, WI 54401
Administrator: Jarls St. Clair
(715) 845-5735 Grades: K5-12
501 Stewart Avenue

Wausau, W1 54401

Administrator: Gina Maroszek

(715) B48-0166 Grades: K5-8

* New to the program for the 2014-15 school year.
** New to program for the 2014-15 school year and, under state law, will not be permitted to participate if student applicants exceed the 1,000

student participation limit.

Schools must meet all program requirements to be eligible to receive program payments.

West Allis

*Crase Cheistier Auack

8420 West Beloit Road

West Allis, W1 53227

Administrator: Cynthia Hummitzsch

(414) 327-4200 Grades: K4-12
1435 South 92nd Street

West Allis, W153214
Administrator: Kathleen Dagenhardt
(414) 476-0751 Grades: K4-8

Wisconsin Rapids

ion Catholic Schools
445 Chestout Street,
440 Mead Street,
831 12th Street South and
750 10th Avenue South
Wisconsin Rapids, W1 54494
Administrator: Joan Marie Bond
(715)422-0900 Grades: K5-12
Immanuel Lutheran School
111 11th Street North
‘Wisconsin Rapids, W1 54494
Administrator: Lynnette Hansen

(715)423-0272 Grades: K4-8



Angelina Cruz

815 8t St, Apt 311

Racine, W1 53403
angelinamcruz@gmail.com
262-664-1818

. SB 1 - Public Testimony

Thank you for the opportunity to speak today. And | would like to thank you all for
dedicating your work to public service. I do the same. My name is Angelina Cruz and
I'am a public school teacher. For ten years, I taught 5t grade in the Racine Unified
School District. This would have been my eleventh year, except that 5 months ago |
suffered a Traumatic Brain Injury. So presently | am on disability, working to get my
physical and emotional issues in order.

You may be wondering what would compel someone such as myself to find a way to
Madison today to speak before you. Frankly, I should not even be alive. [ shouldn’t
be able to do this today. And that’s just it. I've been told over and over by some of
the best doctors that my being alive is a miracle. So | feel very strongly that I must
continue to use the voice that I have been blessed with to speak for my students and
their families.

My first week out of the hospital was the first week of the school year. This was
extraordinarily difficult for me. I've always taken what I do very seriously. These
past five months I have been working very hard to get back to it, I receive e-mails
from former students on a daily basis. | have had the opportunity to visit the school 1
was at for ten years. I miss it. | miss my kids. And I sit before you concerned that the
place | love being mostin this world, working with these kids, public schools, will
not exist very soon.

[ have a degree in educational policy so I like to think that | am pretty well versed in
the history of public schools and how to move our schools forward successfully. So |
am looking for answers to some questions:

* How will voucher and privately run charter schools be held accountable? I'm
not a statistician, but it seems to me that allowing charter and voucher
schools to take different tests than public schools makes comparison and
accountability unrealistic.

* How does privatizing, or abandoning, public schools deemed “failures”
ensure positive results when studies have shown that these schools do not
perform any better than our existing public schools?

* To whom will these privatized schools be held accountable? It seems as
though this bill would remove local control of our schools. Presently, ifa
parent has an issue with a teacher or an administrator, they have the
freedom to approach the local school board to redress their grievances.
Passage of this bill seems to completely eliminate this as a possibility. Please
explain to me how this is not a divestment in our communities,

* What protections are in place for our special education students and English
language learners under this bill? Private schools are not required under law
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262-664-1818
to provide these services, whereas public schools must. Furthermore,
private schools have the freedom to deny access to students that require
services that they do not provide.

Please don’t get me wrong. | have no problems with private schools. I am a product
of parochial schooling, grades K-12, because my parents thought it important that|
have a religious upbringing. What this religious upbringing taught me is that our
world is filled with beautiful diversity that must be embraced. We must love each
other and support each other. And I fear that this bill does nothing toward that
effort for those most in need.

Wisconsin once had the finest public school system in the country. Yet here we are
on the precipice of losing it all. If you are truly looking for ways to move our great
state forward, and I believe that you are, please consider addressing issues related
to poverty. Think about requiring smaller class sizes so that students receive more
individualized attention. Please consider the provision of wrap around services so
that children have adequate nutrition. Please ensure that schools are staffed with
highly educated and experienced teachers. Consider raising the minimum wage to a
living wage, so that parents have the means to provide for their families.

When you go to bed at night and close your eyes, please think about your own
children and those that you know and love. Think about what it is that you would
like for them to have. Because that’s what this is about. The kids. And it takes a
village to raise them up. As politically charged as education has become across this
nation, [ believe that the legislators in our state have the courage to do the right
thing for the voiceless that have gotten lost in this debate. The kids. This is nota
Republican problem or a Democrat problem. This is a doing what is right versus
doing what is wrong problem. As Kid President once said, “I disagree with you but
still like you as a person who is a human being and [ will treat you like that because
if I didn’t it would make everything bad and that's what a lot of people do and it's
lame.” 1 believe that we, in Wisconsin, can choose to model for the nation what it
means to put our differences aside for just about the best reason ever. For the kids.

I have included my name, address, e-mail, and phone number on my testimony that I
will be submitting for the official record. I look forward to hearing from you. And for

you to do the right thing,

Thank you.




Racine Education Association
1201 West Boulevard
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TESTIMONY ON SENATE BILL 1

BEFORE THE WISCONSIN STATE SENATE

EDUCATION REFORM AND GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
Tuesday, January 27, 2015

Good morning. | am Jennifer Levie, President of the Racine Education
Association, an affiliate of the Wisconsin Education Association Council
and the National Education Association. The REA, as we are known, is
the union representing 1600+ certified classroom teachers and other
certified education professionals who work in the Racine Unified
Schools District.

| am testifying today to help make the voices of thousands of public
educators who oppose this Senate bill (and Assembly Bill 1) heard. Our
members are the professionals closest to the work of teaching and
learning and see better than any public official what is happening to the
school children in this anti-public education environment. We are not
fooled for one minute that this bill is anything other than a pipeline to
the privatization of Wisconsin’s public school system. | request that
this testimony be submitted for the record and distributed to every
member of your Committee.

The alleged purpose of the bill is to identify struggling schools and set
forth a series of actions to help improve them. But in fact, the schools
designated as failing will be subject to a series of sanctions and
punishments that will in no way help our schools—if they survive the
axe-- improve the lives of their students. Woefully missing from the
legislation are any state resources to help the schools improve.

1
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Ultimately, as a result of this bill, commu nities will be forced to hand
over control of their public schools to charter schools run by private
operators.

Senate Bill 1 puts the future of our neighborhood public schools in
grave jeopardy while favoring unaccountable private voucher schools.
Our children deserve a thoughtful, deliberative, inclusive approach to
improving schools for all children, not backdoor attempts to hand over
control of our public schools to private operators.

This bill is a barely disguised attempt to limit accou ntability for private
schools while opening the door to more privatization, and a misguided
set of top-down mandates that further burden public schools. SB 1 will
result in complete revocation of local control of public education.

There is nothing good about this bill, unless of course, one isa
privatizing education entrepreneur looking to reap public funds from
our communities to use for corporate profit.

There is so much wrong with this bill that it is difficult to know where to
begin the critique. Fundamentally, this s a politically motivated
approach to punish public schools and further shelter private voucher
schools from any meaningful accountability measures.
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| wish to raise the following concerns with the Committee today:

1. SB 1 establishes punitive sanctions and resource starvation for
public schools while protecting and covering the continued failure
of many voucher schools. The double standard of purported
“accountability” for charters and private voucher schools --and the

sanctions established for private vouchers --is an astonishing
display of bias and government largesse toward private
profiteering education entrepreneurs.

The bill allows voucher schools to choose alternative tests to the state
tests that the federal government requires public schools to administer.
This amounts to blindfolding the public so that they cannot see the low
quality of private voucher schools in comparison with public schools. In
recent years, when voucher students were finally required to take the
same tests as public school students, the results showed that voucher
schools perform worse than comparable public schools even though
they can pick and choose which students they admit and retain.

The bill creates a mandate to defund public districts that have one or
more chronically failing schools but the penalty for chronically failing
voucher schools is simply that these schools cannot accept new
students for three years. Students already enrolled can stay and the
school continues to receive public funds—tax dollars—in the form of
vouchers for the enrolled students.
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2. Public schools with low test scores are not necessarily "chronically

failing" schools.

SB 1’s new school report cards would label as chronically failing those
schools with low test scores without regard for the students they teach

and the challenges they face. We know—as practitioners working every

day in the classrooms of these “chronically failing schools” —that very

good schools can have students who get low test scores if these schools

teach children from disadvantaged backgrounds. Two recent research
reports by The Forward Institute show convincingly that the VAST
majority of the difference identified between Wisconsin schools in the
current school report cards are determined by two factors:
socioeconomic status of the students and attendance rates.

SB 1 requires the assignment of letter grades to schools (A through F).
As our colleagues at the Department of Public Instruction pointed out
at the January 14 Assembly hearing on AB 1, assigning grades can only
negatively impact how parents and communities view their public
schools. Currently, about 135 schools in many different communities
around Wisconsin would be given "D" or "F" grades.

3. Privately run charter schools are not a solution. Expansion of

privately run charters will simply drain money from public schools.
Under SB 1, schools labeled as "D" or "F" could ultimately be taken
away from the community and handed over to private charter school

operators. There is NO research basis to believe such a handover will
improve schools for disadvantaged students and ample evidence
showing the opposite.
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Perhaps the largest series of studies systematically comparing the
performance of privately run charter schools with public schools is run
by the Center for Research on Educational Outcomes (CREDO) hosted
at the conservative Hoover Institute. Previous reports have shown that
far more public schools outperform matched charter schools than the
other way around. A new report on privately run charter schools in
Ohio has shown definitively that public school students learn more.
Also, significant reports by Pro Publica have shown widespread
mismanagement of public money by private charter operators which
frequently have board members who profit off of school purchasing
and hiring decisions.

Privately run charter schools in Wisconsin (currently only existing in
Milwaukee) get "first draw" on state aid money for schools. An increase
in the number of privately run charter schools will result in less state
aid for public schools. Local public school districts will either have to
raise property taxes (if permitted by the state) or cut educational
programming.

We—the educators of Wisconsin-- know how to improve education

for struggling students. There are no silver bullets, but based on ample

research we know many measures that will help students in schools
who get low test scores, including:

e smaller class sizes and more individual attention;
e extra instructional time after school and during the summer;
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wrap around services to make sure children are healthy and have

proper nutrition;
highly educated and experienced teachers; and

high quality early childhood education so that children are well

prepared to begin their K12 education.

These measures require investment in our communities' schools, as do
world class schools in general. Mandating the labeling of schools as
"failing" and forcing communities to hand over control of their schools
to private operators diverts attention from what we really need to do.

Thank you.




The River Valley Merry Go Round

This is what we have done in the past, this is what our resources are, this is what we are going
to do. You never ask the question “What do these kids really need”? Then having “providing
what the kids really need” as your goal, come up with innovative ways to meet those

needs. It’s like you are afraid to even ask the question “what does this child really need to
progress” because you FEAR that means more work and resources and effort, | mean don’t
you know we have a budget shortfall and crisis? You can’t hit a target you don’t have and you
can’t come up with solutions to problems you don’t have or recognize you have. All
innovation, creativity, resource allocation or search for new resources or partnerships with the
medical community is shut down immediately when you don’t ask the question. | wish | could
get you to see this fundamental and crucial problem you all have in our school district. It’s like
everyone is afraid to even think the unthinkable, “What does Derek really need”? As a great
President once said; “First of all, let me assert my firm belief that the only thing we have to
fear is fear itself—nameless, unreasoning, unjustified terror which paralyzes needed efforts to
convert retreat into advance.”

e First Obstacle: “Your Child is not capable of more”. Apparently under this child friendly

theory, if your child does not respond appropriately to the wonderful and
comprehensive one and only one way of teaching way special education at school (or
lack thereof) it means that your child is incapable of learning and they need to cut back
services or at least keep them at a low level to “meet him where he is”, however “meet
him where he is” to Dr. Alanna Kessler of the UW Pediatric Neuro Psychology Clinic
means more services, not less. The greater the disability, the greater the need for
services according to Dr. Kessler PHD. However, the River Valley Special Education
Department believes exactly the opposite.

e Second Obstacle: “Your Child isn’t capable of handling more services and we can

prove it to you” the special education teacher or director will whip out your child’s 1Q
quick as can be and say quote “what do you expect”. Apparently under this educated
and child friendly rationale, anyone with your child’s 1Q can’t handle more services and
means he is not capable of more. The problem is none of the special education
“professionals” are really This smacks of an old discredited theory called “cognitive
referencing” which supposedly fell out of favor long ago but apparently is alive and well
in the River Valley School District. Cognitive referencing is the practice of using 1Q
scores to establish eligibility for special education services, specifically in areas of
language and learning disabilities. It is also used, quite insidiously, to limit services by



saying “Well, he’s achieving close to his level so more services won’t make any
difference”. t’s often called by its gentler label, the “Discrepancy Model.” Many
others disapprovingly call it the “Wait to Fail Model”. Cognitive referencing has been
denounced by groups such as the American Speech-Language-Hearing Association, the
President’s Commission on Excellence in Special Education, 2002, and very explicitly, by
the U.S. Department of Education. It also means at best that the people in charge of
educating our children don’t understand how IQ tests work or what they really mean or
at worst that they are intentionally rationing services and intentionally misleading
parents into going along with almost non-existent services.

Third Obstacle: “IQ tests are a very important tool used by the River Valley Special
Education Department to limit services to your child”. Children who could be

independent as adults are not given the services they need to reach their potential.
They are given inappropriate, outdated and long discredited IQ tests which are
meaningless for children with learning disabilities and the scores are used against them
to show that the child “isn’t capable of more” and limit services. The WISC, or Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children, is one of the most widely used tests for assessing the
potential of learning-disabled students between the ages of six and sixteen. This 1Q test
is composed of Verbal and Performance sections, and is nearly always used in LD
(Learning Disability) diagnosis. In each subtest of the Verbal scale, performance is in
varying degrees dependent on:

Specific Knowledge

Vocabulary

Expressive Language

Memory Skills

Visual-Spatial Abilities

Fine Motor Coordination

Perceptual Skills

In some Subtests Speed, is essential for scoring well on the test.

@ Q Q-0 OO0 O 0O

How do you think your child is going to do on the IQ test when each of the above areas
your child has difficulty in has been neglected or if they can get away with it, avoided
altogether by the school? And when will it ever change since the Special Education
Department will never ever give your child the services he needs and will do everything
they can to provide only a bare minimum of services citing legal precedent and using the
laws intended to ensure children receive the services they desperately need to actually
deny services. It makes one shudder to think that far-reaching decisions are often made
about a child’s future potential, and that such decisions are often based solely on test




scores which have been demonstrated to be inaccurate and meaningless when it comes
to learning disabled children. The English statistician Francis Galton made the first

attempt at creating a standardized test for rating a person's intelligence (1Q). A pioneer
of psychometrics and the application of statistical methods to the study of human

diversity and the heritability of intelligence, he believed that intelligence was largely a
product of the individual's genes rather than the influence of the environment. He

hypothesized that there should exist a correlation between intelligence and other
desirable traits like good reflexes and muscle grip. He set up the first mental testing

center in the world in 1882 and he published "Inquiries into Human Faculty and Its
Development" in 1883, in which he set out his theories. After gathering data on a variety
of physical variables, he was unable to show any such correlation, and he eventually
abandoned this research. French psychologist Alfred Binet, together with psychologists
Victor Henri and Théodore Simon had more success in 1905, when they published the

Binet-Simon test in 1905, which focused on verbal abilities. It was intended to identify

mental retardation in school children.® The score on the Binet-Simon scale would
supposedly reveal the child's mental age.! In Binet's view, there were limitations with
the scale and he stressed what he saw as the remarkable diversity of intelligence and
the subsequent need to study it using qualitative, as opposed to quantitative, measures
(White, 2000). American psychologist Henry H. Goddard published a translation of it in

1910. The eugenics movement in the USA seized on it as a means to give them
credibility in diagnosing intellectual disability, and thousands of American women, most

of them poor African Americans, were forcibly sterilized based on their scores on 1Q
tests, often without their consent or knowledge. When you think of 1Q tests remember
where they came from and how they were originally used. Using 1Q tests today to deny
our children the services they need to become independent productive members of our
society is just as bad as using them to justify forcibly sterilizing defenseless innocent
people in the past. As any rational “intelligent” person can plainly see, 1Q tests are just
as useless and inaccurate today as they were a century ago.

Fourth Obstacle: “The Self-Fulfilling Prophesy”. The self-fulfilling prophesy of low

service levels is used to further justify limited services. Look, the child can’t handle
more services just witness their slow pace of advance, of course the correspondingly
low level of service or the incompetent manner in which services are delivered or the
low to nonexistent services couldn’t have anything to do with the poor child’s slow pace
of advance, could it? Their futures are deemed hopeless so why waste precious scarce
resources to educate them when they won’t be able to get a job or go to college
anyway.



e Fifth Obstacle: “The Pigeon “Black” Hole”. Children are pigeon holed into categories

and treated the same regardless of their obvious abilities. They don’t call it an Autism
spectrum for nothing. There are writers, professors, doctors, lawyers, accountants,
business owners, carpenters, plumbers, electricians, accountants, actors, etc., etc. who
have autism or some learning disability so obviously there is a future out there
somewhere for our children if they are prepared to meet it. Some companies are now
actually recruiting people with autism because apparently these companies have
determined they are good workers. By pigeon holing our children, services are
apportioned based on the category not the obvious abilities of the children. My son is a
textbook example of this. He loves school, has zero behavior problems, his teachers say
he is polite and a joy to have in class and yet because he has been pigeon holed and
given an 1Q test (which has been Un-professionally interpreted), his needs are
horrifically neglected. Witness three 15 minute speech sessions per MONTH for a child
who had 3 or 4 word sentences, didn’t understand “wh” questions, had no concept of
time and couldn’t have a conversation as the learned prescription by the River Valley
Special Education Dept. for success. Also witness what happened when the parents of
this scholastically neglected child took matters into their own hands and took him out of
school 1.5 days per week in order to give him just 45 minutes of real speech therapy by
a State licensed speech pathologist just once a week. In three short months the child
could for the first time in his life have a real conversation and the dramatic
improvement was emphatically noticed by all his teachers EXCEPT the special education
teacher and the school speech teacher who only grudgingly acknowledged the
improvement when pressed for an answer at an |[EP meeting but said they didn’t think it
was good that he was being taken out of school 1.5 times per week. This doesn’t sound
like a child “not capable of more” does it?! Maybe it's because lam an uneducated
layman, | just don’t understand something as technical as an 1Q (Eugenics) test.

Sixth Obstacle: “You Can’t Hit a Target You Don’t Have” No one ever has the courage

to ask the question “What do these children really need in order to progress and have a
future”? Then having “providing what the kids really need” as the goal, come up with
innovative ways to meet those needs. By the way, this is exactly what laws like IDEA
2004 and EAPE are all about. It’s like the entire school system is comprised of cowards,
all of whom are afraid to even ask the question “what does this child really need to
progress” because they FEAR that means more work and resources and effort, | mean
don’t you know we have a budget shortfall and crisis and we are overworked as it

is? You can’t hit a target you don’t have and you can’t come up with solutions to
problems you don’t have or recognize you have. All innovation, creativity, resource




allocation or search for new resources or partnerships with the medical community is
shut down immediately when you don’t ask the question. What’s really going on is that
the teachers grossly underestimate the child’s needs and provide only a subsistence
level of services because the director and administrator have overloaded the teacher by
giving the teacher what he believes is an impossible task with too many children to
serve which is why the teacher feels overloaded, overworked and justified in neglecting
the needs of the child. Of course the director and administrator rightly expect that the
teachers will innovate and be more productive and efficient to meet the challenge. The
problem is that they don’t.

Seventh Obstacle: What Career path? The River Valley Special Education department

is needlessly consigning our children to a life of dependency and misery simply because
of their sheer ignorance of the opportunities that await our children when they leave
high school. They don’t want to waste the resources educating our children because
they have decided, in their infinite wisdom and experience, that it would be a waste of
resources because there is no future for our children other than a life of dependency.
However, as usual when dealing with the River Valley Special Education Dept., just the
opposite is true. Witness a Reuters article dated June 4, 2013 the following are a few
excerpts: “People diagnosed as "on the spectrum” are suddenly in demand by employers
secking a competitive advantage from autistic workers more used to being considered
disabled than special”. Expressing a belief that "innovation comes from the edges",
German computer software giant SAP last month launched a recruitment drive to attract
people with autism to join it as software testers. A week later, U.S. home financing firm
Freddie Mac advertised a second round of paid internships aimed specifically at autistic
students or new graduates”.

"Only by employing people who think differently and spark innovation will SAP be
prepared to handle the challenges of the 21st Century," SAP's board member for human
resources, Luisa Delgado, said as she announced the plan”. The term employers are now
using is “Neurological Diversity”. Almost every college now a days has a plethora of
programs and support to help autistic students and learning disabled students in general
succeed and graduate with a college degree. Everywhere | look in the River Valley
Special Education department | see outdated, discredited and just plain stupid
methodology used to evaluate, judge, pigeon hole and consign our children to a life of
dependency and misery rather than prepare them for the opportunities that await
them. It doesn’t matter how many opportunities are available to our children after high
school or how much help and support there is in college for our children if they are
unable to avail themselves of the opportunities because they are so completely
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unprepared because they can’t speak, read, add or write because some “professiona
in the River Valley Special Education dept. has determined they “aren’t capable of
more”. The height of the arrogance of the people who think they can determine the
future potential of our children with the dog and pony show that goes on in the River
Valley Special education department is only matched by the depth of their ignorance.

e Eighth Obstacle: Children are pulled from the regular education classes and consigned
to the black hole of the special education “CD” room

o Children are pulled from the regular classes to save the time and effort it would
require of the special education teacher to modify curriculum for the child to
stay in the regular education classes.

o Once in the CD room, expectations can then be lowered down to infantile levels
and kept there using the child’s diagnosis against them to justify lack of progress
and more importantly less services not more.

o 10Q: misleading, ineptly interpreted and invalid IQ scores are used to justify non-
existent expectations. As | was told back in October of 2012 in response to my
question of why they thought my son needed less not more help, my sons 1Q
score was whipped down on the table and the special education teacher said
“What do you expect”! Every real professional knows you can’t use 1Q to
determine service levels and actually a Neuro-Psychologist at UW Pediatric
Neuro Psych clinic told me that the greater the disability, the greater the need
for competent services not less.

o In the CD room, unqualified teaching “Aides” are teaching special education
children WITHOUT the direct supervision of a DPI certified teacher. Essentially
once you are consigned to the CD room, you not only receive “less” services
than the regular education children but you also get most of your teaching
through unqualified aides and video/computer programming and expectations
become non-existent.

o Children who could succeed quite well in the regular education classes are
consigned to the CD room when an incompetent regular education teacher can
only explain the material one way. Children don’t fail to learn, teachers fail to
teach.

o Never have | seen or heard a teacher say that it could possibly be their teaching
style that is the problem and that they need to change the way they teach. ltis
always the child or the child’s home environment that is at fault.

e Ninth Obstacle: When in doubt Blame the Parents or as the director of special

education would say if you only knew “the rest of the story” (Paul Harvey). Every time
| make a suggestion or ask a question, report teacher bad behavior or simply try to
understand what is going on in the River Valley special education dept. so that we can
improve things for the children and families the dept. is supposed to be serving, | am
met with the same mantra: “the other parents aren’t like you” or “if you only knew the




rest of the story”. Apparently the special education department as a whole has
determined in their infinite wisdom and lengthy professional experience, that the
parents of special needs children just don’t care or are so screwed up why bother trying
to improve things or change anything to help their children. What on earth does a
child’s home life have to do with teacher bad behavior at school? Apparently if the
perceptive and wise individuals in the special education department decide that a child’s
home life is less than ideal then they get to treat the child any way they like, regardless
of the effect on the child’s fragile self-esteem and push any hot button they like to set
the child off. Who knows, maybe this is one of the ways they get out of providing
services that day. Look your child had a meltdown. They don’t tell you they pushed his
hot buttons and precipitated the meltdown.

Tenth Obstacle: The Parent Trap. Because of duplication of services with insurance

companies, parents are trapped by the River Valley Special Education Dept. when the
Dept. provides some services but the services are insufficient and or inferior for the
child to make adequate progress. Insurance won’t pay for services when the parents try
to make up for the school’s inadequate and incompetent services by providing outside
services after school. Parents are left either going through extensive exhaustive
processes and procedures to get services approved every six months or left holding the
bag paying out of pocket for the services. Parents are already paying for the school
through their State and Federal taxes and their property taxes for the education of their
children. To make parents pay again because the school district is unwilling or too
incompetent to provide for their child’s education is about as disgusting and pathetic as
it gets.

Eleventh Obstacle: The TEP Charade. Or as I call it “The Dog and Pony Show”.
Wikipedia defines Dog and Pony Show as: "a colloquial term which has come to mean a
highly promoted, often over-staged performance, presentation, or event designed to sway
or convince opinion for political, or less often, commercial ends. Typically, the term is
used in a pejorative sense to connote disdain, jocular lack of appreciation, or distrust
of the message being presented or the efforts undertaken to present it. From my
extensive experience with the IEP process in the River Valley special education
department, the following is typical. The IEP is written in advance with ZERO, yes Zero
input from the parents. The first time parents see the IEP is when they walk into the
one and only IEP meeting. It is handed to them as they walk in the door. The typical IEP
meeting is scheduled for 1 hour which is usually enough time for each teacher to read,
yes read their section of the IEP and give some indication of present levels of
performance of your child. Parents are then asked to sign as the teachers rush out. If
you want to ask questions or have input you can do so at this meeting of course you
have had no opportunity to see the IEP or read and consider it ahead of time so are




completely unprepared. This, in the River Valley School District is, “including” parents in
the IEP process. However, as usual, the law says something completely different. In the
actual written codified IDEA law in section 1414 (d) there is a list of required members
of the IEP team. Guess who is written in, top of the list? Parents! Parents are to be
equal, active, “MEANINGFULL” participants in the process and their input and ideas are
“required” to be “seriously considered”. How can parents be meaningful participants
when they get an IEP blindside? The process currently in place is not inclusive, rather it
excludes parents from the process so the teachers and director can do whatever they
want without parent meddling. It also probably makes scheduling much easier for
teachers. Guess what the director of special education says when | bring this exact
critique of his IEP process to him (which | have); the response is along the lines of “Jeff
you just don’t understand, the other parents aren’t like you they just don’t want to be
involved”. What a convenient excuse. It lets everyone at school off the hook. It’s time
we put these people back on the hook where they belong.

Twelfth Obstacle: Institutional Excuseitis The River Valley special education
department has institutionalized “Excusitis”. Excusitis is defined in the urban dictionary
as: “Derived from the word Excuse, it is a tendency/Disease/Regular Habit or Behavior
of making excuses for every poor performance. In simpler words, making excuses for
everything and trying to rationalize your faults and failures”. The problem with the
special education department making excuses is that by making excuses, they are
abdicating responsibility because they are excusing themselves. If they are not
responsible, then they are powerless to change anything and we just need to wait until
those who they have decided are responsible (like the parents) get with it and make them
teach. This results in paralysis, complacency and ever decreasing effectiveness and
quality as we race to the bottom waiting for someone else to change and do something.
Thirteenth Obstacle: The Fox is Guarding the Hen House Allowing the
“comfortable” teachers who know their availability to determine service levels is like
having the fox guarding the hen house. Just so you know, if a teacher even considers
their availability when determining levels of service, it is a violation of IDEA law. The
way the teachers and director get away with it and have us over a barrel right now is how
do you prove that a teacher considered his schedule when determining service levels
when you can’t read his mind since he’s the one determining service levels? The only
way is if he confesses, (which actually happened to me) or if you can prove by the
teachers actions after the damage has been done, that the only conclusion to be drawn
from the appallingly low level of services in general is that rationing of services is taking
place because the teacher just doesn’t have time. Any way you cut it, the current method
of allowing teachers to set service levels is the number one way they ration services and
is fraught with potential conscious and unconscious abuse that is nearly impossible to
prove without a major expenditure of resources. An independent body of professionals
and parents need to set service levels not the one that actually has to do the work and
provide the services.




Fourteenth Obstacle: If you Don’t Like it, There are other School Districts. | was told

this on several occasions by the Director of Special Education, The District School
Administrator and recently a School Board Member at Arena Elementary School.
Besides the obviously offensive nature of the comments, the fact is that the River Valley
School District is legally obligated to provide for our children’s educational needs (FAPE
and IDEA 2004) whether they like it or not. The school district and the Special Education
Department does not have the luxury of doing as it pleases or whatever is convenient
and easy. | am frequently asked by the special education director to choose the most
important skill to focus on. We are supposed to be focusing on all the educational
needs of the child, not just our favorite or whichever one is most convenient, easy or
popular with the parent. Before my son enrolled in Spring Green elementary we tried
valiantly to get him into the Middleton Cross Plains school district. We had heard horror
stories about the pathetic state of the special education programs in the River Valley
School district and of course, like every other parent, we wanted to be proactive, not
take chances with something as important as our son’s education and provide him with
the best educational opportunity possible, so we applied at the right time of year and
actually got him accepted into the Middleton Cross Plains school district. Thinking we
had been successful, we were elated until after receiving the acceptance letter, we later
received a denial letter. The explanation we got from the Middleton Cross Plains School
District and the special education director of River Valley School District was, the River
Valley School district was fine with my son going to another school district which meant
less students to deal with and bother educating, however, they were going to keep his
education money and not let the Middleton Cross Plains School district have the money.
In other words they were fine with not doing the work but they still wanted to be paid
for doing nothing. If that doesn’t sum up the pathetic state of affairs, attitude and
culture of incompetent, ineffective, unproductive, overpaid and over benefited “prima
donnas” in the River Valley School district “Country Club”, | don’t know what does. It
also explains why the special education department loses little sleep over doing little or
nothing (three 15 minute speech sessions per month and | was told he was lucky to get
that by his speech teacher) for innocent, defenseless and vulnerable special needs
children while receiving premium pay and benefits. They are entitled to the pay and
benefits whether they do anything or not, just ask the special education director. He
was entitled to my son’s education money, which by the way is comprised mostly of my
tax dollars and my property tax dollars, whether he educated him or not. Pathetic,
disgusting, disgraceful and all at the expense of our children’s futures.



o Fifteenth Obstacle: The teachers think vou are trying to fix your child. The

implication is that you need to accept your child as they are, which we all do without
needing the school to tell us, and accept that there is nothing anybody, including the
school, can do about it. The reason for this philosophy is that the school does not want
you to expect them to do anything about your child’s learning disability. This also
conveniently lets them off the hook for educating your child and allows them to do
whatever is comfortable and easiest for them. Teachers and administrators would
rather you let them pretend to do what they can and make your child comfortable so
they can go about business as usual. | can’t tell you how many times the Director of
Special Education has said to me over the years “You know Jeff, the teachers think you
are trying to fix Derek”. The reason the school does not want you to expect them to fix
your child is because they think your child is broken and can’t be fixed. This old and
quite frankly evil theory brought us the Eugenics movement of the late 1800’s through
the early 1940’s including Euthanasia (the act or practice of killing hopelessly sick or
injured individuals (as persons or domestic animals) in a relatively painless way for
reasons of mercy) and forced sterilization. Wisconsin still has forced sterilization laws
on the books left over from the Eugenics period. This theory also brought us the
Supreme Court Ruling of 1927 in “Buck vs Bell” in which Oliver Wendell Holmes said
“three generations of imbeciles is enough” upholding all the States forced Sterilization
laws. After this supreme court decision, it was open season on innocent learning
disabled children, anyone with any mental disability and anyone caught breaking the
law unless it was white collar crime. If a Banker stole or swindled they were exempt.
The States saw the Supreme Court Ruling as vindication and a green light to proceed
with enforcement of their Eugenics laws which they had been a little reluctant to
proceed with. You see back then the Eugenics theory was also that all crime was the
result of bad genes. In order to stop crime, we needed to stop the bad genes in order to
create a better man through selective breeding. Of course it didn’t occur to all these
bright enlightened “modern” eugenicist’s, that the wretched hopeless conditions and
slave labor wages these people were expected to live on had nothing to do with the
reason for all the crime. All the Eugenicists were learned educators, men of science and
the moneyed elite. The problem with thinking you are better than your fellow man,
simply because you think you know more than the other guy or have more money, is
that you lose all ability to “Empathize” with your fellow man. Without the ability to
“walk a mile in the other guys shoes” the most stupid, inhuman and disgraceful
injustices are visited upon the vulnerable, weak, poor and disadvantaged of our fellow
countrymen. The Nazis closely modeled their Eugenics laws on ours which they used to
justify the exterminations of innocent Jews in the Concentration Camps. At the Nazi
Nuremburg trials after World War 2, the Nazis cited the 1927 Buck vs Bell decision and
Oliver Wendell Holmes’s eloquent opinion as part of their defense for slaughtering
millions of Jews, Gypsies and anyone they deemed unfit. It’s time this evil philosophy
was put to bed and stop subjecting our innocent children to the consequences of such
disgusting, degenerate beliefs.



e Sixteenth Obstacle: When you actually do get services they are either dumbed down so

the special education department doesn’t have to work too hard or so ineffective because

IN

the “professional” doesn’t take notes or data (that would be too much work) or the length
of the “session” is so short, like 15 minutes that it is completely worthless. As an example:
My son was receiving 25 minute one on one speech sessions three times per week for a
total of 1 hour 15 minutes one on one with a DPI certified speech teacher (this is not the
same as a real State licensed Speech Pathologist) per week. This was only for 3 weeks per
month because on the fourth week they rested for “paperwork”. During this period when
the school was providing one on one speech services, my son also went to UW Rehab in
Middleton for 1 hour per week one on one speech sessions with a State licensed real
speech pathologist. These sessions were 1 hour long and when | asked why 1 hour long
sessions, the State Licensed speech pathologist stated that less time would be “counter-
productive” and ineffective because it would be either confusing or insufficient time to
work on a skill. Backin 2013 and early 2014 my son lost the “real” one on one speech
services at UW Rehab for about 7 months. During this seven months, my son only received
3 X 25 minute sessions per week at school with the school DPI certified speech teacher.
When services resumed at UW Rehab with the “real” State Licensed speech pathologist, |
asked her to do an evaluation of my son because she hadn’t seen him in 7 months. She did,
and I have a copy of her notes. According to the State licensed real Speech Pathologist,
after 7 months of only the school speech services, she saw essentially no change in my sons
speech skills other than he improved 3 points on “where” questions. When confronted
with this information, most reasonable people would expect that the speech teacher or at
least the school administration would be concerned that 7 months of school speech
services were ineffective and be eager to find out why so they could make the services at
school more effective since they are paying for them either way. Most managers would say
this “should” raise a BIG red flag. At the April 2014 IEP meeting nobody wanted to discuss
speech services and when | point blank confronted the speech teacher at the IEP with the
facts and the notes from the UW Rehab “real” State licensed Speech Pathologist, the school
speech teacher said nothing and just glared at me. When | asked her saying to the effect:
“wouldn’t you like to know why the UW Rehab State licensed Speech Pathologist is getting
results”? Again absolute silence and no discussion of speech services and no meeting set
up to discuss speech services. | mean why would we want the school speech services to
actually be effective? At this point | observed several speech sessions with my son and
then discussed my findings with the UW Rehab “real” Speech Pathologist. The following is
what we discovered was the reason the school DPI certified speech teacher was inefective:



Not taking professional Notes or Data during one on one speech sessions:
You cannot tell if your interventions are working if no notes are taken or organized
data collected. According to the Wisconsin Department of Safety & Professional
Services Division of Professional Credentialing School (I called and asked) school SLP
speech therapists are held to the same professional standards as private sector SLP
Speech therapists. The River Valley School District SLP speech therapists are not
providing services in a professional manner which has done and continues to do
irreparable harm to my son because they are squandering his opportunity to learn
speech which he will need to be independent as an adult. T know no data or
professional notes were taken because I filed a freedom of information act request
and the schools response was that they didn’t need to provide them because they
didn't exist.

Because there is NO Data Collection this Means: No accurate or even remotely
believable progress reports. Progress reports are always based on recollections and
fiction. No way for the School speech teacher to tell if her interventions are working
or if my son is making progress. Also no way for ME to know if my son is making any
progress. Gee, maybe this is the main reason school services are worthless and my
son does not benefit from them. I am repeatedly told that the reason my son doesn't
make progress is because he’s not capable of more. Maybe the problem is that the
school speech teacher isn’t capable of professionally delivering the services she is
licensed by DPI to deliver and maybe someone should do something about it, God
knows I have tried.

Spending too little time on each concept or skill before moving on to the
next: Derek’s Middle School SLP was spending 5 minutes on each concept or goal
and then introducing a new concept. Obviously there was also no time for data
collection and note taking which is crucial. What I call the shotgun approach to
speech language intervention. This is confusing and a waste of time as this method
has yet to benefit Derek in any meaningful way.

School SLP doesn’t know if her interventions work. This is Why Notes and
data are important: because the SLP can quickly see, based on the child’s
performance on these tasks, if the child is making adequate progress. Data will tell
you if your interventions are working or not. If you do not take data, you have no
objective measure that your intervention is benefiting the student and you continue
in blissful ignorance providing ineffective interventions because you don’t know, or
don’t want to know, if your interventions are working.

ASHA recommends and the Wisconsin Dept. of Safety & Professional
Services Division of Professional Credentialing concurs: taking professional
notes and data using an organized system like "SOAP” every session. According to
ASHA: “The standard for therapy notes in schools is no different from that for any
other work setting for SLPs or audiologists. Most important, notes should document
service provided and student performance. For billing purposes, you may want to
review requirements for clinical therapy notes for Medicaid. The "SOAP” note format
(Subjective/Objective/Assessment/Plan ) is not always used in school settings,



but is a good method to ensure your notes include all appropriate information (Moore,
in press). - See more at: http://www.asha.orqg/SLP/Documentation-in-Schools-

FAQs/#sthash.zZsEYE2D.dpuf” ASHA also says: “Documentation is a critical
aspect of the job of the school-based SLP, because it can affect
outcomes for students receiving services. Documentation
practices and procedures are influenced by key ASHA documents
that describe SLP scope of practice and roles and responsibilities

in schools. - See more at: http://www.asha.org/SLP/Documentation-in-
Schools/#sthash.1GkJOySw.dpuf” .

Not allotting sufficient one-on-one SLP time to meet the IEP goals: A 25
minute session is way too short. 25 minutes is the recommended amount of time to

spend on just ONE€ concept or goal. What about note taking and data collection
time? This is required of school SLP’s just as it is required by private sector SLP’s
and as recommended by ASHA.,

UW Rehab SLP Comments: Derek’s UW Rehab Middleton Clinic SLP is also the
trainer for new SLP’s at UW Rehab and a great source of information on how to
professionally deliver SLP Speech Language Services. I asked the UW Rehab SLP
how much time she spends on each concept or skill she is trying to teach. She said
approximately 25 minutes. I said how about less time like 15 minutes or as little as 5
minutes. She said no way, it would be too confusing for Derek. 20-25 minutes
minimum for each concept or skill. I asked if this could explain why Derek makes
little to no progress at school or at least be a big part of the problem, she said yes.
The Shotgun Approach to Speech Language Therapy: The school SLP only
spends approximately 5 minutes or less on any one skill and then moves on to the
next skill. Always shifting gears and always only spending approximately 5 minutes
on a skill. This is confusing to Derek and has little educational value. I believe the
therapist’s rationale for this ridiculous approach is that she is required to work on all
the goals in the IEP. Because she has not allotted sufficient time to actually
accomplish any of the IEP goals, she has to use an ineffective and stupid approach to
delivering speech/language services in order to “technically” say she has worked on
all the goals. In other words her schedule, rather than meeting the IEP goals,
dictates the number and length of one-on-one speech sessions.

Session time is way too short: Clearly the service levels required to meet the IEP
goals are determined by the availability of the School SLP. The shotgun approach is
used regardless of it's effectiveness simply because insufficient time has been allotted
to meet the IEP goals. This is also the reason there is no note taking or data
collection because there simply is not sufficient time in the session.

Not Adequately Planning Speech Sessions: Need I elaborate?



e Seventeenth Obstacle: There isn’t enough time in the day for all the services your

child needs. Balloni! You may not be aware of it, but if your child is in the special
education department he probably puts in almost an hour a day working on the
following: wiping tables, sweeping floors, passing out milk, helping the janitor although
this is sometimes referred to as “Globalized Speech Services” or “Social Interaction”,
delivering mail and other custodial duties. The regular education kids don’t have time
for such things but the children that are the most vulnerable and actually need more
services, not less than the regular education kids, are the ones putting in time helping

clean.

Because the employees in the River Valley Special Education Department have been
doing everything so wrong for so long using so many discredited, outdated and just plain
stupid anti-child methodologies for so long, any experience the Teachers have gained is
completely useless and going forward would only perpetuate the failed system that
engendered it. A teacher in the River Valley special education department may have “20
years” experience but it is completely useless in making any decision about level or type
of services provided to students. If these teachers are allowed to remain in their current
positions at their current pay and benefit levels, who will be deciding type and level of
services to meet the educational needs of our children and the legal requirements of the
school district under the law? Do we need to go out and hire competent professionals to
do this part of their job for them while maintaining their overgenerous pay and benefit
packages? All at the expense of our children and struggling families? Allowing the
“comfortable” teachers who know their availability to determine service levels is like
having the fox guarding the hen house. Just so you know, if a teacher even considers
their availability when determining levels of service, it is a violation of the law. The way
the teachers and director have us over a barrel right now is how do you prove that a
teacher considered his schedule when determining service levels when you can’t read his
mind since he’s the one determining service levels? The only way is if he confesses,
(which actually happened to me) or if you can prove by the teachers actions after the
damage has been done, that the only conclusion to be drawn from the appallingly low
level of services in general is that rationing of services is taking place because the teacher
just doesn’t have time. Any way you cut it, the current method of allowing teachers to
set service levels is the number one way they ration services and is fraught with potential
conscious and unconscious abuse that is nearly impossible to prove without a major
expenditure of resources.

IQ tests measure, for the most part, what a person has learned, not what he or she is
capable of doing in the future (his potential). It is a paradox that 1Q scores are
required of people with Learning Disabilities because most of these persons have
deficiencies in one or more of the component skills that are part of these 1Q tests —
memory, language, fine motor skills, et cetera. The effect is that they may end up
having a lower 1Q score than a person who does not have such problems, even
though they may both have identical (or better) reasoning and problem-solving skills.
The lower 1Q score, therefore, may be a result of the learning disability, and 1Q scores
may therefore underestimate the real intelligence of the individual with a learning




disability. It makes one shudder to think that far-reaching decisions are sometimes
made about children, and that such decisions are often based solely on test scores”.
This is exactly what is going on in the River Valley special education department. The
people in charge of determining level of services to innocent special needs children are
like the blind leading the blind leaving a trail of needlessly dependent child victims in
their path. The only thing left to be determined is if this institutionalized and illegal
neglect of our innocent vulnerable special needs children is willful and planned or
simply the result of the complete and utter incompetence of the overpaid, over
benefitted underworked ignorant buffoons that populate the special education
department.

e Schools can NOT use the lack of qualified teachers as an excuse for not providing
adequate services according to Federal IDEA 2004 Law.

e Schools can NOT use lack of funds as an excuse for not having adequate staffing to
provide adequate levels of service according to IDEA 2004

So how does the school evade their legal responsibilities to our children? They grossly
underestimate the level of services a child needs. How can you argue with the school? They
are all trained professionals, right?

Our children are already at a disadvantage, to further add to their difficulty by intentionally
choosing not to educate them because some supposed “professional” has decided that
they aren’t capable is as disgraceful and reprehensible as it gets. Especially when you
realize that these supposed “professionals” are actually incompetent, ignorant, myopically
narrow minded, arrogant and unproductive prima-donnas whose primary motivation is
having their summers off and living life on their own terms, regardless of the effects on
vulnerable, innocent children. Oh, and by the way, they are underappreciated and
underpaid as well.

This is exactly what is going on in the River Valley special education department. The people
in charge of determining level of services to innocent special needs children are like the blind
leading the blind leaving a trail of needlessly dependent child victims in their path. The only
thing left to be determined is if this institutionalized and illegal neglect of our innocent
vulnerable special needs children is willful and planned or simply the result of the complete
and utter incompetence of the overpaid, over benefitted underworked ignorant buffoons
that populate the special education department.



The End, or Hopefully a New Beginning. | say the following in all sincerity and without
exaggeration. The river valley special education dept. is so broken and so detrimental to our
children that, at least from my experience, the children would be better off if the special
education department was completely dismantled and swept away and the children were
bused into Madison or other areas just once or twice a week for real services with real
competent providers that provide more than just 5 or 15 minute “quickshot” therapy that fits
into the teachers schedule and is so unprofessionally and incompetently delivered as to be
ineffective at best.

It's no surprise that there are few resources for our children. After the teachers and
administrators get their generous pay and benefit packages for working a part time job (172
In-Service days) and their early retirement benefits there is little left for the education of our
children.

We attempt to find labels and categories to justify providing (a good thing) or withholding (not
so good) help to kids that could really benefit from extra help. In my opinion the most ethical
method of providing special education services would be to establish a bare minimum of
expected competence in various areas, and at least offer to help any child achieve the next
step toward reaching that bare minimum. If this were to happen those of us in special
education might then be able to spend more effort looking for ways to help, and less time

looking for excuses not to.

Because there is no accountability in school, parents are left as the only warning system.
However, because parents have absolutely no control or power in the schools, nowhere to
turn and no principal or administrator | have ever seen has ever been concerned with the
effectiveness of teachers or God forbid improvement of teaching, the education of our
children gets worse and worse every year as the best teachers get demoralized and the bad
ones get rewarded and protected. While a man is at work all day his children are held hostage
by people he knows nothing about the parent knows nothing about




What Parents Don't Realize

Your child is trapped in an unaccountable, unstructured, narcissistic system
where failure is not punished and success is not the goal, rather comfort,
convenience and cradle to grave security are. This narcissistic unaccountable
system produces teachers who work at their own pace, do what they want with
autonomy, and are not burdened by expectations of actually producing
academic excellence or any measure of academic success for that matter. This
system produces teachers that only know how to explain and teach the way
they are most comfortable without any fear of consequences for failure. The
school system actually drives teaching to the lowest expectations, the exact
opposite of what parents believe teaching should and can be. The overall level
of teaching competency is so low that the system can rightfully be described as
a self-serve learning environment. Students that can essentially teach
themselves do ok but are never challenged and the system instinctively
gravitates to the lowest expectations the school administration believes they can
legally get away with, as long as nobody is watching. The children capable of
academic excellence are not challenged, languishing in mediocrity, wasting their
talents and the children who struggle to understand the way the comfortable
teacher presents material are labeled cognitively disabled because it is not
possible for anyone in this narcissistic and unaccountable system to be
responsible for lazy teaching or poor quality teaching. The onus of learning is
squarely on the child and the child’s home life is used as an excuse for the
teacher’s failure to teach. In the past the old adage was children don't fail to
learn, teachers fail to teach. Today's adage is teachers don't fail to teach,
students fail to learn. We have come full circle to complete and total
unaccountability and narcissism in most of today’s public schools. After years of
propaganda and public sector teacher union bullying taking two bites of the
apple not just the one that private sector unions take, we finally got a Governor
who had the courage to take away the second bite that public sector teacher



unions were taking, collective bargaining. In the past the public sector teachers
unions could essentially hold the budget process hostage until they got the pay
and benefits they wanted and year after year drove out any semblance of
accountability from the school bureaucracy using the mantra that excellent
teachers need tenure, autonomy and more money, not expectations and
measuring academic performance until these false ideas were well ingrained in
the body politic. Today we have the worst schools in the industrialized world
and they aren't getting any better. Ask any superintendent how good their
school district is and he'll show you statistics that make his school district look
good. I call these apparently "good” schools the cream of the crap since we
here in the United States have the worst schools in the industrialized world.
Democrats want to pour more money down the rat hole of a failed system and
republicans want to cut money to the schools in an attempt to force
productivity. Neither approach will work because they both fail to recognize
the real problems, there simply is not enough money on the planet to make
such an unproductive, ineffective, unaccountable and wasteful system work and
the comfortable entitled unaccountable employees simply hunker down and
use the lack of more lavish pay and benefits as an excuse to further
underperform and whittle away at what little they actually do. As incredible as it
may seem to those who bought into the teacher’s union’s propaganda over the
last 40 years, there is more than enough money in the system. Money is not
the problem so at least the Republicans got that part correct, but everybody
has missed a critical piece of the puzzle. That which has been driven out over
the last 40 years needs to be put back. Accountability, children and parents
first, not last. The whole purpose of the school is to educate children, not
provide a country club lifestyle for teachers and administrators at the expense
of our children’s future. No children, no school, no job. The only reason any
teacher or administrative personnel has a job is because parents bring their
children to the school to be educated, not dumbed down, terrorized and
indoctrinated into some liberal anti-American new morality. Trust me you don't




want the morality of comfortable, entitled unaccountable country club
employees forced on your children. Theirs is one that believes the majority
must lose their liberties so the few may enjoy theirs to the fullest regardless of
the effect on families and innocent vulnerable children. America’s political
system used to be about the pursuit of happiness, nowadays our political
system is about how to stop chasing it and have it delivered on a silver platter
to an elite few. The current average pay for teachers in Wisconsin is around
$55,000 per year with $26,000 a year in benefits for a essentially a part time job.
If you doubt me that teaching is a part time job then you don't know that many
of the teachers have part time jobs after school, not because they need to at
$55,000 per year which is more than the average total Family income in lowa
County of $48,800 per household but because they can. Teachers have been
allowed to turn their supposedly full time jobs into part time day jobs with an
accompanying part time commitment. Just ask a teacher, they are underpaid
and over worked with every holiday on the planet off including summers and
they are done at 3:30pm.

[ have e-mails to prove that even questioning a teacher or administrative staff
when they confused two of my children ended in the supposed adult being
highly offended by even the implication that they may have confused two
children or made any kind of error. These same people daily offend, intimidate,
humiliate and demoralize our children and then wonder why these children
don't respect them, listen to them or hold a grudge against them which
manifests itself in “behavioral issues” which are perplexing to these educational
geniuses. Apparently only intelligent adults hold childish grudges, children are
incapable of being offended or humiliated or terrorized so they can treat these
children in any manner they choose as long as they don't leave a physical mark
on them. However they do leave lasting marks, they are just inside, destroying
a child’s confidence and self-esteem, demoralizing the child to the point that
they are incapable of learning. Then the child is sent to the special education



room where the expectations are zero and the teaching is not better than the
classroom the child left but worse, and the child is taught mostly by
unsupervised teaching aides who don't have any teaching degree. As
incredible as it sounds the school in it's infinite wisdom takes a child that is
struggling in the regular education classes not because they can't learn but
because they need to be taught in a way they can understand and they stick
them in a special education room where expectations are kindergarten level
and full of even less qualified assistants with one special education teacher who
just has a general special education certification and the child proves the school
correct when they say that they can't learn.

It's a self-fulfilling prophesy. Low expectations result in low levels of teaching
and services which results in the child not learning which proves the teachers
correct in their assertion that your child is broken and can't be fixed. However,
nothing can be further from the truth and I have proved this with my own son
who was and still is subjected to this parade of foals.

Jeff Flint

608-279-9478
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January'28, 2015

I am here today to express the views of our Board of Education who could not join us today We thank you
for the opportunity to express our thoughts on Senate Bill 1 concernmg School Accountabillty

First of all, in the Pewaukee School District we support accduntabi[ity in education.  We want to be held
accountable for delivering a high quality education to our students. Our fine community both deserves and
expects this of us. And I'm proud to say that all evidence indicates we are up to this challenge. Student
performance continues to rise in our school district, and we are very, very proud to have all of our schools
deemed exceeding or significantly exceeding expectations on the school repor‘c card. We believe in
accountability.

As | begin these remarks, our Board of Educatlon and | want you to know that we feel our voice was heard
regarding this bill. In comparison to how the Assembly Bill was created, both Senator Olsen and Senator
Farrow reached out and listened to- ‘many voices in the creation of this SB-1. Senator Farrow, thank you in
particular for creating an inclusive process and bringing many stakeholders together "We would like to
extend our sincere thanks for listening and respondmg to ourinput. Thank you.

There are features in the bill we feel are critical elements worthy of comment today:

o Same Test —We are very pleased this bill calls for one state assessment to be taken by all students in
schools usmg taxpayer dollars in the education of children and youth. Inherent in the word
accountability is the concept of being able to fairly assess and compare performance. While we all
desire flexibility, there is\a downside to using different assessments in a system designed to foster .
greater accountability. With heightened flexibility in testing, not only may the test vendor differ, the
timing of when the tests would be taken, the testing conditions, and the very design of the test itself
would vary. As an educator, | know that a paper and pencil test differs greatly from a computer-based
assessment that intuitively recalibrates the difficulty level of questions asastudent is taking it. 1am a
school supermtendent not an educational assessment specialist or stat|st|C|an but | do know that
greater “variance” means less reliability. Senator Farrow, as you said at the recent press conference
when this bill was introduced, “our goal is to show parents hdw students are doing...” If our goal isto
communicate performance clearly to parents, | appreciate that you are making the methodology simple
for them to understand. Using one common assessment does in fact make it easier to understand.

Brad Carl, of VARC, says using a variety of assessments is “technically possible” but goes on to say that it
is not the most straightforward or the most reliable method. We are glad you recognize this and have
designed an accountability system that stakeholders feel is straightforward, reliable and; most of all,
understandable. Thank you for having one assessment. It's a better idea to build trust and common
understanding on a topic of great importance to school districts, schools, and all students & parents.

' IMaIcolm Baldrige
We are: « Passionate about academic excellence «+ Committed to fostering positive citizenship « Dedicated to inspiring all students to flourish National Quality Award

”013 Award Recipient



* No Letter Grades — Thank you for not using letter grades to rate schools. We have sent our state report
card home to thousands and thousands of homes and we have not had one parent or community
member tell us they do not understand what it means to meet, exceed or significantly exceed
expectations on this report card. Not one. The current identification of performance levels in our
school report cards system works. We thank you for not modifying the current system. We have an
accountahility system that is working for us in Pewaukee.

* Local Control — We appreciate that this bill allows local boards to analyze the issues and propose an
improvement plan tailored to their district and its student population, should they not reach identified
performance levels. This bill does not include sanctions, such as taking over public schools and
converting them to privately run charter schools, and we greatly appreciate this. It also does not close
public schools or require administrators/staff to be fired. While we do not see the likelihood of these
things happening in the Pewaukee School District, we value the local control. We work diligently to
anticipate issues and take action in our school district, and we appreciate the ability to chart our future
when or if there are issues for us to address. Fiscally, we had concerns with the Assembly Bill and the
creation of independent charter schools as this had impact for us and school districts and taxpayers
throughout the state. We do not support sanctions which would cause the increase of independent
charter schools. Anincrease of independent charter schools would reduce the amount of state aid to
our public school and every public school district in the State of Wisconsin that receives general aid. As
such, even though our Pewaukee Schools exceed or significantly exceed the standard, we would be
negatively impacted. And this isn’t small change! For every 1,000 students in independent charter
schools, nearly $8.1 million dollars will be taken annually from the general equalization school aids sent
to school districts. Under revenue limits, the effect of removing this money from general equalization
aid is a potential $8.1 million increase in property taxes statewide for each 1,000 students. We
appreciate that you see that independent charter schools are not the “solution” for public schools
needing improvement. We appreciate the local control, as well as a more controlled fiscal response.

We thank you for listening as the bill was drafted and we thank you for listening to our thoughtstoday.
While we certainly are not speaking on behalf of the schools that service over 850,000 public school
students, we do speak for our community’s school system. On behalf of the Board of Education in the
Pewaukee School District, please know we appreciate your service and desire to work with you to pursue
educational accountability-and an educational system that prepares all all students in Wisconsin to be college
and career réady.

Yours in education,

D . JoAnn Sternke r. Jim Huismann
Spiperintendent of Schools Board of Education President
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Mr. Larry Dux . Mrs. Jeanne Witthun
Board af Education Clerk ) Board of Education Member
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To: Senate Committee on Education Reform and Government Operations
Senator Paul Farrow, Chair

The Wisconsin School Psychologists Association

John Humphries, President

Re: 2015 Senate Bill 1—School and District Accountability

From:

On behalf of hundreds of members of the Wisconsin School Psychologists
Association (WSPA), I am here to express our support for 2015 Senate Bill 1
(SB1) relating to school and district accountability. Our association believes that
school accountability is a necessity and should relate directly to student
outcomes. We further believe that the system in place now can and should be
improved. As scientists in the field of education, we have a critical
understanding of the use of assessment data to improve outcomes for students,
and we look forward to a bright future for Wisconsin’s children.

We specifically appreciate that this bill creates a level playing field for all
students who are educated using public monies. A single, statewide assessment
of student learning goes a long way to ensuring that we make meaningful,
“Apples-to-Apples” comparisons. Even the scientists at UW-Madison's Value-
Added Research Center have stated that it’s much better to use a single test.
Brad Carl, VARC’s Associate Director, was quoted recently in the Milwaukee
Journal-Sentinel saying, "The most straightforward comparison is when all the
kids take the same test, administered at the same time of year, on the same
content, under similar conditions." In his recent State of the State address,
Governor Walker rightfully suggested that parents deserve objective
information. Educators want objective information too. We use that information
to make decisions about students and schools, allowing us to provide
meaningful supports. Please keep Wisconsin’s student assessment system as
objective as possible. With public funding should come public accountability.

Finally, while WSPA understands the sense of urgency that led to sanctions for
failing schools, we believe a better approach is to improve these schools rather
than turning them into charter schools. As structured, the Accountability Boards
can influence the work of the Department of Public Instruction in a positive and
meaningful way. We further believe that including a school psychologist on the
council would ensure that decisions are made based on reliable data. We truly
want to help our state improve.
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Thank you for this opportunity to share my thoughts concerning Senate Bill 1. My name is Rick
Nettesheim, principal of eAchieve Academy, a virtual charter school in the School District of
Waukesha. | am here today speaking on behalf of 3 different virtual charter school principals
including Billy Beesley from iForward out of Grantsburg and Melissa Horn from Wisconsin
Virtual Learning in Northern Ozaukee. Combined, we serve well over a thousand students from
all across Wisconsin.

It is those students and their families | am most concerned about. Having an accountability
system that accurately reflects the quality and rigor of our virtual charters schools is vitally
important to them. While we strongly support accountability measures, the current and proposed
accountability system is far from accurate for virtual charter schools and contains an
accountability loophole that must be closed.

Karen Lewis from Pewaukee and parent of 2 eAchieve students expressed her concern this
way. “I have two daughters at eAchieve, both are talented students with vy League ambitions,
but they are burdened by being from a “failing” school. They left Pewaukee high school, a report
card leader, because both wanted more academically, and they are getting it at eAchieve. They
have better teacher access, more rigorous schedules and feel they are learning more. We
wonder what the admissions staff at Harvard, Stanford or their peers think when they see they
are from a failing school. Sometimes it seems like the price they might pay for stronger
education is too great. Please fix this, adjust the report card.”

A separate accountability tool for virtual charter schools would be ideal, but if that is not realistic
or possible, we do have some recommendations for SB1 that would improve the situation
significantly.

The loophole is one of the primary sources of inaccuracy for virtual charter schools whose
enrollment is primarily based on the open enrollment of students from outside their district
coupled with the inability to deny admittance for most applicants whether attending a virtual
charter school is appropriate or not for them.

Virtual charter schools are an excellent choice for many students, but not all. Some students
enroll, unfortunately, to hide from truancy. If they apply during the regular open enroliment
period, we have little to no ability to prevent them from enrolling. When they do not participate,
we send them back to their resident districts (by the hundreds) in accordance with state
statutes.

When non-participating students are sent back to their resident district, they are often not re-
enrolled despite our urging parents to re-enroll their student and our notifying the resident
district both electronically and by letter that the student is returning. Dropouts are counted
against the last school of attendance, yet we have no way to compel the student to enroll in their
resident school or to have the resident district take ownership for a student who should be going
to school but isn't. Virtual charter schools are then left to be the scapegoat for these dropouts.
More importantly, these students aren't being educated.



To put some numbers on this, 51% of the dropouts attributed to eAchieve for the 2012-13 school
year on the 2014 school report card were only enrolled at eAchieve for 6 months or less before
being sent back to their resident district due to non-participation. Most of them were already
credit deficient and/or already struggling significantly in school. The fact that they dropped out
can hardly be pinned on eAchieve!

Another 17% of "eAchieve's" dropouts were only enrolled for 6-9 months before being sent back
due to non-participation. None of the dropouts attributed to eAchieve that year were with
eAchieve for more than 1 year.

Though the counting of dropouts isn’t specifically mentioned as a measured indicator in AB1, it
isn't listed as a measure in state statute 115.385 that governs the school report card either, but
is still used as an accountability measure. A simple solution to the problem would be to include a
provision in AB1 stating that dropouts will be charged against the last school the student
attended for 1 full academic year, not simply the last school of attendance. This would
significantly improve the accuracy of the accountability report and more appropriately hold the
correct schools and districts accountable for dropouts. Enroliment for 1 full academic year is
currently the threshold in place for other academic measures before a student’s progress can be
applied to a school as far as the school report card is concerned, but not for dropouts.

Another source of inaccuracy is the graduation rate. Though many advanced students choose
to attend a virtual charter school for advanced options, enhanced rigor, and acceleration of their
learning, there are others who attend as a last hope at earning a high school diploma, having
not been successful in traditional schools. We welcome these students as well. They come to us
as 16, 17, and 18 year olds who are already credit deficient. Instead of being rewarded for
helping these at-risk students, many of whom eventually graduate, virtual charter schools are
often penalized for these students not graduating in 4 years. AB1 does nothing to address this
and perpetuates the one-size-fits all mentality.

Regrettably, some of these at-risk students we take under our wing don't make it. Again, virtual
charter schools are penalized for being innovative and compassionate. We need a system that
encourages such efforts to help the struggling students, not one that penalizes us for doing so.

Since virtual charter school don't predominately or exclusively serve at-risk students, we would
not be able to take advantage of the “satisfactory” rating proposed in AB1.This again illustrates
the need for a separate accountability system for virtual charter schools. If that is not possible,
specifically listing virtual charter schools as entities who can take advantage of a “satisfactory”
rating in addition to those special categories already listed in Section 9 of AB1 would be the next
best option.

In summary, the virtual charter schools | am representing are chosen by very high achieving
students who are looking for more out of their education as well as students who have not been
successful in a traditional school, often due to factors beyond their control. The following
statements from two more eAchieve families illustrate this point.

Kimberly Sleger from Milwaukee reports “| am the parent of a second grader in eAchieve's
elementary program. | would highly recommend any parent with a child with special needs to
choose eAchieve. My daughter has some significant health challenges that she suffers from



and were exacerbated by the atmosphere in the brick and mortar school she attended. Since
starting online school her migraines, Tourette's, and anxiety have decreased considerably. The
education she is receiving is concise, challenging, and fits her learning style.”

Laila Hussein from Greenfield relates her experience as follows. “My son was in one of
Milwaukee's best blue ribbon schools in 6th grade. However, he was not being challenged in
math and spent the entire year taking math that he already knew very well. The school was very
reluctant to test him for advanced placement because they already had the maximum number of
students allowed in advanced math, so after a lot of frustration, we transferred him to eAchieve
for 7th grade. The staff immediately tested him upon admission to determine his level, and had
no problem placing him in two simultaneous High School math courses. My son ultimately
finished the entire high school math curriculum by 9th grade, and has now started math courses
at UWM through youth options. He is in 10th grade. If it hadn't been for the transfer and the
wisdom of the eAchieve staff, he might still have been doing pre-Algebra in his old school, *

These families deserve a reporting system that accurately reflects the quality and rigor of their
unigue school and does not penalize the school for being willing to take a chance on students
who have already failed and lost hope in the traditional system.

Iurge you to amend SB1 to establish a separate accountability system for virtual charter
schools or allow them to specifically and explicitly take advantage of the “satisfactory”
designation. Furthermore, | urge you to fix the loophole whereby virtual charter schools are
being unfairly charged with dropouts who spent all but a few months in some other school and
are not re-enrolled in their resident school when returned due to non-participation in the virtual
charter schoal.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Rick Nettesheim Billy Beesley Melissa Horn

Principal Principal Principal

eAchieve Academy iForward Wisconsin Wisconsin Virtual Learning
262.970.1074 218.623.1406 262.692.3988

RNettesh@waukesha.k12.wi.us  billy.beesley @iforwardwisconsin.com mhorn@ nosd.edu
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Good morning and thank you for allowing us to speak to your committee today. My name is Gary
Vose and [ am president of the Kettle Moraine school board. Our district is located in Waukesha

County and we are proud to be represented by Senator Farrow.

First of all, I am generally in support of SB-1, especially when compared to AB-1. One reason for
this support is SB-1 only provides for a single test for both public and private schools. This is the
only way to have clear and clean measurements of success or lack of success, so please do not make
any modifications that would allow for more than one test. 1 realize there is a need to identify
problems in order to putin place corrective actions. Even though the vast majority of schools are
overall performing quite well, we still need consistent measures to help all schools improve. No
school, public or private, should be content to simply maintain their current levels of student

achievement.

A second reason I generally support SB-1 is I am a strong proponent of local control through the
locally elected school board. In light of this, unlike AB-1, SB-1 does not include specific sanctions or
penalties, instead it provides our local school board with the necessary data to take our own
appropriate actions. However, on the negative side, SB-1 proposes to have two politically
appointed oversight boards to monitor individual schools. This obviously is just the opposite of
local control and should be removed from SB-1. 1 would also note that even Governor Walker has

gone on record stating he opposes these boards and the creation of another level of bureaucracy.

Lastly, while we all know there are some failing schools, both public and private, we also all know
that overall Wisconsin public schools have consistently ranked among the very best in the
country—typically in the top 2 states. Let’s not send the wrong message that our schools are simply
average by using a letter grading system - instead, retain the current descriptive system currently

in place and that would remain in place under SB-1.

Thank you again for allowing me to speak today. If you have any questions, either today or in the

future, please feel free to contact me.

Gary Vose
President, Kettle Moraine School Board (testifying on behalf of myself)
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My name is Terri Phillips and I am the Executive Director for the Southeastern Wisconsin
Schools Alliance (SWSA). We represent 29 school districts in the Southeastern Wisconsin
region and educate approximately 200,000 students.

The SWSA strongly believes in and welcomes accountability within the field of education
and we thank you for the opportunity to testify at today’s public hearing on the proposed
Senate Bill 1 (SB1). We appreciate this committee carefully considering our input as we are
working very hard to ensure all students are properly prepared for college and careers.

First, we would like to commend Senator Farrow for taking the time over the course of the
past six months to meet with stakeholders across Wisconsin to gather input and
recommendations on school accountability. The SWSA was represented by
superintendents, school board members, Directors of Curriculum and Instruction,
Assessment Coordinators, and even business managers. We participated in each of the
working sessions, and our testimony today reflects our conversations with Senator Farrow.
We are grateful that well respected professionals in the field of education had the
opportunity to guide the development of this bill.

Our emphasis during the conversations this past summer was clarity on the purpose of the
accountability bill. We are fortunate that a majority of Wisconsin schools are high
performing. It appears from the proposed senate bill that the goal of this bill is to continue
to improve education in the state of Wisconsin and close the achievement gap. SWSA
supports the decision to remove punitive sanctions and provide intervention to schools who
are not achieving their academic goals. Our organization greatly appreciates and supports
the direction you have taken.

SWSA also supports the single assessment provision stated in SB1. Last Friday at our state
education convention, Governor Walker stated “Every school that receives public funds
should be held accountable, and ultimately the best way to be accountable is to compare
objective material that can be provided to all.” We believe that uniformity and
transparency of information is critical for parents and taxpayers to make decisions about
the quality of their schools and the use of tax dollars. SWSA supports a single assessment
system which provides transparency for all stakeholders.

The Mission of the Southeastern Wisconsin Schools Alliance is to advocate for and inform education policy in support of
world class public schools to benefit all students and the economic vitality of the region.



Southeastern Wisconsin

1€ Schools Alliance

www.schoolsalliance.com

SWSA also supports the elimination of a letter grading system. These discussions were debated during the
development of the state report card and we appreciate you honoring their conclusions.

Finally, SWSA recommends that we work together to find closure as soon as possible regarding the
accountability battleground. This conversation has consumed a great deal of time for all those involved, and
quite frankly has taken our members away from their districts, where they truly are making a difference.

The SWSA appreciates the time and thought that was put into past accountability legislation and the
subsequent accountability system that is currently in place today. Current law states that all publicly funded
students will (now or in the near future) participate in state assessments, become part of the student
information system, and become part of the state report card system. The current accountability system puts
the state of Wisconsin in a very good position moving forward.

SWSA agrees that accountability in education is critical. SWSA encourages continued conversations around
education reform that are in the best interests of all children in Wisconsin. We must continue to work together
to do the right thing for all students in the State of Wisconsin.

Respectfully submitted,

\.iAuM \_,'Y7f @ /M_L}‘ h
Terri Phillips
SWSA Executive Director
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To: Senator Paul Farrow
Members, Senate Committee on Education Reform and Government Operations
From: Survival Coalition of Wisconsin Disability Organizations

Re: SB-001 School and School District Accountability Report: Survival Coalition Testifying for
Information Only

Thank you to Chairman Farrow and Members of the Senate Committee on Education Reform and
Government Operations for hosting a hearing on this important school accountability bill. This testimony
represents the perspectives of members of the Survival Coalition - a statewide coalition of more than 30
disability groups - several of which directly support students with disabilities and their families to advocate
for quality special education supports.

First of all, we thank you for your focus on developing an accountability system that incorporates all
schools receiving public funding in our state. Parents of children with disabilities require robust
information about their child’s school in order to make good educational choices and to be part of the
system of improvement for their district. No matter where a student with a disability attends, a parent has a
a lot on the line and often must be significantly more involved in their child’s education than the parent of a
typically developing child. The outcome of an education for a student with a disability can often mean the
difference between a young adult who leaves school with real-world job skills prepared for employment or
postsecondary education or someone who will be solely reliant on public benefits, live in poverty or end up
in our criminal justice system. Meaningful accountability for schools and transparent information is a
way to empower parents.

Therefore, we appreciate the attention this bill pays to developing a comprehensive school
accountability system that will disaggregate data by disability status through multiple measures. For
parents, seeing how a school specifically is educating students with disabilities is critical. Our only question
relative to this is whether the detailed student subgroup performance information will be available to
families, in addition to a school’s performance category. We also strongly support measures that address
both growth and gap closure in student achievement, as these types of measures allow parents and others to
see how subgroups are performing in otherwise high quality schools.

We support the provision that students will continue to be measured under one common assessment
including students with disabilities so that parents are comparing “apples to apples” across all school
options; public, charter, or choice schools. While not specifically addressed in the bill, we would encourage



the requirement for both the availability of an alternative assessment for students with significant cognitive
disabilities and testing accommodations for any student with a disability that requires that as part of their
IEP or ISP.

We would also like to share concerns and ideas for improvement in this bill.

Definitions: ‘

Specifically, our member organizations tell us parents need consistent information about student
performance across schools. An accountability system should be built upon an “apples to apples”
comparison and definition of children with disabilities. We recommend that “disability status” be defined in
the bill to cross-reference the definition of disability as it currently appears in state statute at 115.76 (5) (a-
f) to clearly include a student who has developed either an individualized education program (IEP) or
individual service plan (ISP). The bill currently has no definition of “child with a disability” or “disability
status” and it will be important for parents to know that all schools include the same type of students in this
category. For instance, a student who has a food allergy or other special need that with appropriate
accommodation does not impact their daily learning would likely not require or be eligible for an IEP or ISP
and should not be included in this category for means of academic achievement comparison.

In addition, if the intent of this bill is to include all schools receiving public funding, it is appropriate to
include within the definition of a “school” - a county children with disabilities education board under s.
121.135, in order to capture the performance and outcomes of students in these settings.

Accountability Boards:

We strongly advocate that any review board making critical accountability decisions must include
individuals with specific education expertise and expertise related directly to students with disabilities. Only
with this expertise can such a board make sufficient decisions on improvement plans and how they relate to
the needs of students with disabilities for low performing schools and school districts.

The bill also allows for an appeal of the identification as a chronically failing school to the accountability
boards by the public, charter, and choice school governing boards. The Accountability Boards are allowed to
choose to not identify the school as chronically failing if there are exceptional circumstances to justify the
performance. The bill does not identify these exceptional circumstances and we would request these
possibilities be defined. Our main concern would be that schools who predominately serve students with
disabilities may be considered an exceptional circumstance and thus not held to the same standard as all
other schools. All students with disabilities deserve absolute assurance of being held to equal if not
higher transparent accountability standards in this system given the results of low expectations
previously and the dire consequences to the student, parents and taxpayers if a school fails such a
student.

Review System:

This bill should include a clear performance measure for career and college readiness, an essential element
of any accountability system for all students, but particularly for those with disabilities. We should be
paying more attention to the performance of these students and whether their education in whatever school
setting is leading to college and workforce readiness. We suggest that the review system must recognize
and include workforce readiness measures. Public schools already must report on something called
Indicator 14 — which tells them where students with disabilities are one year after graduation. Itis a stark
wake-up call to look at this data and see how many students are sitting at home doing nothing. Previous
drafts of school accountability in the 2013 Legislature (SB 286) did include workforce readiness measures.
We welcome the opportunity to work with this committee to determine appropriate workforce readiness
measures for our students with disabilities.



Another measure we would like to see included within the review rating for schools is one related to the
number of pupil suspensions and expulsions, disaggregated by disability status. Parents of children with
disabilities will tell you this information is critical to their own review as to whether a school is adequately
meeting the needs of students with disabilities.

Interventions:

We are concerned about what happens to parents and students when a choice school is identified as failing.
As the bill is currently written, participating choice schools would not be required to put any intervention
plan in place after being identified as a chronically failing school and although a failing choice school would
no longer be able to enroll new students it appears current students in a failing choice school would be
allowed to remain, without notice or other communication. We strongly advocate that the bill include
various parent notification requirements throughout this section. As you might suspect, changing schools
for any student, but particularly a student with a disability and their family, can be an extremely disruptive
process. Parents require timely information about when their school is under performing so they can make
informed decisions about their child’s education.

We support the required improvement plan that public and charter schools would be required to submit to
the Board. The four main components of the plan that focus on aligned curriculum, differentiation of
instruction to meet individual needs, system of academic and behavioral supports and early intervention,
and additional learning time can only better meet the needs of students with disabilities in these chronically
failing schools. We believe these same plans should be expected of choice schools that will continue to
receive state funding even if only for the students still enrolled in these chronically failing schools.

Thank you in advance for addressing the concerns outlined in this testimony. Our Coalition members are
ready to provide support and feedback as you continue this process.

This document prepared by the Survival Coalition Education Issue Team.
Survival Co-Chairs:
Maureen Ryan, moryan@charter.net; (608) 444-3842;

Beth Swedeen, beth.swedeen@wisconsin.gov; (608) 266-1166;
Kristin M. Kerschensteiner, kitk@drwi.org; (608) 267-0214

LI
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony today. My name is Donna Pahuski, and this
testimony is transmitted on behalf of Stop Special Needs Vouchers, a statewide volunteer group led by
families of students with special education needs.

I am also the proud mother of my 23 year old daughter, Mary, who was diagnosed with autism at age 3.
Thanks to the investment that our neighborhood school made in her as required by the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), she has now graduated from college and is enrolled at a medical
school working on her Masters in Biotechnology. When asked about the major factors that contributed
to her academic and social-emotional success, Mary summed up her experience in the Cambridge and
Marshall school districts: “They were trained, ready and required by law to address my needs.”

Trained, ready, and required by law to address the needs of students with disabilities. Wisconsin should
expect nothing less in terms of accountability from schools that educate our students using our tax
dollars.

SB1 falls short of those expectations in several areas.

First, it is still not widely understood that private voucher schools in Wisconsin are not required to abide
by the IDEA. This fundamental lack of voucher-school accountability for students with disabilities is
one of our major objections to special needs voucher proposals. SB1 does not address the issue and
therefore will not change that basis for our opposition to special needs vouchers.

Second, in order to have useful comparisons of enrollment and achievement data for students with
disabilities, the disability data must be reported using common definitions. Public and charter schools
report their disability-related data according to educationally-based categories in Wisconsin state law,
but SB1 makes no such requirement for private voucher schools. Unless the definitions are apples-to-
apples, the data will be meaningless to the families who need the information. The issue of comparable
data also looms large when it comes to the question of having all school sectors use the same test; a
common assessment is essential for families to be able to make sense of differences between schools.

Third, we know that students with disabilities are disproportionately affected by suspension and
expulsion. However, private voucher schools are not currently required to report suspension and
expulsion data, and SB1 fails to offer any correction to that.

Finally, the companion bill to SB1 in the Assembly, AB1, includes provisions that would require
converting public schools into independent charter schools under certain conditions. However, we know
that Milwaukee’s charter schools and public schools are not currently serving comparable percentages of

Stop Special Needs Vouchers is comprised of Wisconsin families committed to quality inclusive public education
and to stopping harmiul special needs vouchers.



students with disabilities. Over 20 percent of MPS students are receiving special education services,
while that number is under 10 percent in Milwaukee’s charter schools. When it comes to students with
cognitive disabilities, the numbers are even more concerning: MPS educates a five-times-greater
proportion of students with cognitive disabilities than Milwaukee’s independent charters. We have
serious concerns about the prospect of turning over schools serving a high percentage of students with
disabilities to a school sector that is currently failing to educate students with disabilities in fair
proportions. Therefore, we urge that the Senate hold firm against any attempts to add such a provision.

Thank you for your consideration of these issues for students with disabilities in Wisconsin.

Donna Pahuski

for Stop Special Needs Vouchers
8883 Deer Run Trail

Cambridge, WI 53523

Stop Special Needs Vouchers is comprised of Wisconsin families committed to quality inclusive public education
and to stopping harmful special needs vouchers.
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TO: Senate Education Reform Committee
Senator Farrow, Chair

FROM: Appleton Area School District
RE: 2015 Senate Bill 1
DATE: January 26, 2015

The School Board and Leadership Team of the Appleton Area School District are writing to express our support for
several key aspects of the recently introduced Senate Bill, (SB1). SB1 seeks to replace the current school accountability
system. The current accountability system requires all students in publicly funded schools to participate in state
assessments, the student information system, and the state report card system. Key aspects of SB1 that we are in
support of include:

v Development Process: The present accountability system was developed with a very transparent process,
considered educational research, and included diverse stakeholder perspectives by way of the Accountability
Design Team. We are very appreciative that SB1 takes into consideration the perspectives of the various
stakeholder groups that will be impacted by this important piece of legislation.

v Support of Local Control: SB1 provides for locally elected Boards of Education to determine how to best
mobilize resources to improve student learning at a given school. All schools in the Appleton Area School
District have Continuous School Improvement Plans. These plans are developed at the local level and are
designed to meet the learning needs of each schools unique demographic and performance profile.

v Reliance on Independent Charter Schools: SB1 does not convert underperforming schools to Independent
Charter School. No existing research indicates that Independent Charter Schools have a track record of
successfully turning around schools in need of improvement.

v Single Test: SB1 requires all publically funded students to take the same state tests. This is the only reliable
method to make comparisons between schools. Leadership from the Value Added Research Center in Madison
has shared that utilizing multiple tests is not a reliable way to compare the performance of different schools.

v Conversion to a Letter Grading System: SB1 does not give letter grades, ( A, B, C, D, and F) to schools. The
Design Team that developed the present accountability system did not adopt a letter grade rating system. This
was a conscious decision on their part based on their understanding of how a school report card score is based
on a very narrow band of school data. To label a school as a “failing school” based on student performance on
one test in math and reading does not adequately reflect the quality of the schooling experience.
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It has also become evident that after three years of school report cards, there is a strong correlation between a
school’s poverty level and their report card score. A December of 2012 report, Wisconsin School Report Cards, A Study
Examining School Achievement and Poverty in Public and Charter Schools, completed by the Forward Institute, details
the strong correlation between school poverty levels and report cards scores. Until poverty can be adequately
accounted for in the school accountability process, we should not label schools as failing based on the report card

score.

In summary we are appreciative that SB1 maintains local control of school improvement efforts, establishes a single
test to ensure the reliability of comparisons between schools, and does not transition to a letter grading system that
would unfairly label schools across Wisconsin. We are also appreciative of Senator Farrow’s efforts to utilize an
inclusive process in the development of SB1.

Sincerely,

/ %’Cf» /g““’“”‘ym

Lee Allinger Sharon Fenlon
Superintendent of Schools School Board President
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January 27, 2015
To: Senate Committee on Education Reform and Government Operations

Re: Opposition to Senate Bill 1

The League of Women Voters of Wisconsin supports policies that provide an equitable, quality public education
for all children. Indeed, the League recognizes that “quality” and “equality” are inseparable principles in public
education. While SB 1 is a big improvement over the legislation being considered by the Assembly, the League
nonetheless urges you to oppose SB 1 for the following reasons:

* The League believes there should be substantial control of school programs and personnel by the local
school district, and a fundamental activity of most of our 17 local Leagues has been to conduct a study
of their local school system. This bill would weaken local control by elected officials by setting up two
new statewide boards which are populated by appointees. In that sense the bill weakens accountability.

e Any proposal which withholds funding for underachieving schools or districts is antithetical to the
principle of improvement. Research has shown time and again that it is not schools that are failing, but
rather students from poor socio-economic circumstances. We certainly cannot meet their needs by
cutting funds. A label of “chronically failing” or a loss of funding will only cause competent teachers to
leave and accelerate the failure.

The League opposes any efforts to divert tax dollars from our public schools to private schools. Further, we
believe that any institution or organization that receives public funds for K-12 education should be required
meet the same requirements as public schools, including:

o accounting for the use of public funds;

o meeting performance standards for their students;

o meeting the same state standards for all school employees.

Studies have failed to show that the voucher system in Milwaukee has provided children a better educational
option than they would have received in their public schools. In addition, the Legislative Audit Bureau found last
year that most of the vouchers in the recent expansion of the program went to families whose children were
already in private schools. Clearly, taking funding from public school budgets — which are already suffering from
cuts —and diverting it to private schools that are not publicly accountable and families who do not have children
in the public schools is not a solution to the challenges our schools and families face.

SB 1 addresses many complicated matters, and it deserves more input from the local elected officials who are
accountable for education in their communities. This legislation certainly should not be fast-tracked. We urge
you to oppose this bill. Thank you.
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WISCONSIN COALITION FOR
PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS

My name is Kristy Casey and | am the Director for the Wisconsin Coalition for Public Charter
Schools. We are a collaboration of organizations that support the growth of high-quality
public charter schools in Wisconsin. I'd like to thank you for your time and effort in the
development of this accountability bill and for the opportunity to share my thoughts on
your work.

I had the opportunity to attend two of the accountability meetings held by Senator Farrow
this summer. I believe that the bill before us is reflective of some of the conversations at
those meetings. | am grateful for your commitment to improving education for all students
in the state of Wisconsin and for your continued efforts to close the achievement gap.

The public charter school movement embraces accountability. It is at the heart of the
charter bargain of increased flexibility to innovate in exchange for a higher level of
accountability. If our schools don't perform, they are closed.

As a parent and a founding member of a public charter school, [ am thankful for the
opportunity to report how we are doing as a school and to have an avenue in which to share
our student achievement results via the state’s school report cards. | am fortunate enough
to share with you that my children’s public charter school, Wauwatosa STEM, is the highest
performing elementary school in the state of Wisconsin.

One lesson that | have learned over and over again is that public charter school parents love
to talk about how wonderful their schools are. They are passionate about the positive and
life changing effects their schools are having on their children. The state’s school report
cards provide another vehicle in which to share quantitative results, the data that supports
their anecdotal stories.

Public charter schools represent viable options that help educate all students and are
another choice for families and educators. In some districts, they have flourished. In others,
their growth has been stymied. Our hope is that through accountability you will find the
capacity to authorize independent charter schools in districts with chronically low-
performing schools - not as conversions of traditional public schools to charters but as
brand new schools to provide more high-quality public school options to families and
educators in these districts.

Accountability is crucial to the sustainability of high quality public charter schools,
traditional public schools, and publicly funded private schools. Thank you for your
continued work on accountability in the state of Wisconsin.

Respectfully Submitted,

Kristy Casey —Director, Wisconsin Coalition for Public Charter Schools

The Wisconsin Coalition for Public Charter Schools
Kristy Casey, Director| kristybcasey @gmail.com
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January 27, 2015 Testimony in SUPPORT of SB 1

My name is Patricia Deklotz and I serve as superintendent for the Kettle Moraine School District. Our district
has participated in conversations on School Accountability since Governor Walker and State Superintendent
Evers first convened the Accountability Design Team. I thank you for the continuing opportunity to share my
position, this time on the proposed legislation contained in SB 1. I am speaking in support of SB 1. I believe it
reflects the collective insight of educators that have been engaged in dialogue with Sen. Farrow over the past
six months. I thank you for those opportunities and I am encouraged for the following reasons:

= SB 1 provides for a single, common assessment. The purpose of an Accountability System is to
develop trust and that is done through transparency. If there were to be multiple assessments in our
Accountability System, the number of tests and the variability among the tests would introduce
confusion. Multiple tests would reduce the validity, transparency, and reliability of the system when
attempting to compare the performance of various schools. SB 1 requires all publically funded students
to take the same test. One test provides transparent understanding of student achievement across
schools, public, charter, or voucher and eliminates the ability to discount or discredit the accuracy of
the measure.

* SB 1 maintains the performance descriptions established by the state’s Accountability Design
Team, the descriptions that our parents are accustomed to seeing. We have shared our State Report
Card results and parents understand what they mean. If the purpose of the Accountability System is to
increase public understanding of how schools are performing, do not introduce unnecessary elements
that will cause confusion. To introduce a letter grade at this point would also introduce confusion and
misunderstanding, with no added value or clarity.

=SB 1 appears to support the continuous improvement of education in Wisconsin. This should be
the purpose of an Accountability System. Our overall goal should be to increase opportunity for
student achievement. The decision to remove punitive sanctions and provide interventions to those
schools who are not achieving their academic goals is an important improvement.

With that being said, [ am against the creation of additional bureaucracy. A separate board attached to the
Department of Administration is an expansion of government, something I do not support. Overall however

SB 1 provides transparency without creating additional confusion. It has my support.

Respectfully,

Patricia F. Deklotz, PhD.
Superintendent

- Learning Without Boundaries —



Informational Testimony of Lyman Elliott
re: SB#1: related to School Accountability

From: Lyman E. Elliott III, NBCT
3011 West Cox Road

Edgerton, W1 53534

Ph#: 608-884-0608

To: Senators. Luther Olson, Alberta Darling, Leah Vukmir, Stephen Nass, Chris Larson, Fred Risser, & Janet
Bewley

Introduction: My name is Lyman E. Elliott ITI. Tam a Taxpaying Resident of the 15" Senate District, the
father of 3 school aged children (ages 10, 7, &35) in the Milton School District, and one of only 1080 National
Board Certified Educators in the State of Wisconsin. Ihave been working in what some people refer to as an
“Urban Educational Setting” in Rock County for the past 9 years. I prefer to say that the district I work in is “a
small city with big city problems.” Tam deeply concerned about the issue of school accountability and have
come to offer professional informational testimony. Iam here today of my own volition and do not represent
any group or organization. Thank you for the opportunity to be heard today. Tam proud to offer it —such as it
is.

On Accountability: There is no shortage of folks calling for great school accountability today. Many have
suggested that schools are “failing” —that educators like myself are “failing.” Educational institutions have
custody of students for 7 hours a day, 180 days a year, for the last 13 of the first 18 of their lives. This
amounts to control of roughly 10% of their growth and development. I don’t care if you are producing corn
or Cadillacs. There is not a company in the history of the world that would put its stamp on a product they had
only 10% control of producing. They most certainly would not send the product —while in-process- out into the
public every night to be returned to the production facility in the morning. Yet, that is precisely what the
proponents of school accountability are demanding of our educational institutions. Through such a lense,
current accountability measures are pure madness.

On “Value Added” Measures: As an educator working primarily with 15 year olds for 18 weeks at a time, I
have control over roughly .09% of my students’ growth and development. Now, I'd be lying if I said that a
great teacher didn’t make any difference and we all know that a good one can make ALL the difference in the
life of a child. There are those (like those folks at the Value Added Research Center) who have suggested that
they can mathematically control for the “externalities™ associated with educating a child -that is to say that they
are able to judge the work I do every day by controlling for the variables in a child’s life that dominate 99.91%
of the educational process. The proponents of value added methodology claim that they are able to calculate the
effectiveness of a “dosage”™ of education from a particular district, school, or educator. To suggest that schools
and teachers can —or worse, should- be judged based on such foolish notions, by people so far removed from the
immediacies of classroom practice (if not reality), is the epitome of arrogance and hubris. These people should
be disregarded and returned to their respective theoretical ivory towers with the utmost haste.

On “School/Consumer Choice:” As one of only 43 National Board Certified Social Studies teachers in the
state of Wisconsin working in an urban public school, T'd like to say that I take them ALL: The tired, the weak,
the hungry, the poor, the huddled tempest-tossed masses yearning (and not) to be educated. Those
neighborhoods that you’d be nervous about walking through at night have children living in them. Those
children go to school (sometimes). Those children are not blueberries that, if a little less than perfect- we are
able to turn away at the receiving dock. How dare anyone suggest that folks like my colleagues —doing some of



the hardest work in public education and working in some of the toughest districts in our state- are “failing.”
Show me a “Parental Choice™ school that is outperforming its public counterpart(s) and I will show you a
school that —through its application and selection process- is cherry picking its students. This is not the path to
enlightened and educated citizenship that our nation’s founders envisioned.

IF we must attempt to measure the quality of schools for the sake of comparison and consumer choice
(and it appears as though we must): THEN, the very same measures that are being used to suggest that
educators like myself —working in our inner city public schools- are failing should be equally applied to ALL
PreK-12 educational institutions. It is nothing short of perverse to suggest that schools outside of the traditional
public system be granted some “exceptional” status —having a separate set of standards of accountability
applied, unequally, to them.

A plea: I pray that the members of this committee persist in their reasonable present tack on the issue of school
accountability —applying a single set of standards to all schools- as this measure moves out to the floor of the
Senate and into Conference with the Assembly. The VERY same standards and evaluations being used to
suggest that folks like myself in schools like mine are “failing” must be applied equally to all PreK-12
educational institutions —especially those claiming to perform better than our public schools. I would like to
encourage the members of this committee to continually search for ways for choice schools to be more honest
and transparent about who they serve and who —through selective pressure- they don’t.

Thank you so much for taking the time to hear my thoughts and for giving me the opportunity to be heard.

Very Respecttully,

Y

yman E. Elliott III, NBCT



Charles Uphoff
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My name is Charles Uphoff, I live at 2475 Lalor Rd. in the city of Fitchburg. I am retired
and currently serve as a member of the Oregon School board and have previously served as a
member and president of the Fitchburg City Council and as coordinator of the Wisconsin
Governor’s Conference on Children and Families for Governor Lee Sherman Dreyfus. I've also
had experience teaching, working with Hispanic and Navajo pre-school children in Southern
Colorado and at-risk youth in the Bedford-Stuyvesant section of New York.

All of my children graduated from Oregon High School and have done well both
academically and professionally. My oldest daughter graduated with honors from Harvard
University. I also have five grandchildren, the oldest of whom is in 8th grade. He recently took
the ACT tests with an average score of 34 out of a possible 36 and a 35 in math.

I would like to speak to you today about several concerns with regard to SB 1 and to let
you know that I'm tired of constantly hearing talk about our “failing schools.”

If there is a failure it is we, as parents, as taxpayers as a State who are failing our
schools and our children.

More than half of Wisconsin’s children are living in poverty, eligible for free or reduced
lunch, yet this growing crisis which has a huge impact on children’s outcomes and prospects
for academic success is largely ignored by this legislature.

If you're serious about wanting to improve student outcomes you need to address the
underlying problems of poverty and increase the investment in our public schools, particularly
in rural and urban communities where poverty, declining enrollment and cutbacks in our
investment in our public schools are robbing our children of the support and the opportunities
which our parents and grandparents provided for us.

Fifty four countries commit a larger percentage of their GDP to public education than the
U.S., including countries like Cuba, Palau, Moldova, Botswana, Burundi, Uzbekistan, Kenya,
Tazania, Namibia, Bolivia, Kyrgystan, Samoa, Grenada, Mongolia and 40 more. Some are countries
with far fewer resources than Wisconsin.

By establishing separate “accountability boards”, SB1 creates a separate and unequal
distinction for public and private schools receiving taxpayer’s dollars that is impermissible
under the Wisconsin Constitution. “The legislature shall provide by law for the establishment of
district schools which shall be as nearly uniform as practicable; and such schools shall be free and
without charge for tuition for all children between the ages of 4 and 20 years; and no sectarian
instruction shall be allowed therein.”

While SB1 offers significant improvements over provisions found in the Assembly ‘s
“school accountability” bill, SB1 would give unconstrained authority to appointed boards that
could usurp the authority of local schools boards elected and entrusted by the voters and
taxpayers in their districts to provide an education for their children.



SB1 provides for different treatment and consequences for public and private schools
receiving public tax dollars when they are judged to be “chronically failing” with much harsher
provisions for traditional public schools than independent charter schools.

SB1 authorizes the withholding of state aid from school districts with “ chronically
failing” schools that fail to comply with “improvement plans” mandated by the appointed
boards. “Chronically failing” private voucher schools on the other hand can’t enroll additional
students funded by public tax dollars but can continue to receive public funds for students
already enrolled in these “failing schools.”

Establishing penalties for schools based on standardized test scores and inequitable
measures of “success” and “failure” is both misguided and unproductive when many of the
factors, like poverty, that undermine students’ academic performance are beyond the school’s
and the district’s control.

SB1 ignores the very rigorous systems for accountability already in place for our public
schools.

I attended the Wisconsin Association of School Board convention in Milwaukee last
week and what I saw was not public schools that are failing our children but vibrant,
committed and creative public schools that are forming partnerships with local businesses,
investing in professional development and new technologies to provide our children with the
tools, the knowledge, the caring and the support they will need for success both in their
careers and as citizens.

Our public schools aren’t broken, but they are struggling in the face of growing
demands and declining resources.

Over the past 6 years Wisconsin has consistently ranked 15t or 204 nationally in High
School Graduation rates and ACT scores. To continue to offer our children the chance to excel
and to thrive in the decades before us we need to increase our investment in public education
and in our children’s future.

Investment in our public schools is vital to the health and growth of our economy our
communities and our families. In an increasingly competitive global economy we cannot afford
to shortchange our children or compromise their future by creating separate and unequal and
less accountable underperforming independent and for profit charter and voucher schools that
divert taxpayer dollars from the classroom to padding their portfolios.

Charles Uphoff -
2475 Lalor Rd.
Fitchburg, WI 53575
608-835-7283
cuphoff@hotmail.com



January 27, 2015

Senate Committee on Education Reform and Government Operation
Wisconsin State Capitol

| am a parent and | don't have a cheice. My son has muitiple disabilities. and
the school choice program isn't required by law to taks him. My name is Pag
Randall Gardner and | am here to oppose this bill and the negative affacts it will
have on childran like mine. This is my son Nikolai. He wantad to come and
testify for himself, but the long hours I've been sitting hers waiting for the public
to gat a chance to speak at this public hearing would have done him in. So 1l
just put his picture here. | wanted you to see his picturs because this bill is
about more than arbitrary numbers, test scores, and the data that dstarmines if
schools and school districts pass or fail. It's about people, real people, iike
Nikolai. These pclicies are not just theories for him: they're his life.

Nikolai is requirad by law to take standardizad tests he cannot pass because of
his disabilities. And yet those unrealistic, irrelevant tast scores can be used to
grade his teachers and his school as failing. Nothing could be further from the truth. His public school
teachers have helped him to overcome the obstacles to learning that his disabilities cause, with skills
and commitment second to none. Yet based on the scoras of my disabled son and others lika him, the
state could declare his school a failure and sell it to the highest bidder. The local school board that we
lzgally elected would be powerless, and all of the taxpaying voters in my community and others like it
would be disenfranchised.

This bill takes away our schools, our votes, our rights, and our children's future. A privatized school has
no obligation to educate my son, and if they would decide to briefly accept him for the taxpayer money
his body would provide, they have no obligation to serve him under the federal IDEA laws that protact
him now. This isn't mere speculation, it has already happened time and time again in the voucher and
charter schools that already exist in Wisconsin. My son's needs are expensive, so who will educate
him? Thanks to the historic cuts of the last four years, there already isn't enough money in our schools
to meet all of the needs of our students. If more money is siphoned off from our public schools to the
highest bidders, what's left for children like mine? Nikolai is a child of Wisconsin, and like all of our
children, no matter where they live in this state: he has a right to a free and equitable education. My san
and his school are not for sale. Make no mistake - that is what this bill is about.

Nikolai has an incradible history teacher named Mr. O'Brien. He teaches about Abraham Lincoln, who
said that the government of our nation is “of the people, by the pecople and for the people.” Once upon a
tima Wisconsin upheld those honorablz traditions, but what part of a board salectad by the governor
instzad of locally electaed school boards is “of the people™? What kind of legislation opposad by armies
of studants, parants teachers and administrators is by tne people"? And what kind of schoal that
slams the door in the facas of children who struggle most is “for the peopla’?

Tha answer is none of the above - standardized rasults for non-standardizad vajues Our public schools
are already accountable to the families and communities they serve, and we love our public schools. As
our electad representatives, you are accountable to us not the corporations that want our schools.
Don't throw away children like mine all over Wisconsin — throw away this bill of sale for our schools.
You owe that to Nikolai and all the childran throughout this state who ars counting on you. They are
real children living real lives, and it is their future that this bill salls out That's a price no one should
have to pay, but especially not the most vulnerable citizens of Wisconsin, our disabled children. | ask
you to see this bill as it really is, and protact their futura. Support, don't dismantle, our public schools.

Peg Randall Gardner
2350 W. Ranch Rd.
Mequon, WI 53092
mizauctz@execoc.com
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January 27, 2015

Senate Committee on Education Reform and Government Operations
Senator Paul Farrow, Chair

State Capitol, Room 323 South

Madison, W1 53707-7882

Dear Senator Farrow and Committee Members:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on SB-1.

BPDD is Wisconsin's state Developmental Disability council. Our role is to seek continuous improvement across all
systems—education, transportation, health care, employment, etc.—that touch the lives of people with disabilities. Our
work requires us to have a long-term vision of public policy that not only sees current systems as they are, but how
these systems could be made better for current and future generations of people with disabilities.

Families of children with disabilities in Wisconsin know their children can achieve and learn with their peers with the
right instruction and supports. Research clearly shows that 99% of students — including those with disabilities -- can learn
grade-level content in the general education curriculum and achieve proficiency on grade level standards with the
appropriate supports.

As is the case with all students, education is the foundation that prepares students with disabilities to become
contributing members of their communities and a valuable asset to Wisconsin’s skilled workforce. Poor educational
preparation of students with disabilities translates into a lifetime of high unemployment (63% unemployment rate),
lower wages (30% less than workers without disabilities), and reliance on public benefit programs (27% have incomes
below the federal poverty line).

A quality education prepares students with disabilities to move with their peers from school into employment within the
community. The adequate preparation of our youth—including youth with disabilities—to acquire skills that lead to well-
paying jobs begins in schools. Families of students with disabilities want to make the best educational choices for their
children, and they need an accountability system that clearly identifies how specific schools perform in preparing their
children for adulthood.

BPDD appreciates the bill’s inclusion of following elements:

e Delineation of disability status in the data collection

® Using one common assessment for all students—including students with disabilities—so all schools are
measured with the same tool and parents can compare across all school options.

e Including all schools that receive public funding within the school accountability system.

¢ Including measures that address both growth and gap closure in student achievement

Wisconsin Board for People with Developmental Disabilities
101 East Wilson Street, Room 219, Madison, Wisconsin 53703
Voice 608.266.7826 e Toll Free 888.332.1677 + FAX 608.267.3906
Email: bpddhelp@wi-bpdd.org e Website: www.wi-bpdd.org



BPDD supports the addition of the following elements to improve school accountability for students with disabilities:

e Include a uniform definition for children with disability status that can be applied across all schools to provide
adequate and comparable information to parents about student achievement.

e Require all tests include accommodations or alternative assessments.

e Ensure scores from alternative math/reading tests taken by students with significant cognitive disabilities are
included to measure pupil achievement of all students.

e Ensure performance information of the subgroup of students with disabilities will be available to families in
addition to a school’s performance category.

e Add county Children with Disabilities Education Boards under s. 121.135 to the statewide accountability system
to adequately capture the performance and outcomes for this population of students with disabilities

e For students with disabilities we specifically recommend adding a focus on postsecondary outcomes to include:
rates of enrollment in higher education, enroliment in technical college or apprenticeship programs or
competitive employment within one year of leaving high school.

e Collect data about students who are considered completers using other High School Completion Credentials
(such as GED, attendance certificate) but have not earned a regular diploma

e Add metrics to collect data on pupils who are suspended or expelled; the reasons for the suspension or
expulsion; the length of time for which pupils are expelled; whether pupils return to school after being expelled;
and the educational programs and services provided to expelled pupils.

e Add measures to assess college and workforce readiness.

e Include a notification process for parents, students, and other schools in the event that enforcement of the
school accountability process is occurring which may result in the need for students to transition to other
schools. This process should also specify a minimum amount of time for parents to assess options and make
other educational arrangements, as well as a transition process.

e Include individuals with specific education expertise and expertise related directly to students with disabilities on
accountability review boards.

The Wisconsin Board for People with Developmental Disabilities (BPDD) is charged under the federal Developmental
Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act with advocacy, capacity building, and systems change to improve self-
determination, independence, productivity, and integration and inclusion in all facets of community life for people with
developmental disabilities.

Thank you for your consideration,

Elijb %Mru{.u.k/

Beth Swedeen, Executive Director
Wisconsin Board for People with Developmental Disabilities



ONEWISCONSI NOW

TO: Senate Committee on Education Reform and Government Operations
FROM: Scot Ross, Executive Director, One Wisconsin Now

DATE: January 27, 2015

RE: Testimony in opposition to 2015 Senate Bill 1

Chair Farrow and committee members, on behalf of the 75,000 plus online supporters of One
Wisconsin Now, thank you for the opportunity to offer my testimony in opposition to Senate Bill 1
(SB 1).

Private schools in the voucher program will receive over $212 million from state taxpayers this
school year. Yet they remain exempt from many of the performance and safety standards we put on
public schools -- even after studies showing lackluster performance and news reports of
questionable uses of public funds.

Instead of asking more of voucher schools to protect the interests of children and taxpayers SB 1
provides more protections to keep public money flowing to failing private schools.

Not only is a new board created to oversee voucher schools. Not only is it likely to be packed with
voucher supporters. But SB 1 also removes oversight from the Department of Public Instruction -
headed by the nonpartisan, statewide elected Superintendent of Public Instruction - instead placing
it in the Department of Administration, headed by the hand picked political appointee of the
Governor.

Instead of cracking down on subpar schools, SB 1 locks in a system in which students that are in
private voucher schools declared to be “chronically failing” can continue to use taxpayer funded
vouchers to attend these schools.

Itis just as important to judge SB 1 not just by what is in it, but also what is not.

It seems like common sense to require the people entrusted with educating the children at private
voucher schools receiving tax dollars to be qualified, licensed professionals. After all, that’s what
the law currently requires of our public schools. But that’s not currently the case for voucher
schools. And that’s not a provision included in either Senate or Assembly Republican proposals.

SB 1 and the Assembly Republicans’ proposal are a tour de force of the political clout wielded by the
school privatization cartel in Wisconsin.

The American Federation for Children, headed by disgraced former Assembly Speaker Scott Jensen
has publicly bragged of the millions of dollars they've spent to put sycophantic State Senators in
office. And out-of-state millionaire and billionaires, including heirs to the Wal-Mart and Amway
fortunes, have consistently made large campaign contributions directly to voucher friendly
Republican elected officials.

Research from my organization One Wisconsin Now revealed the $31 million plus propaganda
campaign to attack public schools and promote private school vouchers orchestrated by Gov.
Walker’s campaign co-chair Michael Grebe and his Milwaukee based Bradley Foundation.

The chair of this committee and author of SB 1 even declared in 2013 that his vote for the state
budget, "depends solely” on expanding the taxpayer funded private school voucher program.

SB 1 falls woefully short of protecting our children and tax dollars because it puts ideology and
political payback before helping our schools be the best that they can be.

WEBSITE: WWW.ONEWISCONSINNOW.ORG » EMAIL: OWN@ONEWISCONSINNOW.ORG
152 West Johnson Street, Suite 214, Madison WI 53703 « (608) 204-0677 « rax: (608) 204-0689 &y et
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WISCONSIN CATHOLIC CONFERENCE

TESTIMONY ON SENATE BILL 1:
SCHOOL ACOUNTABILITY
Presented to the Senate Committee on Education Reform and Government Operations
By Kim Wadas, Associate Director
January 27, 2015

On behalf of the Wisconsin Catholic Conference (WCC), I thank you for the opportunity to
provide testimony for information on Senate Bill 1 and the effect of its implementation on our
Catholic schools and systems participating in parental choice programs.

The WCC, along with many of our private school partners, has consistently supported efforts to
improve accountability and transparency within the parental choice programs. Catholic
educators recognize that students, families, and communities need access to information on
school and student performance. Catholic schools have willingly complied with measures to
promote greater program accountability — from ensuring school fiscal viability and sound
financial reporting to enhanced accreditation and educator credentialing; and from improved
auditing of program compliance to heightened enforcement and penalty provisions for errant
schools and officials. As Catholics, we fully support efforts to promote good stewardship of our
public resources.

First, we wish to express our gratitude for certain provisions of Senate Bill 1, especially when
compared to bills forwarded in this and past legislative sessions. Requirements, such as limiting
the application of Senate Bill 1’s provisions to private schools serving at least 20 parental choice
program students, helps to ensure that the system is truly about accountability and not penalty.

However, there are other concerns regarding current assessment requirements that this bill fails
to address. For example, within the Wisconsin Parental Choice Program, a school may select
how it is recognized under the program. For example, a system of schools, such as Assumption
Catholic Schools or St. Francis Xavier Catholic School System, Inc., may apply to participate in
the program as one entity. This means that even though the St. Francis Xavier system serves
almost 1600 students, its school accountability report will be based on its 94 voucher students,
89 of which are full-time. The result is a published accountability rating based on less than 6
percent of the “school’s” population.

Many counter that one way to alter this result would be to allow a private system to voluntarily
submit data for all its students to the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (DPI) for
accountability analysis. The DPI could then produce an accountability rating for the entire
school, if it so chooses. However, many Catholic schools currently do not utilize the approved
state assessments used in this accountability determination and instead use the Iowa Test of
Basic Skills (ITBS), a nationally normed assessment that has been used for decades to accurately
assess the proficiency of students across numerous subject areas.
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According to our records, this year’s administration of the ITBS costs on average less than $12
per student for all materials, including extensive [TBS scoring and the provision and scoring of
the CogAT (Cognitive Abilities Test) for grades four, six, and eight. The only deviation from
this cost occurs in second grade where the ITBS and CogAT combined is a little under $15.
Assessments can be administered electronically or via traditional pen and paper and schools
receive test results within 10 days.

As you know, beginning in the spring of 2014-15, Wisconsin requires the administration of the
Badger Exam in public schools for English language arts and mathematics through grade eight.
Public high schools are required to administer the ACT Suite of assessments. with two
examinations for grade nine, one for grade ten, and two for grade eleven. Additionally. students
continue o take the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts Examination (WKCE) for science and
social studies in grades four, eight, and ten. These requirements apply to choice students in
grades three through twelve as well.

Private schools participating in the parental choice programs recently learned that they may
purchase the Badger Exam at a rate of $46.44 per student. Ifa school opts to test all their
students and not just choice students, in grades four, eight, and ten. they may purchase the
WKCE for non-choice students for $42.48. Therefore. testing a fourth grade non-choice student
would cost the private school a combined $88.92 per student. This is a significant increase from
the cost of administering the ITBS, but costs schools will have to consider if they want to avoid
the identification of their choice students by classmates and staff, or consider voluntary full
school participation in the school accountability system, if available.

For choice schools that have a limited number of non-choice students, the purchase of the more
expensive tests in order to have comprehensive, across-the-board results would be a hardship,
and in doing so, schools would lose the easy ability to compare multiple years of prior student
data obtained through ITBS assessments. However, for schools that have a significant number of
non-choice students, the option of testing all students with the state approved assessment is cost
prohibitive. Nor would this be wise given that these schools have never used the Badger Exam
before, nor know in what form or fashion data will be shared with private schools, or in how
timely a fashion that information will provided.

Assembly Bill 1, a bill with a similar objective, provides a means through which the DPI,
working in concert with the Value-Added Research Center (VARC) at University of Wisconsin-
Madison, can statistically equate the scores of a nationally recognized, norm-referenced test to
measure achievement and the growth of pupils attending a private school with those collected for
other populations, including public schools. To avoid identifying choice students, we request
that the Committee consider amending SB 1 and permit choice schools to use this same process
in lieu of the requirement that choice students utilize the Badger Exam and WKCE assessments.

Again, Catholic educators are not opposed to accountability. That is why the WCC does not
oppose this legislation as currently drafted. However, data collection in choice schools should be
limited to that which is necessary and permits a private school to follow its mission. By
recognizing the distinctive ways in which private schools operate, we can ensure student privacy
protection, obtain significant measures of performance, and produce useful results. This will
ensure a consistent and transparent system that maintains accountability without altering the
unique character and climate of our Catholic schools.
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To: Senate Education Reform Committee Members
From: Bruce Quinton
Re: Testimony on SB 1

I'would like to thank the Senate Education Reform Committee members for giving me the opportunity
to address your committee in regards Senate Bill 1.

Pepin Area School District feels the accountability movement has gotien out of control and hope you
will take a serious look at the amount of mandated assessments that is going on in our school systems
across the state. Pepin Area Schools supports SB I as the best alternative of the accountability bills
that have been forwarded by legislators this session.

We feel any bill that is passed must support the following premises as outlined by the SAA and the
WASB: _

1) Itis important to keep a single, common assessment for all district’s who received public
Junds. Multiple assessments are certain to reduce validity, transparency and reliability when
comparing the performance of different schools. Multiple tests will likely lead to greater
confusion for parents and other stakeholders. Trust in the accountability system is a must.

2) Stay with the performance categories established by the state’s Accountability Design Team,
and resist the political pressure to replace them with politically charged A-F letter grades.
Evidence has clearly shown that grades are an insufficient way to evaluate the academic
performance of children. By extension, if the objective of the school report card is to increase
the public’s understanding of how schools are performing, then grades are an inadequate
means of meeting that objective as well.

3) We are pleased that SB 1 rejects punishment, sanctions and conversion of low-performing

- schools to privately-run charter schools. Research suggests that a more effective path of
improvement would be focusing on evidence-based interventions and supports to help low-
performing schools raise their achievement levels.

4) The bill (SB 1) allows local boards to analyze the issues and propose an improvement plan
tailored to their district and its student population. This bill does not include sanctions, such
as taking over public schools and converting them to privately run charter schools. It also
does not close public schools or require administrators/staff to be fired. All of which should
be a local decision and guided by local control and locally elected officials!

Thank you for your time,

Boseir LT

Bruce Quinton, District Administrator
Pepin Area Schools

Pepin Area School's vision is “Encouraging a community of learners in a positive atmosphere where
learning is a life long process which develops responsible citizens who value knowledge.”

The Pepin Area School District does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age or handicap.
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To: Senator Paul Farrow, Chair Senate Committee on Education Reform and Government Operations
Members, Senate Committee on Education Reform and Government Operations

From: Disability Rights Wisconsin - Sally Flaschberger, DRW Advocate

Re: SB-001 School and School District Accountability Report- Disability Rights Wisconsin Testifying
for Information Only

Thank you to Members of the Senate Committee on Education for hosting a hearing on this important
school accountability bill and to Senator Farrow for ongoing communication and meetings with our
organization to hear concerns and recommendations prior to bill introduction. We appreciate your
interest in developing a strong accountability system that includes and supports the achievement of
students with disabilities.

Disability Rights Wisconsin is the state’s Protection and Advocacy agency, charged with ensuring the
rights of individuals with disabilities, including students and their parents. We often support parents to
achieve a quality education for their children and challenge districts and the state to change or update
policies. This testimony represents our experiences with parents of children with disabilities statewide.

There are several main elements of an accountability proposal that are important to families of children
with disabilities:

* Anaccountability system that is built upon an “apples to apples” comparison of children with
disabilities. Students should be taking the same assessments, with the same accommodations
availability to allow parents to adequately compare scores across different types of schools.

¢ Students with disabilities should be identified with a common definition across all schools.

¢ Robust multiple measures of accountability must include growth, gap closure and achievement
disaggregated specifically to identify the performance of the subgroup of students with disabilities.

e The system should incorporate all schools that receive public funds.

* The system must include and specifically reference all students, including those with significant
cognitive disabilities taking the alternate reading and mathematics examinations administered
under s. 118.30.

* Accountability measures should address measures of college and workforce readiness and
information related to high school graduates entering the workforce.

* Accountability measures should include information on the number of pupils who are suspended
or expelled.

e Transparent reporting of school performance should include a required posting on a school’s
website to allow parents easy access to information on the performance of students with

disabilities.
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Suite 700 Suite 3230 Rice Lake, Wl 54868
Madison, Wl 53703 Milwaukee, WI 53214
608 267-0214 414 773-4646 715736-1232 800 928-8778 consumers & family

608 267-0368 FAX 414 773-4647 FAX 715736-1252 FAX



SB 1 addresses some, but not all of these important elements of accountability. We thank you specifically
for ensuring that data about growth and achievement is disaggregated by disability status. We strongly
support with the use of a common assessment. We value the components of the improvement plan that
support the need for curriculum aligned to state standards, differentiation to meet student needs,

academic and behavioral support including early intervention services, and additional time for learning.

We have concerns about other sections of the bill that we feel are imperative. Parents of children with
disabilities require robust information about their child’s school in order to make good educational
choices and to be part of the system of improvement for their district. No matter where a student with a
disability attends, a parent has a lot on the line and often must be significantly more involved in their
child’s education than the parent of a typically developing child. The outcome of an education for a
student with a disability can mean the difference between a young adult who leaves school with real-
world job skills prepared for employment or postsecondary education or someone who will be solely
reliant on public benefits, live in poverty or end up in our criminal justice system. Meaningful
accountability for schools and transparent information is a way to empower parents.

In summary, we believe the bill requires the following clarifications or changes:

s Addition of a common definition of disability under state and federal statutes.

o Addition of college and career readiness measurements. For students with disabilities,
there should be consideration of the use of data similar to what is already collected
through Indicator 14 in public schools - a measure that tells us if students are working or
participating in college or other training.

e Inclusion of suspension and expulsion rates in areas of measurement disaggregated by
group.

o Additional language to define exceptional circumstances as a reason to appeal the
identification of a chronically failing school.

e Inclusion of specific subject experts on both Accountability Boards identifying the type of
qualification, i.e. a school administrator, a teacher, a parent.

o Addition to the boards of at least one person with knowledge specifically related to
disability and addition of a parent.

e Inclusion of all publicly funded schools, including county children with disabilities
education boards within the accountability system.

e Parent notification requirements when a school is determined to be a chronically failing
school and will no longer be part of the school choice program.

e Parent notification that a school has previously been identified as a chronically failing
school if allowed to open as a “new “choice school after three years out of the program.

Thank you in advance for addressing the concerns outlined in this testimony. Disability Rights Wisconsin
would be happy to discuss these changes in greater detail with the committee.
Thank you,

Sally Flaschberger
Advocate-DRW
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FROM: Dan Rossmiller, Government Relations Director
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RE: SUPPORT for Senate Bill 1, relating to: school and school district accountability
reports, chronically failing schools and school districts, and educational options
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DATE: January 27, 2015

Mr. Chairman and members, my name is Dan Rossmiller, and I am the government relations director for the
Wisconsin Association of School Boards (WASB). We represent all 424 locally-elected school boards in the state
of Wisconsin. Thank you for the opportunity to testify in support of Senate Bill 1.

The Wisconsin Association of School Boards fully supports efforts to develop a state school accountability system
for all schools that receive public funds. To that end, we participated in lengthy efforts chaired jointly by Gov.
Walker, the Senate and Assembly Education committee chairs and the State Superintendent. We also supported the
initial version of accountability legislation offered last session by Senator Olsen and Representative Kestell.

The WASB applauds the efforts of the chairman to take up this very complicated and contentious, yet important,
issue. We also appreciate the chairman’s willingness to bring us into the conversation earlier this summer and
allowing our organization to review preliminary drafts of this bill early in the process.

The WASB supports a number of key elements of this legislation and believe it represents a marked improvement
over the counterpart Assembly bill—AB 1—that received a public hearing earlier this month. Senate Bill 1 is, by
and large, a positive bill, not a punitive bill, with an emphasis on improving student performance and narrowing
achievement gaps.

The WASB specifically supports maintaining the requirement in current law that voucher students must take the
same state assessments public school students take. The easiest, fairest, most accurate and most straight-forward
comparison possible occurs when all students take the same test at the same time and under the same conditions.
Allowing schools to choose from a menu of a variety of tests could mean that we may never get an “apples to
apples” comparison of student performance across different school sectors. The Legislature was wise in maintaining
this requirement last session and this bill reflects that wisdom.



The WASB also welcomes the approach taken by this bill that preserves a role for local control by school boards by
allowing local boards to analyze the issues facing particular schools and propose an improvement plan tailored to
the school or district and its student population. We are particularly pleased that this bill does not include sanctions,
such as taking over public schools and converting them to privately run independent charter schools.

The WASB also strongly favors keeping the current grading system, which relies on descriptions of school
performance rather than letter grades.

We have strong concerns that a shift to letter grades might needlessly paint most schools in our state in a negative
light in the eyes of the public and could significantly and negative affect economic development efforts in many
communities. Consider that the vast majority of schools in our state (64 percent) currently rank in the “meets
expectations” category, while in contrast the average grade earned by students in our state is a “B” (due in large part
to grade inflation). If business leaders making location decisions see a “C” grade in a negative light, they are likely
to locate or expand elsewhere. This could have particularly significant ramifications along the border areas of our
state.

Currently, Wisconsin statutes describe school and district accountability, and Wisconsin’s public schools have been
subject to school report cards for three years and to district report cards for two years. By most accounts that report
card system, including the performance measures currently in use, is working well.

Earlier this year, the non-partisan Education Commission of the States (ECS) produced a report examining many of
the most important attributes of various states’ school report cards. That review of school report cards from all 50
states and the District of Columbia found that Wisconsin’s existing school report cards are viewed positively by
both parents and education researchers. Importantly, education experts identified Wisconsin as one of nine states
measuring and reporting what those experts deemed the five essential indicators of a meaningful accountability
system.

According to that ECS report, one of the five essential indicators of a meaningful accountability system is a
measurement of students’ college- and career-readiness. We are concerned that Senate Bill 1 drops any
measurement of college- and career-readiness from among the indicators of school performance despite the ECS
report indicating that this measure is widely considered one of the elements crucial to building a strong
accountability system.

In order to ensure that upon graduation students have the knowledge, habits and skills needed to succeed in
postsecondary education and/or training that will maximize their opportunities for sustainable employment, it makes
sense that we should be measuring whether schools are equipping students to graduate or to be on-track to graduate
with readiness to succeed beyond high school as a part of our accountability system. We think this is valuable
information for parents to have and the bill would be improved by amending it to include this information in the
report cards.

We believe the bill could be improved in at least two other ways as well.
One way is by eliminating provisions that would direct each school board to annually post on its Internet site a list

of the educational options available to children residing in the school district who are between the ages of 3 and 18.
While this provision seems well-intended, it strikes us that there is something odd about requiring a public school



board to, in effect, advertise for its competitors. We prefer the approach taken by Assembly Bill 1, which places the
responsibility for annually informing parents or guardians of the educational options available for their children
with the State Superintendent.

Another way we believe the bill could be improved is by removing the provisions that create a separate parental
choice school accountability board for voucher schools attached to the state Department of Administration (DOA).
While this board would be charged to review annual accountability reports and identify chronically failing voucher
schools, we believe that over time, this board’s duties could evolve in a way that they would become different from
those of the board that would oversee public schools and charter schools, leading to two potentially different
systems of accountability—one for public schools and another for private schools that accept publicly funded
voucher students.

On balance, however, we believe the bill is a vast improvement over the Assembly version (AB 1) and we are
pleased to offer our support for Senate Bill 1.



To:  Members of the Senate Committee on Education Reform and Government
Operations

From: Susan Fox
President, Monona Grove Board of Education
4637 Tonyawatha Trail
Monona, WI 53716

Re:  SB1 - Relating to: the school and school district accountability report,
chronically failing schools and school districts, and educational options
information

January 27, 2015
Thank you for providing this opportunity for input.

While this bill is a significant improvement over it's Assembly companion bill,
AB 1, it still misses the main point that we need to focus on supporting rather
than dismantling our public schools.

This is a better bill in that it specifies that a single test be administered to all
students who receive public funds. This is essential, and is really only common
sense. The Assembly bill’s proposal to assign the UW-Madison’s Value Added
Research Center the task of calibrating results from different tests is another waste
of time and money. The School Choice Wisconsin President’s statement at the
hearing on AB 1 that the purpose of these tests is solely to show growth in
individual students’ levels of achievement is not accurate. While it is trues that
measuring student growth is a purpose for the current testing done in public
schools, and while it is also true that these current assessments are used by teachers
to strategize best practices and the need for interventions with individual students,
clearly a main purpose for this legislation is to allow comparison of school and
school district performance. One cannot argue that parents have access to “choose”
without giving them some basis for doing so. Itis about the apples-to-apples
comparison that you have heard so much about. It is about accountability to
taxpayers as well as to students and parents.

Another strength of this bill is its continued use of the performance categories
on the report cards, as opposed to letter grades. This is a more productive way
to look at schools.

The lack of sanctions involving threats to close so-called failing schools and to
fire administrators and teaching staff is another positive in this bill. There is no
research to support the idea of punishing schools or school districts as a way to
improve their performance. There is a role for directed improvement plans,
supported by resources needed.
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With all of this said, the main problem with this bill lies in its premise - that
public schools cannot meet the needs of their students, and the an
appropriately funded DPI is not the best equipped entity for oversight. Public
schools teach every child, every day - including students with special needs, English
language learners, students in poverty, and those with high mobility. If you look at
the list of so-called failing schools, you will see that these are all schools with high
levels of poverty. Research supports the need for more resources for schools with
high poverty enrollment. These students need higher levels of support. Students
who routinely arrive at school hungry, in need of medical and dental care, with little
sleep because of their living situations, who move from school to school frequently;
or who lack the opportunities outside of school to develop literacy skills, clearly
require different and more intensive strategies in school than students without
these issues.

Teachers in these schools need more professional development and mentoring. The
much discussed “achievement gap” facing our minority students is really an
“opportunity gap.” Thus, more resources, accompanied by accountability,
measures, including the new Educator Effectiveness system, make much more
sense than sanctions. Give these measures a chance to work. Special needs
students who may require a one-on-one aide will obviously cost a district more, and
will raise the per pupil cost, but this is just one example of what public schools
provide. The theme for this year’s State WASB conference was appropriately “Every
Child, Every Day.”

I just heard a presentation by staff in the Brown Deer District about their efforts to
raise the level of student engagement and close the achievement gap in their
schools. Iwould suggest you talk with them about what they are doing and the
results they are seeing.

I request that you ask yourselves who or what entity is failing our students in
poverty. I think you will find that the answer does not lie primarily with their public
schools. The problems faced are much more complex .
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The creation of two separate “accountability boards” should be eliminated
from the bill. This is another bureaucratic structure that is not needed and again
separates the accountability of voucher schools from that of regular public schools,
and involves political appointments to the private school review board. The review
of school performance rests appropriately with the professional staff in the State
Department of Public Instruction, in accordance with the Wisconsin Constitution.
The complexities of the issues surrounding education are best dealt with by people
with the appropriate background and knowledge. As teachers need to hold high
expectations for all students, the DPI needs to uphold high expectations for all
schools receiving public funds, and provide support to assist them in meeting these.

There are provisions in place to move these schools toward higher academic
achievement. Obviously the DPI budget has also suffered in recent years; perhaps
you should be asking what the DPI needs to do its work even more effectively.

Our public schools are the hearts of our communities. The constant legislative
threats against this excellent system, rather than attempts to support it
through appropriate investment of state tax dollars, is taking a toll. The
research shows that the voucher schools are performing no better overall, and in
fact sometimes worse, than public schools with high needs populations. We need
to keep our undivided focus on supporting our excellent public schools to be
the best they can be - not focus on dismantling the system.
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