
Student Achievement & Accountab¡li{ Issues

On Thursday, February 5, the Committee will focus on these issues. After a brief
staff presentation, Lou Fabrizio and Elsie Leak will address, on behalf of the
Department of Public'Instruction (DPI), the following issues and'questions:
. State tests, ABCs, NAEP, SAI NCLB
. Are there enough or too many tests?
r How far has NC come? (i.e., a snapshot of where students performed the

first year on ABC's compared to now)
. What are the trends?
. How credible are the results? - They have been asked to address the recent

Education Trust report that questioned our graduation rates and to respond
to why so many schools did so well this past year on the ABC's.

o What initiatives have enabled schools and students to perform at higher
levels? Some of these would include high priority schools, staff development
initiatives, assistance teams, etc

. What changes (such as to the writing tests, the dropout rate, etc.) have been
made to the accountability system?

. What challenges do the State and local school administrative units have and
what challenges are coming?

Following DPI's presentation, we have invited two very different school systems
to give their perspectives on these issues.

Student Achievement summary (215/04; rsj)
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NATIO|{AL ÀSSlifiSM ENT OF ËDtiCTtTIONAL PROGRESS (¡iA[P]

S.Iathematics, Reading, Science and \[''riting

lVhat is Thc Nation's RePort Card?

TljE NATION'S RËPORT CARÐ. theï.iation¿l ¿\ssessment ol'Educalio¡ral Progress (N,{lil'>}, is

a nationally reprcsentarive and continuing:rss$ssment of u.'hat Àmerica's studcnts know antl can

ii.o in various subjcct âre¿ls" Since 1969. assessments have been contlucted periodically in

rca¿ing, m¿themirtics, $cio1cc, r,r,riting, history, geography, and olher fislds. By making objective

inlarniation on stutlc¡t pcrfomrance available to policy'makers af the national, stäte, anci k¡cal

leyels. NAËP is an infegralpart o{"our nation's cvaluation of the cunditicxr and progress of
education. Only informãtion rclated to acaclemic aclrievenrent is collected under lhis program.

NAEp ggarantàes the privacy of indiviclual stutle¡rts and their families'

ÞüAAp is a congr,essionally nrandated preiject r:f the National Center fol Ëdueation Statistics.

rvirhin rhe Instiiutc of [ducation Scienccs of the t.J.S. Þe¡¡artment of Ëducation, Thç

Cr:mmíssioner of'Education Statistics is responsiblc, by law" lbr carrying out the i\lÄ,EP prcrjecl

through competitive atvards to q ual i li ed organi z,ati oirs.

How does N,ÀAP c$mpûrû to the North C¡rolina End-oËCrade {[t]C] tests?

While NAEp âssess¡nents offer our stale sonre usefì¡l ron:parative information with ö{her state$

therc are some cautions in interpreting rhe results tlelween NAnp a¡rd EOO assessmcnts" Listecl

below ¿rre soûtt of the diflierenccs between thc two types of assessments.

1. These ars different assessment syslerts based on diffbre¡rt stand¿¡rds. l'he EOC tests

are bassd on the ì,,1C 
^fla¿¿l¿ 

rr] Utsurse a{ Swth, rvhile thc NAEP sssessments arc based

on the NÀËP Frameworks.
2. The sla¡clar{ setting procedures and processes uscd to detenninr praficiency i{re

dif{brent li¡r each sYstem.

3. 'I'he Fü$ tests arc a,l*inistered to all students at a gradc level(approximatcly 100,000

students per g¡adc) while the NAHP assessnlents are taken by a samplc of students

statervitlc at the grades teslcd {approxirnately 3.0t}0 sludsnts per grade}'

4" The IOG tests h¿ve conseque]lces l'Õr some sludents due to thc Student Ar:countability

Siandarcls polic;r in gracles 3, 5 and 8. Sonle LHAs also have a sinrilar palicy ibr
gracles 4. d and ?" 'Ihis wnuld provide more motiv¿tion olr thc part of the sludents

tnking the EO{i tusts than fbr the hiÀEF assessrnellts.

i. Studcnts ger inclividr¡al test results when they take the HOÜ tests; ¡ro individual or

school scùres ärs gcneratecl lbr sludents takirrg the NAEP assessnlents.

d. ll'he {brmats for tlre assessnrents are diffbrcni, Ths ËOCi tests contain all rnultiple-

cl-iaice items wþile the NAËP assc$$mcnts çonlain som.e coRstructed-response itcms in

acldition t() the nrultiple-chôice iterns.

?. The *sscssnretrts lrave dili{brent repÕrti¡lg sc¿¡lcs'

Fe,brualy l()()4



North Carolin¿
2ü03 Grade 4 MathematÍcslScale Score Com

National,4,ssessment of Educational Progress

North Carolina,4verage Scale Score: 242
National Average Scale Score: 234

South Census Average Scale Score: 233

narison'(Nnnp)
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Average Scale Scsre ComP*ristns
Nrtiontl Assessment of ßducationsl Progress {NAEF}

NorJh Cnrolinr and National Public

,{,T.,lAEp did no{ provide accornr,$odations fçr sludcnts with dÍs¿bÍlities nr ïindtðd Ehgliåh

proficient sludentc un Íl 1998"
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Narth {larolina
2üf,3 ür¡de I ì\{athematicslScale Score Ctmparison

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

North Carolina Âverage Sc¿le Scorc: 281

National.Average Scalc Score: !76
$outh Census Ävcrage Scale Score: 274
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,{v*rage eflle $csre ComPrrl$ünt
TT*tlantl Ar*essment of &due*tlonal Frogress (N-{AP}

Nnrth Crrolinn nnd Natlsnal Publle

".HÅnp did nor provÍd* ¿cBemmodafiçlrs br st$deilt$ wí*r dísübitítics or limitod Fttgthh

prufici*rlt s$dür¡ls until f9S8-

North C*rolltt* &nd of'$rld* fl{C BûG} nnü
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ProÍiciencY Pereentagen

,FÞetå ñr NÀEF ¿rc frr sehool yenr 1991-92 and data for No*h Carclin* rrc für school yer
Lç92-93.
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profieíerrt sfirdellts ur*til 1998.
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Itiorth Carolina
2003 Grade 4 Readinglscate Score Comparison

tlational Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

l'iorth Carolina Average Scalc Score: 2?l
National Average Scale Score: 216

South Census Average Scale Score: 215
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I

Àverage Scale Score ComPari$ons
Nntional A*sessrnent af ßducrtlnnnl Frogrers {NA.AP}

llorth Carolina nnd Tt{ntlçn¿l Public

üüAEF Readlng üradr 4
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l\orth Caralína
2003 Grade I Reading/Scale Score Comparison

National Assessmsnt of trdueational Progress {NAEP)

North Carolina Averagc Scale Scorc: 262
National Average Scale Scorc: 2{tl

South Census Average Scale Score: 259
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Average Scale Score C*mParison$
N¡tlonsl Âs¡essment of ãdueatiCInal Progrers {NAHP)

Narth Crrolina and Natiunal Public

North Crrolina ñnü sf Grtde {NC EtG} md
F{*tlontl .ÅssÊssment of Educntion*l Prrgress (NAßP}

Proficiency ler*entûger

*N.AEP only asses*ed reading at the ståte levEl for grade I in I998, 2CI02 and ?003"
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l$orth CarolÍna
2{l{}û Grade 4 Science/Sc¿le Score Comparison

l\ationat Assessment of fiducational Frogress (l\AËP)

National ,A,verage Scale Score: 147

North Carolina A.verage Scale Score: I47
Southeast Average Scale Sccre: 141

ConnecticutÀrizona Aiab¿ma
Ark¿nsas
Marvland

Guam
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Rhode lsland Kentucky
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Norfh Carolina
200û Grade I Science/Scale Score ComparÍson

frlational Assessment of Educational Progress (NÂ'EP)

Nnfional Average Scale Score: 149

North Carolina Average $cale Score; 145

Southcast Average Scalc Score: I42

Msine
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North Carolina
2,$tZ Grade 4 Wríting/Scale Score Compnrisan

National Àssessment of Educational Progress {ìY,{ÊP)

Natir:nal Avcrage Scale Ssore: 153

Nr:rth üarolina Averagc Sc¿le $corc: 159

Southcasl .A.verage Scale $corel 15.l

ConnecticutÞODEA/DDÏSS,{labama
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North Carolina
2ßAZ Grade I Writinglscale Score Comparison

National Assessment af Educational Prngress {ft{AEP)

Natinnal Äverage Scale Scorc: tr57

No*h Carolina,4verage Scale Scor*; 157

Sautheast Á.vcrage Scal* Score: 14f)
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Additi:onal Inf,ûnrration

on the $Á'T
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Mes¡l Total SAT Scores for NCIrth

Carslinao &e ïJsited Statcs, and the

Souüreaxt Region
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' T'{srth tarslinan$ average yearly gain has

bsen sbo$t 3.5 poir,rts on the SAT sinse 1989'

cornpnred wifh about I -3 paints for the natio*.

êq4 2
.rl1r tÖliÞ ot lûl¡¡Båtlotlõäir or *¡¡¿¡c trlrtusñor

)

I



{
2¡J
o
Ë(
t
I
E
o
3

Meart TCItal SåT Scsrcs for Norlh Carolina,

the Unitpd States, and the $cutkeast Region

. North CåroTína's 20Û3 nrssn tntal SAT sçore

{1S01) vrä$ & three point improvement over thc
previous year's storc.

. Ths,nation scored 1026 in ?0t3, a six point
ímprovcment aver tfrç previous yearun $cor$,

* Hoflft tsrolina'g mcm totâl SAT sçûrü {ïSCIl}
cxce*ded *re S*r*fhçâ$t'H $çors (999) fut the

dæond *tr$ight yç&T"
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Psrfbrmançs tf Public Schools in Nçrth
Carolina and the Nation

. Ths tnsan tshl scorç {999) fbr North Carolfutans

pwhüiesshools in 20CI3 was five points higher

than thc previous ye*rns scCIrÊ'

. ThË scürc {1016) f,çr the n*tion'spxbtit schools

in ?003 insreassd by thre* points s,ver th*
prevìous yesr's scorç"
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Comparison of þTsan Total SAT Saorcs for
North Carolina,and ï}rc Nstion * Public &

Private $chools

tþrçludes SåT ssorer furpubli* rndprivate schoots itl
ï{sr& Can¡Iiua
?hchldes only aeorcs forT*lorth Çarelina's publi*

sc'huols"

[ ] * ]rfrmlbørE bçtwcsfi brs$ksïs *row gnin *om
previousy,ear"

5
ar¡r¡ lottD Ol ror¡Eatlol
mrrrrgr ol lr¡¡c lxtfrr¡gtlox

tþ
É
o2

,{1l stq4entsl

Nstíon f:üâd [+6J
NC IStl [+3J
GÅF 2;5 [*3]

H¡lþlic Sçhscll
lon6 [+3]
e99 [+5]
17 t-äl

lLð

üap between North Carolinn's $corç sad the

Nnfion's $esre

'Thc 25 point gnp b€twüEnï*lorth Carolinå's

mçân *nd fie nation's ffieen in 2Ô03 rryss ltss

th¿n cnc*ha*f the gap in 1990 (whon the gap

was 53 points)"

* The g*p betwoenNcrtk Caroline'e scürs ånd

ths n$ioa's $csr& has ra¡rowcd by 7ü perccnt

siïroo 1972 when ttrc gsp was 83 points,

. The SAT såorc gry between North Carolina

and the netion is 12 points o* tht verb¿l and 13

points on thc rnntÏ portions in 2ûÛ3. 
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Mcan SAT Scores f,or North Carolina and the

Unitsd Statcs, 1972 tt 2t$3
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h{eân Totpt SÅT MsÍhEmåties $cors* fcr
lrlorth Carolina and the Natian, 1994 to 20Û3

' trn 2003, North Carolina's rnâthünåtics scûrs

lagged the nstion's $cûre by 1¡ points,

cornpared with 22 poir*ts in 1993.
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Meån Tstal SÅ? Scûrcs fur the l.Tnitsd Ststss

and Nortft Carolina by Gender, 1994 to 2003

. Ths SÂT storû gap betrveçn malss in Nüú
tsrc,låria snd mäles årr the natisn hss nð¡rswsd
frcrm 39 paints i* 1994 ts 28 poinis in ?t03.

' North'Caroltna'u fcrxalss have narrowed the

sror'ing:gqp bë €ffl *rßales in ths natisn from 33

pcinr* rn 1994 t* 2tr p intn in 2tS3.

9
tTrTI,tilllü.*f .SüüÂtt¡L
atç&naa*r oË trr¡ùff l{lfilrÊ'lor.

M€an Tntal SAT }vlnthematics Scores fbr thc
Unïted $tates and North Caralína by

Race/Ethnicity, 1994 to 2003

. Among raei*Vethnis g[ouFså Narth Cârülina's

,4,sisfi students attainsd the highect mean tst*l

SAT scors (1Û52) in 20ü3, 27 poi*ts higþer than

their previous year'* stür&.

' TVhite s*rdcnts attairted the second highe*t $corÊ

t1ü50), four points higher than fhe previous yenr's

sÕüïÊ.
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Mean Total SÁ"T lvlathernatics S*cres frr the

United Statcs and Ncrth Caralina by
RacelBthnicity, lgg4 to 30t3

. Nsr& Cmolina's Bläck-\ryhiþ score gep {211

points) incrtæed f,Õry pçints *om the

previolls ye*r.

" Hation*lly, the Blnck-ltrhits sfiore gâp

increassd by thrce poirrt*, *om ?03 points in

20ü2, tû 2û6 puÍn*s in 2003,

11tt ?ltrl lsiti DùtÛ^üoalOrt¡Ilt[ll Ot tlrlL¡O üatltlúGÎ]oll
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Fncts ¡lt¡out fhe NCLB Craduation ltate

r 'Wlt¿tx is thc NCLR gracltratio¡l rate:

Unclcr thc Nc¡ Child Lcfl Bchintl lcgislativc nandâk), Statcs arc rcquircd to include

gradualion ratcs for ¡rutrlic high schools in tlieir definition of AYP. lo mect thc

icquirernc¡ts statcd i¡r thc f'ederal regulations, the ratc m.ust c¿lculatc tlrc percentage of
stuclents, nrcast¡red fronr thc bcginning of their high school ycar, who gradtrate rvith a

regular diploma, not a üËD, in the slandard nutnber ol'ycars,

¡ Horv rvas it contputcd lor 2002-03?

North Carolina proposed to start lvith rnllat wc called â "sifiìple" clefinition b¿sed orr the

fcdcral requircnrerrts. l"his simple rlefinition was cl¡osen because ws had no clata

nrechanism ¿rvail¡rble that accurately tracked studcnT nrobility ovcr time for all stuclents in

the ¡intb gratle groufi thai started high school .four yeðrs âgo- To aecurately collect thosc

data, school offrcials wouhl havc hacl to go back and deterrnine rvhat happened to cach

enteri¡g ninth-grader lbur ycaïs agc¡, Instead, we proposecl (wilh US Dcpartmcnt of
Education lLJSÈDlapproval) tÕ start with the current graduating class ol'thc 2{Jt)2-A3

school ycai and ¿ótermine rvhcn thosc sluclcnts took the 8tr'grade Hnd-oÊCrade test by

clcctronically reviewing test dat¿r, This graduatirx rats was reportecl as ths pertentage ûf
thc 2002-0: triglì school gra<luates u,ho received their diplonras irt fbur y*ars or less.

. llow r.ill it change?

Our pla¡ {agai¡ approved by thc USED} is cventr¿lly to rcport *r graduation r¿ilc using

thc mcre cJnrplcx proosss as wc eollect acçr¡rate data on student mobility and ctttconrcs

Wc have cstaltlished ¿i w¿ly olcollcctirrg inlcrnration on a cohod of ninth graders' and

school {istricts will {o{rument thesç stucicttls' movenrcnl over fÕur years sû that the

gra{uation ratc is in linc rvith the lbderal rcquiremcnt. Schools were instructctJ To start

witn tnc inconring group of ninth graders lbr the 2ÛA2-A3 school year so the neu'

grnduation raÌc cin bc reported as baseli¡rc data at thc conclusion of'the 2005-Ü6 school

lcar (i,c,, f'our ycars latcr). It rvill bc 20ü6-ü7 beforc rve havc trvo years in a row af data

't¡ascrt on thc conrplex process so wç can sltow whethcr thcrc has been progress'

r Whal was thc reccnt controvgrsy about'l

The NC rcported graeluation rate ltrr NCLB {92.5%) was conlrovcrsial bscaus* it rvas

co¡fusctl *itt1 u "colnplction rstcoo rvhich is rt'luch lower. Thc complction r¿rtc fwhich
some advoeatcs re fer to as a graduation ratc rsports thc proportion of all students wlto

entere¿ North Carglina schools as ninth-gradcrs faur ys¿rs âgo and the number of high

school grâclu¿îtÐs lhis past ycar. Advocatc$ CIf tlìc complction rate point out that thc

dropouiratc is rcflectcd thcrcin. 'l'his will be thc casc fbr us in NC when w*e n1ûve to the

ncrv dcfinition.

NCDP llÂccountabilily Sen'iccs 1i231{.}4









Feder¡l InÍerventions" Srnctions

Sl artin g nuint for,tdequ rte ïe¡rl),. Proglçfi$ I AYF)
¡ Measure plogress of gll srudents
r Mcasure prosÍess nf each subgrciup:

racslethnicify. disability" low income. LEP
. ¡\ll students praficient withìn 12 ¡,'ears

$Íand4tpru_f-g bl ic Schsol C.hoice

' Âfter !rc_(:l years x{th no Aì?
' Chc¡ice uf auother public schoot in I-LA not identifisd for improvement

I¡rir:riry'- Iovçst achieting sfudents frr:m ltlw*income familiss

$unpjemental $eri'Ícgp Brgin
' ,4l1er th¡rc {i} ,vears of no AYF
r Lorç incomc student * eligible
r Tutoring or r¡ther cxfra nducatianal senices
I Pårents selcct ssrn'ice provider
I LüA contÍacts rl"ith pror.ider

' l..EÂ. estahlishcs pertounance goals for students being serred
. Cost - LËÅ's per pupil ¿llatrnsnt {FP,4) ur actual ccst
. l:unds available for ûaursportati¡:n ¿ls¡:

lienr

ï'ear 1

{'lûür-t}2)

Year ?

{2102-03i

Year 3

{20û3-0,1}

Year 4

{:üû4-û5)

Federal Timefable for Impler'crting *Na Child Left llehind'n
fsr schools nût mak¡üg Adequate Yerly Progrnss (AYP)

üt¿tç-ltepo"rt çSf tl imnlemqnted
. Publiclytlissemin¡ted
. flisaggregated student achieçenrnt
r P(Ìrcent cf sh¡dents not tested
. Professirrnal qualificalions of teachers

LËÅ Repcrt C¡rd implementetl
. Publicly clisserninated
r Same infb lbr the LË.4 and school Rcport tard
r Percent of sclrools identifiecl far I'itle I schuol i¡npruremenr

of schools that did not make Y aft*r t¡¡'<¡ I-03 and 2û02-t)3.i





CorrectiyË Å.çtíqs

' Åfler fouf {4} years of no AY}
' I-Ë.4 ¡nqg!-takc one ûr rñ)re actinns:

- ßeplace reler"ant sçhr:ol staff
* Inplement a new curriculum
- $ignificantly de*rease rnaüågernêat autharity ofthe schaol
* ,{ppaint autside erpert
* Extcnd schCIol dayor year
-- Reskuclure internal organization

l,EA dsvelo,Dß gpv,ern¡Efe çqgr Afier live (5) ysârs <¡f ro ÂYP
. The LËÀs devel*p a plan fbr altemative g$vemânaË in säch af ihe Title I scha*l inryrovenent schaols that hnve nrsde na AYP $vÊr thç past five

{-{} years

.ÀIterurtive Gov*r¡¡nce
r A{ter six (6} years of no ÂYP the LEÅs mrst t¡lce one ûf thc fullûwing aclion*:

* Reopenschaol *s a charter

- Replace all or most ofrelêv¡ut schonl staff
* Conûact with private mätagÊment
* State þkecvsr
-- Âny other nrqior restmcturing

Year 5

t?005-06)

Ye¿r ó

(2006-0?)

Year ?

{?00?-08)
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Nsrth Garolina Þepartñiênt of Puþlic lnslruction
Title I School lrnprovemenl Scbools

Revisçd November 24, 2AÛ3

The schootrs tisted ttetolv aro in Tille I School lmprovement for the 20Û3-2004 school year

l(" Schools thåt are subject to the public school choice requirernent, but fø which lhere are no options

because these schools ãrê eithe; |he onìy schools al thëlr grade level in their LEA or because they åre

single-sclìool LEAs.

Sanctions:

PSÇ . Publ¡cschoot ÇtrQtce

A school in Ti¡e I Sehool lmproverïlent sÇhool nust provide åll sludents enroJled the oÞt¡on to trånsfor lo

anãift"iprtlf¡*ichor¡l in the Lceal Education Agency lhal hâs not been identilied for improvement {unless

thât opl¡on ls prÕhiblted by slate law).

I.EA School psc cÁ PR R

CunrberlantJ Çounly TerÊsa Berrisn Hlemçntary x
Dunlin County Warsaw Middle

Durharn Counly Ea$twãy Elementary x X

Édsecombe County Phillips Magn€t
-Wrn$ton-s-*äemiFöffi* Atkh$ Mrddle X

Winston-Salem/Forsyth Forest Park Elenmntary

W inston-Salêm/Forsyth Hill Middls X

Gaston County Rhvnê,Elementârv X X

Ënlield Middle X
hlverv¡ew Elementary X

Westedv Hills ElernentarY

Nash-Rocky Mount Sw¡tt Creef Elementary x
Robeson County Rex-Rennert Elementary

Robeson County
"'ftiwnsénO 

tr¡¡U¿le x
'Wâsh¡noton 

County Pines Elementârv

Wayne Counly 0illard Middlç X

weldon:citv Weldon Eiemefitåry

Êanclione
p$c SE TA PR R

Lakeside Cbarter x*
Avery Counly x*
Averv County GrandfatherAcaderny xr
Cumberiand Countv Alnha Academy x'
Durharn County Cartër Çommun¡ty School x*
Durham Countv l{oalthv Stärt Academv X'
Durhant Counly Omulsko Gwamaziima xt X

Forsvth Counly Qüalitv Education AcademY X"

Forsyh County Woodson School of
Challense

x' x X X

Provisions Academy x' )t"Ã;;-"æ*Lenoir Countv Children's Villaqe AcademY x'
Mecklenburg Counly Kennedy Charter x+ x

Suoar Crsek Charter r X

Scotland CountY Laurinburg Charter X'
$cotland Çounty Laurinburq Homework x.
Wi¡ke Counlv SPARC Academv r

Torcfil¡sht AcademY xt ¡(
Haliwa-sanoni Tribal $chool r
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9g$*"lueple¡rqlrklgd!siJlqllal$çrv¡çså

Sup¡rlernental Ê¡ucational Services sre tutgring services provide<t oul$icle the re0ular schoo! day lo eligiblê

chil,jre,¡. The Loc¡¡l Education Agency shall arlange for the provision of supplÉnìenlal edt¡cational servìces

i; ;ìigiói- ir1iiriiár in rhe Titþ I Scnocir trnprovemJnt school'from a provicler wilh a demortslraled rccor<J of

*ff*rñue,t"ss. lhat ìs $electerl by the parents ancl approved tor lhat purpose by the 'cìtate Ëducalion Agency'

The tenï eligible children relefrló child¡en receiving lree and redueed lunoh.

ÇA * CÕrrecliv.e.åction

À Local Education Agençy witb a Titlc I school designated as being in corrective aclion shall lake ât leäst

one of lhe following aclions:

r Replaco the sla{f who are relevånt tú thê failur-ê Io make âdequate yearly ptogress;

r lnstllule and fully intplenrenl a new curriculum;
. Significantly decrease llanagernÊnl autbority ãt lhe school leveli
. Appoint an oulside expert bãdvise lhe school on its progress toward naking adequate yearly progress

based on its Plan;
r Extend the school year or school day for the school; or
I Reslfuclure the internâl orgänizåtíonal structure Óf the åchool.

PR * Pla¡ &8eåEuçlutrq

A Locat Education Agency with a Tille I school desígnaled for planning for reshucturing shall plan for one

Vàãiið ¡*pl"*ent onã ol ihe tollowing åtternãtiv€ governaneo anangements consistent w¡th slate lawl

r Reopening the school äs â public charter school;
. nepiacing alt or mo$t of the'school statf (which may include the principat) who are relovant to the {allure

t<¡ make adeguatê Yearly Progress;
, Ëntering int<¡ a contracfni¡ft-an entity, suctr.as a privale rnanâgement compâûy. with a dernonslrated

. ffåifffJïläi:ïili'#ïililii:*fr1- state. if perm[red under srâre raw and åereed ro bv rhÊ

stâle; or
. ¡nti 

'oiner 
nra¡or reslrueluring of lhe school's governance årrãngêtrìênt that mâkes fundamenìäl

r"får*i, such as signilicant õhung"s in the school's stafling and gov€rnanee, 10 lmprove studenl

acarJemic achievemént in ne school ând thãt has substantial þromise of enabling the school lo make

adequale yeãrly progrêss as delined in lhe stat€ plan under seclion 'l 1 1 1tbxz).

S - Rest&çturina

A Locat Education Agency with a Tiile I school designaled lor restructur¡ng shäll impl€ment one ol lhe

following ållernãtive governance arrângements cons¡stÊnt wilh ståtê law:

r Reopening the school as a public charter school;
. nepiacing alt Õr most of thê $chool sta{ twhich may Include the principa!) rrvho ate relevant to the failure

to make adequale Yearly Progress;
r Ëntering into'a contracfùtn an enlity, $uch.ås a private manaûement cornpâny, with a clemonslraled

recor<J óf effectiveness, to operaig lhe school:
. lri"jrq th; àperation of the school over lo the stâte, ¡f pennitted under stale law and agreed to Þy the

$tate; or
r Any other major reslructurìng rf the school's governanco arrangement that makes lundamental

refórrr.'s. such as significant ãhanges in thè school's stãlfing ând gôvernanôs' to improve student

âcâdenìic achìevemdnt in trre schúl and that has subslaniial þronrise of enabling the school to make

åOequate yearly progress as defined in lhe state plan under section 1 1 1 1{bX2),

seouence of $anclions

Page2,

:

:'

:

I

I

1

I

Yeat

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Ëleuå

School lails to nrake AYË

$chool lails to rnake AYP

School fails to make ÂYP
ln Title I School lmProvement

School lails lo nlahe AYP
ln Titte I School lmprovernent

$erslsw

None

None

Publlc school choice

Public scltool cho¡ce, supPlemental
educalional services

1

Ì

Year 4
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Year S School fails to rïåks AYP Êublíc school cho¡ce, $upplemental
ln Title I Sclrool lnrprovemenl eduoational services, corrêctivë åct¡Õrl

Year 6 $chool fails to make AYP Publíc schoof choice, supplemental
lñ T¡üe I School lmprovement educational servíces, corrective aclion, plan

f0r restruclur¡ng

Year 7 $chool latls ta mahe AYP lrnplemsnl plan for restructuring
ln TiüÊ I $ohool lmprovement (public sohool choice and supplemsnlal

educåtionäl serviçes still required]

lf a sÕhôol makes Adequate Yearly Progress ât äny pûint wlì¡lê it i$ in ïtle | $chool lmprovemënl, it doês
not ffove to the nêxt lçvel of sanctions. For example, if a school rilst Adequâle Yearly Progress ã1 th& end

0l yeår 3, il would nüt have to inplement wpplsmenlâl education serviçes lor at lêåst one yêär. lf åt ihc
enð ol year four the school did nôt meet Adequate Yearly Progress, it woufd thên bê required lo provide

supplemental educåt¡onal services the ngxl school yeär.

Tltls | 5rhÕ01 lmprovement

Title I schools tbat. for two consecutive yðar$, don't rnãkê Adequate Yearly Progress are identified for Title I

$chool lrnprovemßRl. Under Nc Child Lelt Behind, Títle I $chool lmprovernent schools musl m$6t
Adequate Yearly Progress for lwo cÕnseculive years to êxit Tille I School lnnprovemenl, Once a school
exíls Title I School lrnprovèrûent, lt is no longer subiêct to any sanclions.

l{orth tarolina'* Tltlo t Ådeguate Yaarly Pr*grast Þotinltlon

Nsrth Carollna'c AYP delinition undgr No Child l-eft Behind can be found by going to
hltp;/www. ncpubliçschools.orqlnclblavp.html.

Qus¡lions

Conlact Bill McGrady a|919/807'3957 or Gongshu Zhang at 919/807.3810
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Report to the Joint Legislative Education Oversight Committee
On

Senate Bill1005 SECTION 28.U. C)

Backsround
SECTION 28.17. (i) staæs that the Stæe Board of Education shall develop and report to tbe Joint Legislative
Educæion Oversight Committée on its objectives for the Statewide Testing Program and oq the implementation of
ùat Program. The report shall include:

(l) A statement of the relationship between ttrese objeøives and the tests curently administered rmder the Program;
(2) An analysis of whether the cur€nt tests appropriaæly achieve these objectives;
(3) A statem€nt of any actions that may be needed to coordinate the objectives and tbe tests more effectively; and
(4) Stategies for comrnunicating the objeøives of tbe Program, the tests administercd under the hogran, and the

relationship between thcse objectives and tcsts to principals, teacheîT, par€nts, and str¡de¡rts throughout the
Saæ.

Report
The State Boa¡d of Education Report is as follows:

The Stäte Boa¡d of Education's objectives for the Norü Carolina State\ilide Testing Program are consistent with the
three purposes of the Statewide Testing hogram specified in General Staû¡te l15C-l74.lO

Obiective One
The first objective is to provide a$urance that all bigb school graduaæs possess those essential skills and lnowledge
tüoughtto be necessary to fimstion æ productive members of society. The Board believes ttrat it has thc
responsibilþ to set forth specific, clea¡ conte¡rt strndards that a¡e measurable and send a clear message of wbat
strrd€nts should know and are able to do. The Board also believes that ls required content standards are to p¡ovide
assurances that every child cornpleting a public education in the State has had ample oppornurþ to access and learn
the basic skills that provide the foru¡dation for lêarning and success at each levcl ofschooling and especially upon
graduation ûom high school. Alüolgb the Board focuses its ernphasis on the content standards in the basic skills
a¡eas of rea,lbg, writing, and mathemæics, it elçects that specified contsnt standards in other areas such as science,
sqcial studies including citÞenship and history, computer skills, health, physical educatio,r¡ workforce developmeng
and the arts be integrated into ttre delivery of the high priority disciplines.

The Boa¡d believes that it must provide the appropriaæ checþoints at each level along each student's eù¡cational
ca¡oer. Its emphasis on administering end-of-grade (EOG) tÊsts in the areas of reading and mathematics at the end
of each grade iri grades 3-8 provides such checþoints and assr¡rancc tt¡at sn¡dens are progressing througb thc
grades appropriaæly and a¡e learning the required competeficies. A chec* of sn¡de¡rt nriting skills b primty school
at grade 4, again in middle school at grade 7, and agab in high school at grade l0 provides additional assurance i¡
the sh¡dents' abilþ to communicate their ideas ànd tboughts in written form.

The Board has adopted and implemented the Sn¡dent Accounability Standards (SAS) to provide a level of assurance
ü¡at ttris objective is being met. By implementing the SAS, the Board uses the EOG tests to check and monitor
student progress in primary school, in middle scbool, and it uses graduæion t€sts itr high school. These Staæ checks
using ùe EOG tests in reading and matbematics in grades 3, 5, and 8 eirsure that studeirts who a¡e not progressing
appropriaæly can be identiñed early so that the appropriate intervention can be implemenæd to assist stud€Nrts in
¡¿¿lizing their poæntial and making progress toward acquiring üe esse,ntial skills. In addition, the Board has
expanded the Staæ graduation requirements to include demonstration of computer skills proficiency md
demonsfation of proficieircy in reading and mathematics on tt¡e higb school competency tests. In response to
General Staû¡te llSC-Lz (9b), the Boa¡d is in tbe process of developing an eleve¡th grade high scbool exit ex¡rn
that is scheduled for initial implementation at the eird of the 2003-04 school year as a graduation requireme,nt for the
graduates of 2005. The exit exan, a higber level t€st of esse,ntial skills acquired by úe end of the eleventh grade,

.will replace the cunent competency tests in reading and mattremalics.



Objective Two
The state Boa¡d of Education's second objective is also consistent with the second purpose of the statewide Testinghogram as specified in the General statuti I l5c-174.l0.which is to provide a means órioenti¡ring strengths andwealoesses in the education process in order to improve instructional delivery. The Board has chosen to continue touse the end-of-grade, end-of-corrse, and other North Carolina-developed curriculum-based tests to ensure ttrat theassessments are aligned to state mandated content standards and yet ai the sum. time provide some level of
alig;n¡nent with national standards as measu¡ed by tire Nationa essessment of Educæional progress (NAEp). TheBoa¡d's process for æst developmeirt ensures thit specialists Tt"v aepartnent areas such as content, tosting,
Englisb as a Second Language @SL), and students rvith disabilities späcialists a¡e involved in the process alongwith classroom teacherst This group of experts works collaboræivety to €N¡sr¡re that the tests are valid for thep.*PotT ofmeasuring the specified competencies fo¡ all sfi¡denrs rejardless of their ptogrr- of shrdy. The tests are
designed ¡ging a test blueprint thæ proviães as broad a breadtb of co:verage of the contenl sandards at the specified
grade and subject as tbe tests can merisure.

In response to the 1997 revised federal Individu¿ls with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), the Board implemenæd
a system of altcrnate assessments fo¡ students with disabilities effective with the 2000-01 Á*ool year. The alternate
assessments eNNure access and participation of all sn¡de¡rts in tbe Statewide Testing program. T¡L systeur includes apo'rfolio for sn¡dents with serious cogritive def¡cis and an aca¿eqricLventory (checkñst) for studsnts who arebeing-taugbt competencies specified in the conænt standards in the a¡eas orráaing and íathematics and uriting
regardless of whether the sn¡dent is working on.or off-grade level in the specified ãontent æea.

F" ttpj* 
-o{ 1ludent perforrrance on the æsts provide info¡mation about the strengths and wealcnesses of r¡e

instructional delivcry at each level"-classroom,'school disticq and suugroups zucb as etluricþ and gender. Thisinformation is.not only used for prograur evaluation but is also used uyichól improvement teams and other state
and local cr¡rricullm staff as one of the straægies in working with schools identified * fo* p"rfor-ing or not
making adequare annual prcgress. Due to tJæst administation time constraints, the curriculum-bascd tests are not
:offitiTt in l€ngth (numbî of test questions) to provide extensive diagnostic information at the individual so¡dei¡t
level' However, individual su¡dent rçorts foi sn¡dens and parcnts arJprovided that give trc sû¡de¡rt,s scale score
achieved in each conterit area' fie sn¡ãent's general performance on the conteirt strands for each conænt area, and
the student's overall achievement levcl perfõrmance in each contsnt ar€a

Objective Thrce
The State Board of Education has as is final objective for the Satewide Testing program a means for making tbe
education syst€,tl at the State, local, and school levels accorutable to ttre public for results. This objective is also
consiste'lrl with the purpose of the Statewide Testing Program as specified in the General Satr¡te I15c.174.10. per
Gc'neral staû¡te I t5c-105.20 (school-Based Manatemeãt and Accountabilþ Program), all tests included in theNorth Carolina sutewide Testing Program cunentf are included in the ABis ecãourtauitity program or plans are
undern'ay to include the tests in the accountabiþ irogran once sufficient ¿tata a.e available, Locally-generatedaccoutabiþ'r€pcß ai:e required in which schools report their perforrurar¡ce on the tcsts in The stuæïí¿. restinghogram along wiü otrer indicators to theh local commrurity in'aaaition to the state-generated reports issued
annually rçorting each school's ABCs accounabilþ sanrs.

Othcr Pertinent Inform¡tion
(l) 

The 
rel.alonship be¡veen the Staæ Board of Education objectives and the tests currently administered under the

Statewidc Testing progru is as follows:

l*{ssurance That GraGæs -
Have Necessary Skiils .

Algebra I
English I
Physical Science
Biology
U. S. History

and Political (ELPS)

End-of-Grade Tests 3-E. Reading
¡ Mathematics
End-of-Cor¡rsc Tests
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¡ Multiple-choioe
¡ Perfom¡ance
Alte¡nate Assessme¡ts
. Academic Inventory

. Reading

. Maùematics
r Writing

. Porfolio
Writing Assessments
¡ Grade 4
¡ Grade 7
r Grade l0
High School Competency Tests
. Reading
¡ Mathematics

' Reading

' Mathematics
End-oÊCourse Tests

' Algeb¡a I
i Fnglish I
. Physical Science
. Biologl
r lJ. S. History
. Economics, Legal, and Political Systems (ELPS)

' Algeb'ra tr
r Geom€úry
. Chemistry
. Physics
Writing Assessment
I Grades 4
. Grade 7
. Grade l0
Altemate Assessments
. Academic lnve,lrtory

r Reading
. Mathematics
r Writing

¡ Portfolio
Compuær Skills Proficiency Tests
. Muhiple-choice
r Pcrfomance

' Reading
¡ Mathen¡atics
End-of-Grade Tests Gmdcs 3-8
¡ Roading
¡ Maürernatics
End-of-Course Tests

Algebra I
English I
Physical Scierice
Biology
U. S. History
Economics, Legal and Political Systems (ELPS)
Algebra fI

J



. Physics
\ilriting Assessments
. Grade 4
¡ Grade'7
¡ Grade l0 (When data are available)
Alternate Assessments
r Acadernic lnventory @frective 2001-02). ReadinB

¡ Mathematics
r Writing

¡ Portfolio
Computer Skills Proficiency Tests. Multþle-choice
. Performance
Compete,ncy Tests
¡ Reading
r Matbematics

The Board has observcd significant gains in student performance since the initial implcmentation of the' current stucture of the Norttr Carolina Statewide Testing hogram and the ABCs Accountabilþ hogram.
The pcrcent of shrdents statewide performing at level III and above in botr reading and mathernatics bas
increased ûorn 52.9 perc€nt in 1992-93 to 71.7 perc€rit in 2000-01.

(2) The Board believes that the culent tests serve to achieve the objcctives of ùe Statewide Testing Program.
The writing assessments at grades 4 , 7 , anð, I 0, which are prescotly undergoing revision, will be included in
thc school-based accotutability program first, in the performancc composite ar¡d later, in both the growtr and

. performance composites as sufficient data become available to suppdt a ¡leta-based accountabilþ algorithm.
The assessrnents included in the Statewide Testing Program arç cortstantty undergoing evaluations and
revisions to ensure that ürey are appropriate for the cstablished objectives and legislaæd purposes. The Board
has also supported the implementation of a state-sponsored classnoom assessm€nt initiæive to enhance
infonoration gathering at tbc building level and to provide a means of more ftcquent checks at the classroom
level, as appropriaæ, to ensure that students are learning. A classroom assessment item bank has becn
developed for grades 3,5, and E and selected high school courses. The assessment items are aligned with the
content standards in reading md mathematics and are desþed to provide teachers with forrrative ad
summative information on individual stud€rr¡t performance as well as gfoups of sardents.

(3) The Board believes that no actions a¡e needed at this time to coo¡dinate its objectives and tbe tests more
efrectively. Recent reductions in ihe Statcwide Testing Progiranr due to budget constraints reduced some tests
that had been implementod to support the Boad objectivcs such as the higb school comprehensive tcst in
reading and mathematics at grade l0 (higb school growth in reading and mathemæics for üre purpose of
school accormtabiliÐ and the open-ended assessments at grades 4 and I (to improve insrr¡ctionat delivery).
The Board believes the existing tests currcntly included in the progranr and the objectives of the program are
alþed.

The Board is concerned however, about the actions that may be needed at this time and in the ñ¡tr¡re to
coordina¡e tbe objectives and the tests in üe Statewide Testing Progrm wiúr objectives and mandaæs of üe
federal reauüorization of the ESEA (No Cbild Lefr Behind) legislation. The ESEA legislation mandates ürat
by 2005-06 staæs develop and annually administer reading and matrcmatics assessments for graites 3-8 whicü
Ì\,e are well-positioned to do since the cr¡lrent end-of-grade testing componcnt of the Ståtewide Testing
Program fulfitls tüis require,ment.

Among the other requirements of the ESEA bill that concerns the Board is the requirement to administcr
academic assess¡nen8 in reading and mathematics in one grade in each grade span 3-5 (EOG tests ¿6 this), 6.9
@OG tests do this), aud 10-12 (our area of concem). Previonsly, the high school comprebe,nsive test in
reading and mathematics ñ¡lfilled ûris requirunent; but, the general use of this æst was discontinued'as a
søtewide grade l0 assessment effective with the 2001-02 school year due to budget constaints.
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ln addition, the ESEA bill requires that states.implement science ass€ssments by the 2007-08 school year in
one grade in each gnde span of 3-5, 6-9, and lGl2 (the Biology EOC æst may meet this reçire,ment.).
Cunently the objectives and requirements of the North Carolina Statewide Testing Program do not include
ørd-oÊgrade tests in science in any of the grade spans 3-8. This presents an area of concem for the Board ùre
to constained resor¡rces. Although the ESEA bill provides funding to the states, a continuing concem is the
need for additional staffin tbe a¡ea of æsting and accountabilþ.

(4) The Board's objectives for tbe Statewide Testing Program are widely commrmicæed to princþals, teachers,
parents, and students throughout the Staæ using every possible medium. Alürough departnent staffcutbacks
of recent years have severely limiæd the resor¡rces available in this are4 the Board, supported by the
departnent's søff, has been resourceful in its effors to disseminate the Boa¡d's objectives forthe StatÊwide
Testing Program. The Board uses tl¡e State Board of Education and Departnent of Public Instn¡ction
ly'ebsites, prinæd documents such as æst adurinistaton manuals, ABCs reports, testing results r€ports,
superinændørt's weekly messages, electonic anrrotmcem€xrts such as informationals fcprincþals and
teachers are used to convey messages about ùe Boa¡d's objectives for the Statewide Testing Program.

The Board believei that sn¡dent learning has been enhanced and suprported by the focus and tbrust of the North
Carolina Statewide Testing Program.
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S 115C-12. Powers and duties of the Board generally.
The general supervision and administration of the free public school system

shall be vested in the State Board of Education. The State Board of Education
shall establish policy for the system of free public schools, subject to laws enacted
by the General Assembly. The powers and duties of the State Board of Education
are defined as follows:

(25) Duty to Report to Joint Legislative Education Oversight
Committee. - Upon the request of the Joint Legislative Education
Oversight Committee, the State Board shall examine and
evaluate issues, programs, policies, and fiscal information, and
shall make reports to that Committee. Furthermore, beginning
October 15, 1997, and annually thereafter, the State Board shall
submit reports to that Committee regarding the continued
implementation of Chapter 716 of the 1995 Session Laws, 1996
Regular Session. Each report shall include information regarding
the composition and activity of assistance teams, schools that
received incentive awards, schools identified as low-performing,
school improvement plans found to significantly improve student
performance, personnel actions taken in low-performing schools,
and recommendations for additional legislation to improve
student performance and increase local flexibility.
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Preface for the 2002-03 Report to JLEOC on the Implementation of the ABCs

This report has been substantially revised and shortened from its format in prevrous

years. All reporting for the 2002-03 ABCs was electronically disseminated through the

intemet. Due to the inclusion of adequate yearly progress (AYP) as a component of the

ABCs and due to the unprecedented coordination of the ABCs report, AYP results, and

Supplemental Disaggregated State, School System and School Performance results for

relèàse on the same date (September 10, 2003) the reports released this year dramatically

exceeded the volume of material it would have been practical to print. Consequently,

there are no printed reports for the ABCs this year. All information is accessible on the

website, as indicated in the Executive Summary that is incorporated into this report.

Specific sections of the report that appeared in the past, but have been deleted because of
the electronic nature of the reporting include the following sections: Report of Growth

and Performance of Schools; and ABCs Status of Alternative Schools. The elimination

of these two sections reduces this report by approximately 66 pages over its lengfh in

previous years. The information covered by these two sections is readily available on the

website.
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State Board of Education .' Department of Public Instruction

Accountability Services Division .. Accountability and Technology Services



Report to the Joint Legislative Education Oversight Committee on the
Implementation of the ABCs

Executive Summary

G. S. 1l5C-12(25) requires the State Board of Education to submit annually by October
15 a report to the Joint Legislative Education Oversight Committee regarding the
continued implementation of the ABCs Plan. Information in the report includes update of
the seventh year ABCs results for schools, report on State Assistance Teams, response to
the Excellent Schools Act requirements, schools identified as low performing and
composition and activities of the Assistance Teams.

lt
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF NORTH CAROLINA
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION :: Howard N. Lee, Chairman WWW.NCPUBLICSCHOOLS.ORG

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCT]ON :: Michael E. ward, state superintendent

September 10,2003

MEMORANDUM

TO: Members, North Carolina General Assembly

FROM: Howard N. Lee

SUBJECT:
Narrow

Michael E. Ward

Public School Investment Pays Off; Scores Reach Highest Level and Gaps

Today is a great day for our public schools. We will join Governor Easley this morning

to announcã tttut investments in the ABCs and focused work by students and teachers are

resulting in more sfudents who are at grade level than wetve ever seen before.

Achievément gaps are closing at arate that was likely hoped for when the State Board of
Education was directed to add a gap closing component to the ABCs in 2001. Schools are

making the kind of growth we all hoped for when the ABCs program was envisioned in

1995.

All in all, we are very excited by the individual school results to be approved today by the

State Board. Legislators are extremely important partners in our school success story,

and we want you to share in the accomplishments.

The gains are so great that we checked and re-checked the numbers to ensure their

validìty. V/e know the pressure on our schools to perform has been substantial. 'We've

heard irom teachers and principals across the state that they've made major changes in

day-to-day operations since the ABCs began in grades 3-8 in 1996-97. Principals are

stuOying ih. dutu, teachers are focused on the curriculum, students are getting extra help

to reacÈproficiency and beyond, and more and more citizens are signing on as tutors and

mentors. The state that once aspired to lead the Southeast is now ranked with the top

states in the nation on several measures.

At the end of 1996-97,the first year of the ABCs, a total of 61.7 percent of grades 3-8

students were at or above grade level in reading and mathematics. That percentage

increased to 80.8 percent ín2002-03. Achievement gaps narrowed significantly with

Black and American Indian students gaining approximately 10 percentage points each in

one year.
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Nearly three-fourths of all schools, 72.9 percent, met the standards for high growth in
2002-03. Nearly every school, 94.3 percent, met expected growth. More of our schools
are at the two highest performance categories on the ,A,¡r 

-is - Schools of Excellence or
Schools of Distinction. Sixty-one percent of all schools c¿rned recognition as Schools of
Excellence or Schools of Distinction. You may recall that in order to be a School of

Distinction, schools must have met at least expected growth and have 80-89 percent or
more of their student test scores at grade level or above. Schools of Excellence must at
least meet their growth goals and have 90 percent or more student test scores at grade
level or above. Just six schools statewide met the criteria of low performing, down from
123 the first year of the ABCs.

You may be concerned about preliminary information released on the federal Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) results. If so, you will be interested to learn that schools met a
total of 90.5 percent of the federal Adequate Yearly Progress targets. Close to 300
schools missed making AYP by only one target. For 47.4 percent of our schools to make
AYP when so many schools met most of their targets is unfair. V/e will continue to
advocate for Congress to change the all-or-nothing provisions of AYP. To us, schools
that meet 90 percent of their goals are making good progress and should not be penalized
in the same way as schools that miss many of their targets.

'We 
are pleased to announce that a new V/eb site for the ABCs makes it easier than ever

to look at school performance. The new site has search capabilities similar to the N.C.
Report Cards, and we are sure that parents and others will find this site to be user-
friendly. The complete ABCs report is only available on the W'eb at:
htþ://abcs.ncpublicschools.org/ Please review the results for schools in your area. You
may wish to extend congratulations by contacting schools in your areathat made
improvement.

V/e think you will agree that sticking to the ABCs plan is making a real difference in
student achievement. We sincerely appreciate your support of our schools. V/e look
forward to continued momentum for better schools in 2003-04.

HNL: MEV/:kw
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Key to Status Abbreviations and Codes Used in the ABCs Report

Status Abbreviations

School Making High Growth
School Making Expected Growth
25 Most Improved K-8 Schools
10 Most Improved High Schools
School of Excellence
School of Distinction
Priority School
No Recognition
Low-Performing *

Excessive Exclusions
Less than 95 percent tested

Special Codes

K-2 feeder school
Senior high school - grades 9-12 option
Senior higþ school - grades L0-12 option
School did not meet data requirements

Confidence interval applied
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Executive Summary
Amended to include Corrections, October OZ, ZOO3

Statistical Summary of Results

l¡_t!e 2002-03 implementation of the ABCs, 2,219 public schools were assigned an
ABCs status. These included traditional public schools spanning combinatiõns of grades
K-12; charter schools: alternative schools; and K-2 schools. Thðre were 31 speciaì
education schools, vocational/career schools, and hospital schools that were not
assigned an ABCs stglus, but they participated on the basis of the schools they served,
as explained later in this document. Five schools were in the Schools Not lndúded
category: Three schools had insufficient data; one school was in violation of the g5%
rule, and one had unresolved data issues. The results for schools that were assigned an
ABCs status appear in Table 1.

Table 1 ABGs Results,2002-03

Gategory
High Expected

Growth Growth

Less than
Expected
Growth

K-2
Feeder

Alternative
Schools Total Percenr

Schools of Excellence
Schools of Distinction
Schools of Progress
No Recognition
Priority Schools
Low-Performing Schools

K-2 Feeder Schools

Alternative Schools

TotalSchools

Percent of Schools

,rru

426
752
354

47
134
196

473
886
550
108
78
60

2',1.3

39.9
24.8
4.9
3.5
0.3

43

16

26
105
13

6

39

2

57

3

45 2.0

73 3.3

2,219 100.01,917

72.9

475

21.4

0124

5.6 0.0 0.1 100.0

overall, 94.3o/o of the schools made either expected or high growth.

The 2002-03 ABCs program also reported the adequate yearly progress (Ayp) of the
state's schools during this first year's implementation of tire Nó child Left'Beniño (NSLB)
Act of 2001. Table 2 shows the number and percent of the state's schools that met and
did not meet AYP.
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Table 2 Statewide AYP Results, 2002-03

AYP Status Number Percent

Schools that Met AYP
Schools that Did Not Meet AYP
Total

1,059
1,194
2,252

47.O
53.0
100.0

AYP results are presented by ABCs category in Table 3. Schools must have had both

an ABCs status and an AYP status to appear in this table. This means that schools that

did not receive an ABCs status, i.e., special education schools, vocational/career
schools, hospital schools, schools not included in the ABCs, and schools with

unresolved data issues are not reflected here'

Table 3 AYP Results by ABCs Recognition Gategories, 2002'03

Gateqory
Met AYP

# o/o

Did Not
Meet AYP

# o/o
Total

Schools of Excellence
Schools of Distinction
Schools of Progress
No Recognition
Priority Schools
Low-Perform ing Schools

Expected Growth
High Growth

371
460
168
26
2
0

78.4
51.9
30.5
24.1
2.6
0

26.7
55.2

102
426
382
82
76
6

21.6
48.1

69.4
75.9
97.4
100

73.3
44.8

473
886
550
108
78
6

127
893

345
724

472
1,617

Presentation of Results

Results of the 2OO2-03 ABCs are presented online at http://abcs.ncpublicsch .

The web site offers users the ability to view and search for ABCs growth, performance,

and AYP results by individual school and sChool district. A map search feature is also

available to search for data by region, county, and some cities. Users can design their

own search by selecting desired school characteristics. ln addition to the new features,

the web site reports the traditional ABCs results for all schools, including schools in the

following traditional categories: Alternative Schools; Schools of Distinction; Schools of
Excelleñce; 25 Most lmproved K'8 Schools; 10 Most lmproved High Schools; Schools

Making High Growth; Schools Making Expected Growth; Low-Performing Schools;

Schoois oiProgress; Priority Schools; and Charter Schools. New categories include

Schools Meeting AYP and Schools Not Meeting AYP.

Schools with No ABCs Status include special education schools; vocational/career

schools; hospital schools; Schools Not lncluded in the ABCs, and Schools with

Unresolved Data lssues. State and school district AYP results, and disaggregated

subgroup statistics and supplemental data are also available from the web site.
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There are also links to Specra/ Conditions, a document that explains the adjustments for
special conditions in 2002-03, and a link to TechnicalNofes. This document includes: a
summary of standard conventions used in the analyses; a history of the ABCs; a table of
some specific values used in the ABCs growth formula computations (constants and
parameters); an example of how the alternate assessments (NCAAP and NCAAAI)
results were incorporated into the performance composites; achievement levels for EOG
mathematics, and the equating results for mathematics and reading.

Background

The State Board of Education (SBE) developed the ABCs of Public Education in
response to the School-Based Management and Accountability Program enacted by the
General Assembly in June 1996. The ABCs focuses on strong accountability; teaching
the basics with an emphasis on high educational standards; and maximum local contról.

ln 2002-03, the ABCs program was expanded to incorporate the new statutory
accountability requirements of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. This
federal legislation sets a proficiency goal of 1}0o/o by 2013-14 for all schools and
requires that all schools make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) toward that goal. The
sBE adopted AYP as a "closing the achievement gap component" of the ABCs in
response to General Statute 115C-105.35. Thus the 2002-03 ABCs report includes the
AYP status for each school. The SBE made several decisions this year to align the
ABCs with the requirements of NCLB. Those include:

a) Reinstating the North Carolina High School Comprehensive Test (NCHSCT) as a
state-required test in Grade 10 to be used only for AYP purposes,

b) changing the ABCs 91-Day Rule for growth calculations in grades 3 through I to
the 140-Day Rule for EOG (See Technical Notes for details),

c) changing the g8% Tested Rule in Grades 3-8 to the 95% Tested Rule, and
d) the SBE will review the ABCs Awards and Recognition categories after this year

of implementation for alignment with NCLB in the future. The ABCs categories
for 2002-03 were not changed.

ln addition to these modifications, this year's model reflected the equating of the reading
posttest scores with the original reading scale in order to enable use of the accountability
formulas.

The ABCs accountability program sets growth and performance standards for each
elementary, middle, and high school in the state. End-of-Grade (EoG) and End-of-
Course (EOC) test results and other selected components are used to measure the
schools' growth and performance. Schools that attain the standards are eligible for
incentive awards or other recognition, i.e., Schools of Excellence, Schools of Distinction,
Schools of Progress, 25 Most lmproved K-8 Schools or 10 Most lmproved High Schools.
Priority Schools may request assistance from the Division of School lniprovement.
Schools where growth and performance fall below specified levels are designated as
low-performing, and may receive mandated assistance based on action by the SBE.

Participating schools

ln 2002-03, every school that contained one or more of the grades 3-12 that submitted
appropriate data participated in the ABCs. Data submitted by a K-8 school may include
test results in reading and mathematics; computer skills at grade B; reading and
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mathematics from the alternate assessments (NCAAP and NCAAAI), and any EOC tests
for subject(s) taught in the school. High school data include

EOC test results, the percent of students completing courses of study (College

University Prep/College Tech Prep), change in the ABCs dropout rates, and change in
competency passing rates.

K-2 schools participated in the ABCs receiving their ABCs status, AYP status, and

incentive awards (if applicable) based on the performance of the schools that received

the largest percent of students from the K-2 schools.

Alternative schools are included in the ABCs per State Board of Education Policy HSP-

C-013. Their ABCs status is based on achievement data (EOC, EOG, competency
passing rates) and three "local options" specified in their school improvement plans and

approvêd by their local boards of education. Their AYP status is determined using the

säme procedures as are used in traditional public schools. The only ABCs designations
that an alternative school can receive are: High Growth, Expected Growth, No

Recognition, or Low-Performing.

Special education schools, vocational/career schools, and hospital schools did not

receive an ABCs status but they received prorated ABCs incentive awards, as

appropriate, based on the schools they served. They also received an AYP status that
was determined by the performance of the schools they served. They made AYP if at

least half of the schools they served made AYP'

Analyses

ABCs Growth and Performance

A school's ABCs status is determined by three weighted composite scores: the expected

growth composite, the high growth composite, and the performance composite. A
õchool's grade span and/or courses determined the composition of these weighted

measures, as exPlained below.

The expected growth composite may include:

a) Growth in EOG reading and mathematics for grades 3-8,

b) growth based on EOC tests,
ci õhange over a two-year baseline in the percent of students completing certain. 

cours-es of study (college university prep/college tech prep),

d) change in the competency passing rate (from grade 8 to grade 10), and

e) change in the ABCs Dropout rate (compared to a two-year baseline).

The high growth composite includes the same components and is approximately 10o/o

nigher than the expected growth composite for grades 3-8. For EOC tests, the high

grówth composite is approximately 3% above the expected growth composite. There is

ño high growth standard applicable to changes in the competency passing rate, the
percent of course of study completers, or the ABCs dropout rate.

The performance composite is the school's percentage of scores at or above

Achievement Level lll in reading and mathematics (from the EOG and alternate

assessments), Computer Skills Test (Grade 8), and EOC tests: Algebra t and ll; Biology;

Chemistry; English l; Economic, Legal, and Political Systems (ELPS); Geometry;
physical Science; Physics, and U.S. History. Algebra I scores of ninth graders who took
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Algebra I prior to ninth grade are included in the high school's performance composite
(See Technical Nofes in the Appendices for more information related to senior hiigh
scfioo/s and the alternate assessmenfs.)

The ABCs results published here were produced on a Dell Precision Workstation 650,
MiniTower, 512K,2.}oGHz xEoN/s33 running under Microsoft windows xp v. 5.1.

AYP Analvses

NCLB requires that each school be evaluated with respect to making Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP). ln order for a school to make AYP, each student subgroup, i.e., School
as a whole;American Indian; Asian; Black; Hispanic; Multi-Racial;White; Economically
Disadvantaged; Limited English Proficient, and Students with Disabilities, must have at
least a 95% participation rate in the statewide assessments. Each subgroup must meet
or exceed the State's annual measurable objectives, which were based on three years of
performance data according to procedures prescribed by law and regulations of the U.S.
Department of Education, and the school as a whole must show progress on the other
academic indicator, which is either attendance or graduation rate (depending on the
grade configuration of the school).

Definition of ABCs Awards and Recognition Categories

Schools Makinq Hioh Growth attained their high growth standard. In schools attaining
the High Growth standard, certified staff members each receive up to $1,500 and
teacher assistants up to $500.

Schools Makinq Expected Growth attained their expected growth standard (but not their
high growth standard). ln schools attaining the Expected Growth standard (but less than
High Growth), certified staff members each receive up to $750 and teacher assistants up
to $375.

25110 Most lmproved Schools are the 25 Most lmproved K-8 schools and the 10 Most
lmproved High Schools that attained the State's highest values on the high growth
composite. (Any schoolwith a combination of grades which includes Grade g or higher
was eligible for the high school recognition rather than the K-8 recognition.) These
schools will receive banners, certificates, and financial awards.

Schools of Excellence are schools that made at least expected growth and had at least
90% of their students' scores at or above Achievement Level lll. These schools will
receive banners and certificates. They will receive incentive awards for expected or high
growth.

Schools of Distinction are schools that made at least expected growth and had at least
80 percent of their students' scores at or above Achievement Level tll (but were not
Schools of Excellence). They will receive plaques and certificates. They will receive
incentive awards for expected or high growth.

Schools of Proqress are schools that made at least expected growth and had at least
60% of their students' scores at or above Achievement Level lll (but were not Schools of
Excellence or Distinction). They will receive certificates and incentive awards for
expected growth or high growth.

Schools Receivinq No Recoqnition did not make their expected growth standards but
have at least 60% of their students' scores at or above Achievement Level lll.
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Prioritv Schools are schools that have less than 60% of their students' scores at or
above Achievement Level lll, irrespective of making their expected growth standards,
and are not LowPerforming Schools.

Low-Performino Schools are those that failed to meet their expected growth standards
and have significantly less than 50% of their students performing at or above
Achievement Level lll.

Schools that violate the testing requirements are assigned a violation status and cannot
receive financial awards or any another ABCs status, except low-performing. The low-
performing schools that violate testing requirements are assigned the low-performing
status in addition to the violation status. The State Board of Education may designate
schools that violate testing requirements for two consecutive years as low-performing.
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Corrections to The ABCs of Public Education:
2002-2003 Growth and Perþrmønce of North Carolina,Scåools

School LEASCH # CorrectionLEA

The New
Dimensions School

The New
Dimensions School

Kannapolis
Jackson Park
Elementary

t2A

132328

This school should be added to the Schools
with No ABCs status list, with an AYP status.
The school's AYP status is Met AYP. (This is
a K-2 Charter School).

AYP status should be changed from Not Met
AYP to Met AYP.

Results of School Building Appeals

The deadline for filing appeals of the ABCs results was Thursday, October 9, 2003. As
of that date, there were no appeals.
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Evolution of the ABCs

a

1995-96

One hundred eight schools in ten school districts piloted The New ABCs of Public Education.

The systems were Albemarle, Alleghany, Asheville City, Elizabeth City-Pasquotank, Duplin,
Halifax, Lexington, McDowell, Bladen, and Lincoln.

a

t996

General Assembly approved the State Board's plan and put into law the School-Based

and (the ABCs)

t996-97

o ABCs implementation began for schools with grades K-8.
o DPI communicated ABCs Procedures to principals and teachers.

o Assistance teams were formed and hained; assistance was offered to schools that asked for it.

¡ Steering Committee for Assessment and Accountability was established by the SBE to

develop the High School Model'
o Compliance Commission for Accountability was established by the SBE to advise on testing

and other issues related to school accountability and improvement. The commission was to

be composed of ¡vo members from each of eight educational districts and four atJarge

members to represent parents, business, and the community.
o The first ABCs Report submitted to the Søte Board of Education in August.

o All schools achieving exemplary growth standards received incentive awards ($1,000 for

certìfied staff; $500 for teacher assistants)

l2

a

1995

General Assembly directed the State Board of Education (SBE) to develop a restructuring
plan for public education. The State Board conducted an in-depth study involving public
hearings, surveys and interviews; reviewed current mandates and operating procedures; and

undertook a major organizational analysis to relate all education operations to the mission. In
May 1995, the New ABCs of Public Education outlined the framework for a dramatic

restructuring.
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1997-98

. Designated Low-Performing schools received assistance teams.
r The next phase of statewide reform was implerrrented with the high school accountability

model. It was considered a "work in progress" with re-examination, changes and adjustments
to come.

o The model included results on five mandated EOCs, a high school writing test (English II -
time was extended to allow students 100 minutes);percentages completing College
Prep/CollegeTech Prep (based on a year to year change); SAT scores and participation rates
were reported.

o Two measures, the passing rates on the high school competency tests and dropout rates, were
scheduled for implementation for the subsequent year.

o The Comprehensive Test in Reading and Mathematics was administered to determine cohort
growth from grade 8 to grade 10. This was to satis$ the Senate Bill 1139 legislation that
called for measuring student growth (for high schools). Initially, results were to "count" for
the accountability year, but it was decided to delay inclusion of these data in the growth
composite for high schools until the following year.

o Growth for K-8 schools was computed using both the "old" unmatched grade 3 parameters,
and the "new" (1996-97) matched group grade 3 parameters. The higher of the two growth
computations was used in the final computations for growth.

. '7h Grade Writing was included in computing growth, since this was the third year of data
collection; it had previously been used only in the performance co.nposite.

o Algebra I scores from grades prior to the ninth grade were includer: rn the computations for
performance composite for high schools.

¡ A confidence band for the performance composite was computed; this allowed schools a

safety margin for measurement error. Schools could be slightly below 50Yo at or above grade
level and not be penalized.

o ABCs status label No Recognitionwas changed to Adequøte Pedormance.
o Charter Schools were included in the ABCs reporting for the first time.
o A Comprehensive model was defined for schools that had g¡ades included in both the K-8

and high school configurations. The school faculty voted on whether the Comprehensive
model would be used to evaluate the school for the accountability year, and the vote was to
be reflected in the School Improvement Plan.

o Alternative schools were asked to submit proposals of better ways to be evaluated in
subsequent accountability years.

r Reporting guidelines were developed to accommodate feeder patterns for special education
schools, alternative schools and K-2 feeder schools; high schools with major demographic
shifts were accommodated under special conditions; reporling accommodations were
implemented for schools with insufficient data, and guidelines were developed to handle
senior high schools under the ABCs.

¡ It was decided that during this accountability year, no altemative schools or special schools
rù/ere to be identified as Low-Performing.

o EOC test scores of students in middle grades were used in the high school portion of the
performance composite score but not the gain composite score.
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1997-98 continued

o K-8 and high school results under the ABCs were reported in A Report Card for the ABCs of
Public Education. Volume I.
All schools making Expected or Exemplary Growtl/Gain r¡/ere awarded incentives per the

Excellent Schools Act, enacted by the General Assembly ($1500 for certified staff, $500 for

teacher assistants in schools making Exemplary Growth/Gain; schools making Expected

grovrth/gain received $750 for certified staff; $375 for teacher assistants).

a

a

a was made available on the DPI web site.

1998-99

o The SBE increased the membership of the Compliance Commission for Accountability from
the original 20 members to 22 members to include an SBE member and an additional At-
Large business member.

. The Comprehensive model was applied to all schools.

o Five additional EOC tests were added to the performance composite score.

o The High School Comprehensive Test growth parameters were approved; the growth

component was included in the high school growth/gain computations.

o The competency passing rate was included in the high school growth/gain computations.

o Algebra I scores for middle grades counted toward gain and performance at high schools.

o Data collection guidelines and procedures were documented in an Accountability Processing

Checklist to incorporate roles of LEA, regional coordinators, and the agency staff.

o Insufficient data rule was documented for high schools (less than 30 students in a given

course for a given year ofthe three years data)'
¡ Dual enrollment policies were documented and disseminated.

o Membership rule for Comprehensive Tests was approved (160 days).

o Revised grade 3 parameters were applied to the grade 3 growth computations'

o A Report Card for the ABCs of Public Education. Volume 2 included ABCs dropout data.

r Alternative schools with sufficient data were included in the ABCs on the basis of their data;

schools with insufficient data were awarded prorated incentives based on the feeder schools'

¡ The labels Top l0/25 Schools and Adequate Performance were changed to Most Improved

I 0/2 5 and No Recognition, tespectively.

r999-00

o A rule for dropping courses in high school (10120 Day Rule) was implemented.

¡ Alternative Schools were included in the ABCs under HSP-C-O13. Web interface was

developed for data collection for alternative schools to enter local option data online.

o Department of Health, Human Services (DHHS) and Office of Juvenile Justice (OJJ) Schools

were included in the ABCs.
¡ Schools were given test administration options for fall English II Tests due to catastrophic

weather.
o

a

The SBE appointed a'Writing Assessment Task Force.

Full ABCs documentation was made available on the Accountability web site
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2000-0r

. EOC prediction formulas for 10 multiple-choice EOCs were implemented; this fully
addressed concems related to comparing different cohorts over time at the high school level.

o Dropout rate change was added to the growth computations in high schools.
o Computer Skills testing results at grade 8 were added to the performance composite.
o EOC prediction formulas' exemplary growth standard was adjusted from 105% to lO3%.
. Weighting the ABCs gfowth composites was adopted by the SBE in part to eliminate concern

over small groups of students having the same impact as large groups of students in the
determination of whether the school met groffih standards.

o Alternate Assessment Portfolio was added to the performance composite.
o Writing at grades 4 andT was removed from the growth composites, but remained a part of

the performance composite.
o The North Carolina Altemate Assessment Academic Inventory and the Computerized

Adaptive Testing System were approved by SBE to be pilot tested and included in ABCs
Volume II Report.

2001-02

o The State Board of Education approved revisions to the ABCs classifications for the 2001-
2002 school year.

o The term high growth will now be used in place of exemplary growth.
o The term growth will now be used in place of growth/gain in all designations of meeting or

exceeding growth or gain standards.
o Three tests were eliminated for the 200I-2A02 school year: Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Open-

ended Assessments in grades 4 and 8, and the High School Comprehensive Tests in Reading
and Mathematics at grade 10. (Only the latter had been included in the ABCs.)

o English II was suspended and will not be included in the ABCs until new tests are developed.
o Revised format for reporting data in ABCs Volume II, and changed the name to Reports of

Supplemental Disaggregated State, District and School Performance Datøfor 2000-2001.
. SBE approved the revised achievement levels determined from the Summer of 2001 equating

study for student reporting, student accountability standards gateways, student competency
standard, and ABCs reporting (performance composites).

o SBE approved the growth formulas that were used for grades 3-8 with the 2000-2001 ABCs
for growth calculations for the 2001-2002 ABCs.
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2002-03

o ABCs 91-Day Rule for Growth Calculations changed to 140-Day Rule to align withNCLB
full academic year (FAÐ requirement.

o The 98% Rule in Grades 3-8 Under the ABCs was changedto 95o/o to conform with NCLB
95% tested requirement.

o No exclusions allowed.
. Added Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) as a "closing the gap component" of the ABCs.
¡ North Carolina Alternate Assessment Portfolio (NCAAP) scoring revised to yield Reading

and Mathematics scores.

o The ABCs Report, The ABCs of Public Education 2002-2003 Growth and Performance of
North Carolina Schools was made available in electronic format on DPI website. No

u/ere
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Brenda Winston
Lou Fabrizio
Thu, Nov 6, 2003 11:22 AM
EC Directors' Advisory Council Meeting

The EC Directors will meet for the first time this year on Thursday, November 20 from 9:00 -3:00 in the
State Board Room. You may recallthe Sept. meeting was cancelled because of Hurricane lsabell. You
are invited to attend the meetinç¡ and bring for discussion and feedback accountability and current testing
issues that affect programs and services for children with disabilites in our schools. As you may recall,
there are two EC Directors fror:', each region on this committee and a regional consultant who will take
information back to the regions for feedback.

Let me know as soon as possible how much time you'll need on the agenda. I have openings starting at
10:45 a.m. - noon and 12:30 - 3:00 p.m. Thanks.

Brenda C, Winston, Section Chief
Policy, Monitoring, and Audit Section
NC Department of Public lnstruction
bwinston@dpi.state.nc.us

"All e-mail correspondence to and from this address is subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law,
which may result in monitoring and disclosure to third parties, including law enforcement."



SBE Recommendation for Distribution of Incentive Awards:
ABCs of Public Education and No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act

On June 6,2002, the SBE adopted the following recommendation (which awaits North
Carolina General Assembly action) for distributing incentive awards.

Retain current ABCs with less financial incentives for Expected and High Growth but
with additional incentives for meeting Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).

Expected Growth - $600 High Growth - $600 AYP - $600

Certified staff members at schools that made any or all of the above categories

would receive $600 for each component the school attained with $1800 being the

maximum a certified staff member could receive. Teacher assistants would
receive $200 for each component with $600 being the maximum a teacher

assistant could receive.
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NORTH CAROLINA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
Policy Manual

Policv Identification
Priority: High Student Performance
Category: ABCs Accountability Model
Policy ID Number: HSP-C-005

Policv Title: 16 NCAC 6G.0305 Policy delineating the arurual performance standards

for Grades K-12 under the ABCs Model

Current Policv Datez 0210712002

Other Historical Information: Previous board date: 01/01 11998;0510412000;

09 I I 41 2000; 021 0l I 200r

Statutorv Reference:

Administrative Procedures Act (APAI Reference Number and Categorv: 16 NCAC

6G.0305

*** Begin Policy *:t* (Do not tamper with this line)

.0305 AI\NUAL PERFORMAI\ICE STANDARDS' GRADES K.12

(a) For purposes of this Section, the following definitions shall apply to kindergarten

through twelfth grade:
(1) "Accountability measures" are SBE-adopted tests designed to gauge

student performance and achievement.
(2) "bs" means the state average rate of growth used in the regression formula

for the respective grades and content areas (reading and mathematics) in
grades 3 through 8 and grade 10; or the state average performance used in
the prediction formula for respective high school end-oÊcourse tests. The

constant values for b6 shall be as follows:
(A) for reading:

(Ð 6.2 for grade 3;
(ii) 5.2 for gade 4;
(iiÐ 4.61or grade 5;
(iv) 3.0 for grade 6;
(v) 3.3 for gadeT;
(vi) 2.7 for grade 8; and
(vii) 2.3 for grade 10.

(B) for mathematics:
(D 12.8 for grade3;
(iÐ 7.3 lor grade 4;
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(3)

(4)

(s)

(iiÐ 7.4 for grade 5;
(iv) 7.1 for grade 6;
(v) 6.5 for gradeT;
(vi) 4.9 for grade 8; and
(vii) 2.3 for g¡ade 10.

(C) for EOC courses:
(Ð 60.4 for Algebra I;
(iÐ 55.2 for BiologY;
(iiÐ 54.0 for ELPS (Economic,Legal, and Political Systems);
(iv) 53.3 for English I;
(v) 56.0 for U.S. History;
(vi) 59.3 for Algebra II;
(vii) 56.9 for Chemistry;
(viii) 58.5 for GeometrY;
(ix) 53.8 for Physical Science; and

(x) 56.1 for PhYsics.

"b1" means the value used to estimate true proficiency in the regression

formulas for grades 3 through 8 and grade 10. The values for br shall be as

followsl
(A) for readinç

(Ð 0.46 for grade 3;
(iÐ 0.22 for grades 4 through 8; and

(iiÐ 0.241or grade 8 to 10.

(B) for mathematics;
(i) 0.30 for grade 3;
(iÐ 0.26 îor grades 4 through 8; and

(iiÐ 0.28 for grade 8 to 10.

"b2" means the value used to estimate regtession to the mean in the

regression formula for grades 3 through 8. The values for bz shall be as

follows:
(A) for readinç

(i) -0.91 for grade3;
(iÐ -0.60 for grades 4 through 8.

(B) for mathematics;
(Ð -0.47 lor grade 3;
(iÐ -0.58 for grades 4 through 8.

"brRp" means the value used to estimate the effect of the school's average

reading proficiency on the predicted average EOC test score. The values

for bp shall be as follows:
(A) 0.71 for Biology;
(B) 0.88 for ELPS;
(C) 1.01 for English I;
(D) 0.68 for U.S. History;
(E) 0.43 for Algebra II;
(F) 0.42 for GeometrY; and
(G) 0.58 for Physical Science.

"brMp" means the value used to estimate the effect, as determined by
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analysis of empirical data, of the school's average math proficiency on the
predicted average EOC test score. The values for b¡¡ap shall be as follows:
(A) 0.88 for Algebra I;
(B) 0.318 for Biology;
(C) 0.88 for ELPS;
(D) 0.15 for U.S. History;
(E) 0.39 for Geometry;
(F) 0.34 for Physical Science; and
(G) 0.58 for Physics.

(7) 'obtAp" means the value used to estimate the effect of the school's averuge
Algebra I proficiency on the predicted average EOC test score. The values
for b¡¡p shall be as follows:
(A) 0.89 for Algebra II;
(B) 0.18 for Chemistry; and
(C) 0.43 for Geometry.

(8) 'obrBp" means the value used to estimate the effect of the school's average
Biology proficiency on the predicted average EOC test score. The values
for bßp shall be 0.51 for Chemistry and 0.66 for Physics.

(9) "brgp" means the value used to estimate the effect of the school's average
English I proficiency on the predicted average EOC test score. The values
for brsp shall be 0.27 for Chemistry and 0.32 for Physics.

(10) "Compliance commission" means that goup of persons selected by the
SBE to advise the SBE on testing and other issues related to school
accountability and improvement. The commission shall be composed of
teachers, principals, central office staffrepresentatives, local school board
representatives, charter schools, and atJarge members who represent
parents, business, and the community.

(11) "Composite score means a summary of student performance in a school. A
composite score shall include reading, writing, and mathematics in grades

3 through 8 and in Algebra I & II, Biology, ELPS, English I, Geometry,
Chemistry, Physics, Physical Science, and U.S. History in a school where
one or more of these EOC tests are administered, as well as student
performance on the NC Computer Skills Test, competency passing rate,

dropout rates, and percent diploma recipients who satisfy the requirements
for College Prep/College Tech Prep courses of study in grades 9 through
12 to the extent that any apply in a given school.

(12) "Eligible students" means the total number of students in membership
minus the number of students excluded from participation in a statewide
assessment.

(13) "Expected growth" means the amount of growth in student performance
that is projected through use of the regression formula in grades 3 through
8 and grade 10 in reading and mathematics.

(14) "Exemplary growth" means the amount of growth in student performance
in grades 3 through 8 and grade 10 in reading and mathematics that is
projected through use of the regression formula that includes the state
average rate of growth adjusted by an additional ten percent (10%).

(15) "Growth standards" means and includes collectively all the factors defined
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(16)

in this paragraph that are used in the calculations described in paragraph

(j) of this Rule to determine a school's growth/gain composite'
rrTRMrr is the index for reglession to the mean used in the regression

formula. The SBE shall compute the IRM for reading by subtracting the

North Carolina average reading scale score from the local school average

reading scale score. The SBE shall compute the IRM for mathematics by

subtracting the North Carolina average mathematics scale score from the

local school average mathematics scale score. The SBE shall base the state

avelage (the baseline) on data from the 1994-95 school year.

"ITP" is the index for true proficiency used in the regression formula. The

SBE shall compute the ITP by adding the North Carolina average scale

scores in reading and mathematics and subtracting that sum from the

addition of the local school average scale scores in reading and

mathematics. The SBE shalt base the state average (the baseline) on data

from the 1994-95 school Year.
6(fRP" is the index of reading proficiency used in the prediction formula.

The SBE shall compute the .'TRP" by calculating the average reading scale

score for students in the school and subtracting the average reading scale

score for North Carolina schools. The SBE shall base the state average for

North Carolina schools (the baseline on data from the 1998-99 school

year.
i'TMP" is the index of mathematics proficiency used in the prediction

formula. The SBE shall compute the '.IMP" by calculating the average

mathematics scale score for students in the school and subtracting the

average mathematics scale score for North Carolina schools. The SBE

shall base the state average for North Carolina schools (the baseline) on

data from the 1998-99 school Year.
"IAP" is the index of Algebra I proficiency used in the prediction formula.

The SBE shall compute the "TAP" by calculating the average Algebra I
scale score for students in the school and subtracting the average Algebra I
scale score for North Carolina schools. The SBE shall base the state

average for North Carolina schools (the baseline) on data from the 1998-

99 school year.

"lBP" is the index of Biology proficiency used in the prediction formula.

The SBE shall compute the "fElP" by calculating the average Biology
scale score for students in the school and subtracting the average Biology
scale score for North Carolina schools. The SBE shall base the state

average for North Carolina schools (the baseline) on data from the 1998-

99 school year.

"IEP" is the index of English I proficiency used in the prediction formula.

The SBE shall compute the "IEP" by calculating the average English I
scale score for students in the school and subtracting the average English I
scale score for North Carolina schools. The SBE shall base the state

average for North Carolina schools (the baseline) on data from the 1998-

99 school year.

"Performance Composite" is the percent of scores of students in a school

that are at or above Level III, are at a passing level on the Computer Skills

2t
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(24)

(25)

Test (students in eighth grade only) as specified by 16 NCAC 6D .0503(c),
and at proficiency level or above on the Altemate Assessment Portfolio to
tl:. :xtent that any apply in a given school. The SBE shall:
(-. determine the nurnoer of scores that are at Level III or IV in

reading, mathematics, or writing across grades 3 through 8, or on
all EOC tests administered as a part of the statewide testing
program; add the number of scores that are at a passing level on
the NC Computer Skills Test (students in eighth grade only); add
the number of scores that are proficient or above on the Alternate
Assessment Portfolio; and use the total of these numbers as the
numerator;

(B) determine the number of student scores in reading, mathematics, or
writing, across grades 3 through 8; or on all EOC tests

administered as part of the statewide testing program; add the
number of student scores on the N.C. Computer Skills Test
(students in eighth grade only); add the number of student scores

on the Altemate Assessment Portfolio; and use the total of these
numbers as the denominator; and

(C) total the numerators for each content area and sr.rbject, total the
denominators fbr each content area and subject, and divide the
denominator into the numerator to compute the performance
composite.

"Predicted EOC mean" is the average student performance in a school on
an EOC test that is projected through the use of the prediction formula.
'?redicted EOC exemplary mean" is the average student performance in a
school on an EOC test that is projected through the use of the prediction
formula that includes the state average adjusted by an additional five
percent (5%).
"Prediction formula" means a regression formula used in predicting a

school's EOC test mean for one school year.

"Regression formula" means a formula that defines one variable in terms

of one or more other variables for the purpose of making a prediction or
constructing a model.
"Standard deviation" is a statistic that indicates how much a set of scores

vary. Standard deviation baseline values used for the growth standards are

as follow:
(A) for reading in grades K-8:

(Ð 1.7 for grade 3;
(iÐ 1.3 for grade 4;
(iii) L2 for grade 5;
(iv) 1.3 for grade 6;
(v) 1.1 for gradeT;
(vi) 1.2 for grade 8; and
(vii) 1.6 for grade 10.

(B) for mathematics in grades K-8:
(D 2.6 for grade 3;
(iÐ 2.1 lor grade 4;
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(b)

(iiÐ 2.0 for grade 5;
(iv) 2J for grade 6;
(v) 2.0 for gradeT;
(vi) 1.7 for grade 8; and
(vii) 2.0 for grade 10.

(C) for courses with an EOC test:
(Ð 3.3 for Algebra I;
(iÐ 2.6 for Biology;
(iii) 3.1 for ELPS;
(iv) 1.8 for English I;
(v) 2.2for U.S. History;
(vi) 2.9 for Algebra II;
(vii) 2.5 for Chemistry;
(viii) 2.5 for Geometry;
(ix) 2.5 for Physical Science;
(x) 3.3 for Physics;
(xi) 10.0 for College Prep/College Tech Prep (CP/CTP);
(xii) 12.8 for Competency Passing Rate; and
(xiii) Dropout Rate will be determined based upon data from the

2000-01 school year.

(29) "Weight" means the number of students used in the calculation of the

amount of growth/gain for a subject or content area.

In carrying out its duty under G.S. 115C-105.35 to establish annual performance

goals for each school, the SBE shall use both growth standards and performance

standards.
(l) The SBE shall calculate the expected growth rate for grades 3 through 8

and grade 10 in an individual school by using the regression formula

"Expected Growth: bo * (br x ITP) + (b2 x IRM)."
(2) The SBE shall calculate the predicted EOC expected mean for courses in

which end-of-course tests aÍe administered by using the prediction

formulas that follow.
(A) "Predicted Algebra I Mean Score : bo * (b¡r¿p x IMP)," where

(bn¡px IMP) is the impact of Mathematics Proficiency.
(B) "Predicted Biolo-gy Mean Score = b^o * (brpæ x BP) + (bnr¡p x IMP)

+ (bn¡r2 x IMPI)- + (brl.rr3 x MP3¡," where (b,*r * IRP) is the

impact of Reading Proficiency and (brrr¡p x IMP) is the impact of
Mathematics ProficiencY'

(C) "Predicted ELPS Mean Score : bo * (bnp x IRP)," where (b¡p¡ x
IRP) is the impact of Reading Proficiency.

(D) "Predicted English I Mean Score: bo * (brnr x IRP)," where (b¡pp

x IRP) is the impact of Reading Proficiency.
(E) "Predicted U.S. History Mean Score = bo * (bnp x IRP) + (burrp x

IMP) + (bn 12 x MP2¡," where (bnp x IRP) is the impact of
Reading Proficiency and (bt¿p x IIVIP) is the impact of
Mathematics ProficiencY.

(F) "Predicted Algebra II Mean Score = bo -| (bnr x IRP) + (bnp x
IAP)," where (brnpx IRP) is the impact of Reading Proficiency and
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(brep x IAP) is the impact of Algebra Proficiency.
(G) '?redicted Chemistry Mean Score : bo * (brep x IAP) + (bpp x

IBP) + (bpp x IEP)," where (bicp x IAP) is the impact of Algebra
Proficiency, (bnp x IBP) is the impact of Biology Proficiency, and
(brcp x IEP) is the impact of English I Proficiency.

(H) "Predicted Geometry Mean Score : bo * (bnp x IRP) + (bn¿p x
IMP) + (br¡,p x IAP)," where (bnp x IRP) is the impact of Reading
Proficiency, (bn¡p x IIVÍP) is the impact of Mathematics
Proficienc¡ and (bnp x IAP) is the impact of Algebra I
Proficiency

(D "Predicted Physical Science Mean Score = bo * (bnp x IRP) +
(bn'¡p x MP)," where (bnp x IRP) is the impact of Reading
Proficiency and (bn,,rp x IMP) is the impact of Mathematics
Proficiency.

(J) "Predicted Physics Mean Score: bo * (brvp x IMP) + (b¡sp x IBP)
+ (brcp x IEP)," where (bnrp x IMP) is the impact of Mathematics
Proficiency, (bnp x IBP) is the impact of Biology Proficiency, and
(brcp x IEP) is the impact of English I Proficiency.

(c) Schools shall be accountable for student performance and achievement. This
paragraph describes the conditions under which an eligible student's scores shall
be included in the accountability measures for the school that the student attended

at the time of testing.
(1) To be included in accountability measures for the growth standard, a

student in grade three through grade eight must:
(A) have a pre-test score and a post-test score in reading and

mathematics. For students in grade three the pre-test score refers to
the score from the third-grade end-of-grade test administered in the
Fall of the third grade and the post-test score refers to the score

from the end-oÊgrade test administered in the Spring of the third
grade. For students in grades four through eight, the pre-test score

refers to the score from the previous year's end-of-grade test and

the post-test score refers to the score from the current year's end-
of-grade test and

(B) have been in membership more than one-half of the instructional
period (91 of180 days).

(2) To be included in accountability measures for Algebra I, Algebra II,
Biology, Chemistry, Economic Legal and Political Systems, English I,
Geometry, Physical Science, Physics, or U.S. History, a student must have
scores for all tests used in the prediction formula.

(3) Students shall be included in the performance composite without reference
to pretest scores or length of membership.

(d) The SBE shall include in the accountability system on the same basis as all other
public schools each alternative school with an identification number assigned by
the Department. Test scores for students who attend programs or classes in a

facility that does not have a separate school number shall be reported to and

included in the students'home schools.
(e) Each K-8 school shall test at least 98 percent of its eligible students. If a school
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(e)

(Ð

(h)

(Ð

fails to test at least 98 percent of its eligible students for two consecutive school

years, the SBE may designate the school as low performing and may target the

ichool for assistance and intervention. Each school shall make public the percent

of eligible students that the school tests.

Highichools shall test at least 95 percent of enrolled students who are subject to

EOC tests. High schools that test fewer than 95 percent of enrolled students for

two consecutive years may be designated as low-performing by the SBE.

All students who are following the standard course of study and who are not

eligible for exclusion as set out in paragraph (h) of this Rule shall take the SBE-

adõpted tests. Every student, including those students wtto are excluded from

testing, shall complete or have completed by a school employee designated by the

principal an answer document (except in writing): Tlt answer sheet for an

ãxcluáed student shall contain only student identification information and the

reason the student was excluded. Both the school and the LEA shall maintain

records on the exclusions of students from testing. The Department may audit

these records.
Individual students may be excluded from SBE-adopted tests as follows:

(1) Limited English proficient students may be excluded for one year

beginniñg *ith th"ti*e of enrollment in the LEA if the student's English

language proficiency has been assessed as novice/low to intermediate/low

in littettlttg, reading, and writing. A student whose English language

proficiency has been assessed as intermediate/high or advanced may be

äxcluded lom tests in which the student writes responses for up to two

years. Twelve months after a limited English proficient student has

enrolted in the LEA, the student must be reassessed on the same language

proficiency test that was used as a part of the identification of the student
-for 

inclusi,on in the limited English proficiency program in that LEA. A

student assessed as novice/low to intermediate/low after 12 months may

be excluded for an additional 12 months. A student assessed as

intermediate/trigh or above must participate in the state testing program.

After two yearJ from the time of initial enrollment in the LEA, all limited

English proficiency students must participate in the state testing program.

LEÀs shall report results of the initial language proficiency test and the

results on the same teSt 12 months after enrollment in the LEA to the

Department. LEAs shall use other assessment methods for excluded

students to demonstrate that these students are progressing in other subject

areas.
(2) All students with disabilities including those identified under Section 504

shall be included in the statewide testing program through the use of state

tests with appropriate accommodations or through the use of other state

assessments ãesigned for these students. The student's IEP team shall

determine whether a testing accommodation is appropriate for that

student's disability or whether the student should be assessed using

another state assessment designed for that student's disability.

Students in grades 3-8 with IEPs and serious cognitive deficits and whose

program of sludy focuses on functionallliîe skills shall participate in the North
-carolina 

Alternate Assessment Portfolio as an alternative.
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0) The SBE shall calculate a school's expected growth/gain composite in student
performance using the following process:
(1) Review expected and exemplary growth standards for all grades and

subjects, and review the predicted EOC mean fbr expected standard gain
and the exemplary standard gain for EOC courses.

(2) Determine the actual growth in reading and mathematics at each grade

level included in the state testing program, using data on groups of
students identified by paragraph (c)(1) of this Rule and determine the
actual EOC mean for EOC tests using data on the groups of students

identified by paragraph (cX2) of this Rule from one point in time to
another point in time.

(3) Subtract the expected growth from the actual growth in reading and

mathematics at grades 3 through 8 and grade 10; then subtract the
predicted EOC mean from the actual EOC mean for EOC tests.

(4) Divide the differences for reading and mathematics by the standard

deviations of the respective differences in growth/gain at each grade level
and for each EOC to determine the standard growth score.

(5) The SBE shall calculate a school's gain composite in college prep/college

tech prep using the following process:
(A) Compute the percent of graduates who receive diplomas who

completed either course of study in the current accountability year.

Students shall be counted only once if they complete more than
one course ofstudy.

(B) Find the baseline, which is the average of the two prior school
years' percent of graduates who received diplomas and who
completed a course of study.

(C) Subtract the baseline from the current yeat's percentage.

(D) Subtract 0.1, unless the percentages are both 100. If both
percentages are 100, the gain is zero.

(E) Divide by the associated standard deviation. The result is the

standard gain for college prep/college tech prep.

(6) The SBE shall calculate a school's expected gain composite in the

competency passing rate by comparing the grade 10 competency passing

rate to the grade 8 passing rate for the group of students in grade l0 who
also took the 8th-grade end-of-grade test.
(A) Subtract the grade 8 rate from the grade 10 rate.

(B) Subtract 0.1.
(C) Divide by the standard deviation. The result is the standard gain in

competency passing rate.
(7) Multiply the expected standard growth scores for reading and mathematics

at each grade level from grade 3 to 8, EOC prediction, gain in competency
passing rate, gain in college prep/college tech prep, and change in dropout
rate by the respective weight for each, as they may apply in a given
school. These values shall be summed and divided by the sum of all the
weights. If the resulting number is zero or above, the school has made the
expected growth standard.

(8) The SBE shall compute exemplary growth using the exemplary growth
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(k)

standard (bo x 1.10) in the accountability formula for grades 3 througþ 8 in
reading and mathematics, and (b" x 1.03) for predicted EOC means' There

is no exemplary standard for competency passing rate or college

prep/college tech preP gain.

(9) To determine the composite score for exemplary standards:

(A) Subtract the exemplary growth/gain from the actual growth/gain

standard in reading and mathematics at grades 3 through 8;

subtract the predicted exemplary EOC mean from the actual EOC

mean for each EOC test.
(B) Divide the difference in growth/gain by the standard deviations of

the respective differences in growth/gain to determine the standard

growth/gain score.

(C) Multiply the exemplary standard growth/gain scores for reading

and mathematics at each grade level from grade 3 to 8, EOC gain,

expected standard gain in Competency Passing Rate, Dropout

Rate, and for college Prep/college Tech Prep by the respective

weight for each, as they may apply in a given school. These values

shall be summed and divided by the sum of all the weights. If the

resulting number is zero or above, the school has met the

exemplarY growth standard.

If school officials believe that the school's growth standards were uffeasonable

due to specific, compelling reasons, the school may appeal its growth standards to

the SBÊ. The SBE shall appoint an appeals committee composed of a panel

selected from the compliance commission to review written appeals from schools.

The school officials must clearly document the circumstances that made the goals

unrealistic and must submit its appeal to the SBE within 30 days of receipt of
notice from the Department of the school's performance. The appeals committee

shall review all appeats and shall make recommendations to the SBE. The SBE

shall make the final decision on the reasonableness of the growth goals.

History Note: Authority G.S. 1l5C-12(\ca.;
Eff. JanuarY 1, 1998;

Amended Eff. April 1,2002; september 1,2001; December 1,2000;

Temporary Amendment Eff. March 5,2001'

27

Report to the Joint Legislative Education Oversight Committee on the Implementqtion of the ABCs

State Board of Education . .Department of Public Instruction

Accountability Services Division . .Accountability and Technology Services



il. Report on Assistance Teams
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Status of Personnel in Systems Receiving Mandatory Assistance
2002 - 2003

Status of Superintendents of School Systems Having More than Half of Their School
Identified as Low Performing

The ABCs legislation in G.S. 115 C-105.32 permits the State Board to appoint an interim
superintendent in a local school administrative unit when more than half of the schools

have been identified as low performing schools. Low-performing schools are those that

have not met the minimum growth standards defined by the State Board and a majority of
students are performing below grade level.

The results of the ABCs of Public Education for 2002-03 did not show any school

systems as having more than half of their schools identified as low performing.

Therefore, State Board action was not required.

155C-333. Evaluation of Gertified Employees including Certain
Superintendents; Action Plans; State Board Notification Upon Dismissal of
Employees.

Local Board Evaluation of Certain Superintendents: Each year the local board of

"¿u"uiiot 
shall evaluate the superintendent employed by the local school administrative

unit and report to the State Board the results of that evaluation if during that year the

State Board designated as low-performing:

(1) One or more schools in a local school administrative unit that has no

more than l0 schools
(2) Two or more schools in a local school administrative unit that has no

more than 20 schools
(3) Three or more schools in a local school administrative unit that has more

than 20 schools.
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LEA Criteria From'Above
' :.. .. ì
TotalNumber

. :,', ì:

of Schools
. .Numberoflow- ., ,

Performins Schools

Hertford County I I

Weldon City I 4 I

Vance County 2 l5 I

Halifax County 2 l5 I

Northampton I 10 I
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Status of Principals of Schools Receiving Mandatory Assistance in 2002 - 2003

The General Assembly revised the ABCs legislation to require local boards and
superintendents to take the first actions regarding principals located in low-performing
schools. The revision provides four options for superintendents to consider in dealing
with principals who are in low-performing schools:

1. Retain in the same position, if principal was in the school two years or less before
it was identified as low performing;

2. Retain with a remediation plan;
3. Transfer; or
4. Demote or dismiss according to G.S. ll5c-325.

LEA

. Reiained'with
:i rePEdiation,';

:, plân:.has I
' moié:than ;

I jr.:,. , ;, : .

two vears at -a

,''.,:;.11íe schóol i,

Resþed

Halifax Southeast Hieh School x
Weldon Citv WelCon Hieh School x

Hertford
Hertfbrd County High
School

Northampton Northampton High-West x

Vance Northern Vance High x
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Composition and Activities of Assistance Teams

Backeround: For the sixth year (2002-2003) of the assistance teams, members were

r.t""t.¿ to replace team turnover. There were a total of 69 team members, down from 80

members laslyear. The teacher shortage caused a decrease in the number of applications

received.

Composition: Assistance teams were composed of practicing principals, assistant

ptt""tp"tr, .lassroom teachers and central office supervisors on leave from local

education agencies (LEAs) and retired educators.

profile: Average of 24 years of educational experience

77% Advanced Degrees

19% Work in advanced degree underway

Race Ethnicity:
13 White Males
8 African-American Males

26 White Females

22 African-American Females

Retentiot: During the 2002-03 school year, 16 team members returned to their home

,.froof systems or accepted other positions. Team members who returned to LEAS were

usually þlaceA in leadership roles where they have a positive impact on student

achievement and teacher p.rform*ce. Thirty mandated assistance team members served

five (5) high schools. The remaining 39 members provided voluntary assistance in high

priority elãmentary schools (as defined by the General Assembly). All 37 high priority

schools were offered assistance.

Major Activities in Low-Performing Schools

Low Performing Schools: As a minimum, assistance teams

o conducted an entry conferences with superintendents and principal or interim

school leader at assigned school.

r conducted a needs assessment to identify school strengths and areas needing

improvement.
o evaluated certified personnel, including principals'

o developed recommendations for improvement based on results of needs

assessment.
o revised the to School Improvement Plan, as needed'

o developed and implement strategies, time lines and persons responsible for

implementation of improvement strategies.

o assisted the school in implementing the revised School Improvement Plan.

o monitored and assessed progress frequently.
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prepared a formal needs assessment report, submitted monthly progress reports
and developed an annual report summarizing accomplishments and continuing
needs.

Continuallv Low-Performine Schools (CLPs) - Level I: In addition to the services above,
assistance teams provided the additional services to CLPs:

. collaboratively developed a budget plan for the use of the additional funds allotted
to CLPs. Collaborating group includes assistance team members, school
improvement team members and central office staff members).

o monitored the implementation of the budget plan after its approval.
o met quarterly with the collaborative group (central office staff, school

improvement team, school administrative team and assistance team) to trouble
shoot, problem solve, and share concerns and successes.

o made recommendations for continuing progress and growth during the next
school year (2003 -2004).

Continually Low-Performine Schools ICLPs) - Level II: Schools that are continually
low performing for the second year receive additional services and sanctions as described
below.

continued strategies adopted by the State Board of Education for Continually
Low-Performing Schools- Level I.
provided additional strategies for Level II as outlined below:

,/ conducted External Review Committee on-site visits,
,/ offered public school transfer option through a letter of notification to

parents, and
/ reviewed district budget with special emphasis on local expenditures.

made recommendations for the next school year (2003-2004).
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Mandated Assistance for 2002-2003
Assistance Team Assignments

9 - 12 Schools
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LEA School Team Leader
Team

Reviewers

Division of
School

Improvement

Halifax
Southeast High
School Brock Ridge

Donyea Daniels
Michele Halley
MarylinNewkirk
Brenda Parsons

Betfy Jo Rogers
Jennifer Smith

Marilyn Palmer,
Section Chief
and Liaison

Hertford
Hertford County
High School Sheneel Branch

Jeraldine Brooks
Allen Conway
Ana Cuomo
Melinda Hanis
Earnestine McNeil
Karen Rodman

Debora Sydnor,
Section Chief

Gary Miller, Liaison
& Math support

Northampton

Northampton
High-West
School Doyle Brinson

Shirley Allen
Richard Caldwell
Lisa Jefferys
Kathy Lewis
Linda Phillips

Marilyn Palmer,
Section Chief

Carol White, Liaison

Vance
Northern Vance
Hieh School Linda Mabe

Judy Craver
Martha Mcleod
Kim Shropshire
Joel Simpson
Jane Teague
Betty Jo Slozak

Charlotte
Hughes, Section
Chief
Gladys Logan,
Liaison

Weldon City
lVeldon High
School Charles Johnson

Sally Arthur
Carolyn Cooper
Robert Kepner
Joyce Williams
Linda Wooten

Marilyn Palmer,
Section Chief
and Liaison
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September 23 -27,2002

September 30 - June 30, 2003

October 2002

November-Dec.2002

December 13,2002

December 5,2002

February 2003

March 14,2003

Mid-May 2003

Team Activities

Teams conducted entry conferences with
superintendents, principals and school staffs.

Team members are sharing information to build a
greater understanding of the ABCs and the specific
responsibilities of the team, working with assigned
schools to conduct a needs assessment which
includes observation of all certified personnel,
continuing to build trust and integrate the staff into
their efforts and providing professional
development (demonstration lessons, team teaching,
workshops and training sessions, "walkthrough
visits," building parental involvement and effective
use of instructional time.

Progress Reports and Debriefïng

Regional meetings scheduled with team members and with
collaborative groups to debriet problem-solve, share
experiences and provide information.

Regional meetings scheduled with collaborative groups to
debrief, problem-solve, share experiences and provide
information

First full{eam sharing session with the Division of School
lmprovement staff

Needs Assessment Report submitted to Director of School
Improvement

Regional meetings scheduled with collaborative groups to
debrief, problem-solve, share experiences and provide
information

Second full-team sharing session with School Improvement
Division staff

Regional meetings scheduled with collaborative groups to
debrief, problem-solve, share experiences and provide
information

Third full+eam sharing session with School Improvement
Division staff

June 13,2003
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Visitations

September 2002-Iune2003 Team liaisons and section chiefs visited with teas as often
as necessary. Team leaders stayed in contact with Agency
personnel through phone conversations, faxed messages

and e-mail almost daily.

September 2002-June2003 Director of the Division of School Improvement held team

leaders' meetings on a bimonthly basis. Sharing days for
all members were held on a quarterly basis.

September 2002 -June 2003 Director and assistant director made periodic visits
throughout the year.
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Summary Remarks

The teams were received extremely well during 2002-03. Team members were focused
and task oriented. In their full-team meetings and regional meetings, they shared
experiences and concerns with members of the School Improvement Division. They
received ongoing support and guidance from the School lmprovement staff. The 2002-03
school year was a unique year for the assistance teams as only high schools (5) were
designated as low-performing and assigned an assistance team. Team members with K-8
expertise provided assistance to high priority elementary schools. The teams also entered
their assigned schools 1% months later than usual because of the late release of the ABCs
results. Therefore, service time preceding the next testing period was somewhat reduced
in high schools having the block schedule. For the first time, the teams were serving a

continually low perþrming school - Level l/. This group was composed of schools that
had received assistance in the past and were low performing three consecutive years out
of the last four years or had been low-performing three out of the recent four years.
Despite these hindrances, g!! schools receiving assistance from assistance teams met
or exceeded their growth expectations.

Performance Record of Schools Assigned State Mandated Assistance
Teams

During the past six years of service provided by the State Assistance Teams, eleven
schools have required more than one year of having a team to overcome low-performing
status.

Schools Eligible for Voluntary Assistance - 2002 - 2003

Voluntary assistance was provided to the high priority elementary schools and Title I
Schools in school improvement that accepted the services. High priority schools were
first identified in 1999-2000 and are schools with 80% or more of their students on free
or reduced lunch rates and 55Yo or less performing on grade level.
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School Year
Exemplary

Growth
Expected
Growth

No
Recognition

Low-
Performing

Total Schools
Served

t997-98 l3 I I 0 l5
1998-99 7 2 0 2 11

1999-00 5 0 0 ) 7

2000-01 5 4 3 ) t4
2001-02 Hieh erowth - 2 7 4 13

2001-02 I 4 0 0 5

2002-03 Hieh Growth - l0 6 0 0 t6



High Priority Schools

Title I Schools In School Improvement

*services were discontinued in February 2003.

September 12,2002

September 18,2002

September 20,2002

September 2002

Activities

Superintendents and principals notified that high priority
elementary schools are eligible to receive voluntary
assistance

Response to the offer of voluntary assistance received

Orientation session conducted

Voluntary services began

September 2002 -J:ur;re 2003 Ongoing assistance and support provided to schools
accepting assistance.

3/
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LEA Grade Span
Performance
Com¡osite

2001-02

Performance
Composite

2002-03
1 Anson Wadesboro Primary K-3 45.2 61.3

2. Bertie Windsor Elementary K-5 55.7 77.2

3 Cumberland Pauline Jones Elementary PK-5 53.5 68.3

4. Cumberland Teresa Berrien Elementary PK-5 55.2 66.2

5 Forsyth Cook Elementary PK-5 44.7 67.9

6. Forsyth Forest Park Elementary PK-5 s4.9 64.3

^:l¡l\Jullloru n-i--i^--. nl^-^-¿^-,
-calt vrcw rilcl¡lçlrlalr y ]Dt¿ <

l l\-J
<Á a
Ji,L

1a<

8 Hertford Riverview Elementary PK-5 s6.7 73.3

9 Northampton Rich Square-Creecy PK-5 67.5 73.8

10 Robeson West Lumberton Elementary PK-4 84.0 86.1

LEA School Grade Span
Performance

Composite
2001-02

Performance
Composite

2002-03

I Halifax Northwest Halifax High 9-12 40.9 *

2 Wayne Goldsboro High School 9-12 4s.l 52.8



Support and Visitation

September 2002-Jvne 2003 Assistance team members, school improvement
consultants and section chiefs received ongoing
support and guidance from section chieß, the
assistant director and director of School
Improvement.

Summary Remarks

Voluntary assistance went wc{I. The Division of School Improvement served high
priority elementary schools, Title I Schools in school improvement and Title I Schools on
Watch with the assistance of education consultants in the School improvement Division.
As time permitted and staff were available, other schools were assisted as requested. In
some cases, school principals thought that n'voluntary" meant they could decide if they
wanted to implement services recoÍrmended by the team. Through conferences with
these principal and explanations to school improvement teams, the understanding of
"voluntary" was clarified. The term 'ovoluntary" simply means it was the choice of the
school as to whether or not they accepted services. Once the school opted to receive
services, the operations of the team were the same as in mandated assistance, with the
exception of teacher evaluations. Teams in voluntary assistance did not do formal
teacher evaluations but conducted "walk throughs" and informal observations to
determine how to best assist individual teachers and the school as a whole. Feedback on
informal observations was provided to the teachers and to the principal.
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ABCs Assistance Team Training

Topics and Subtopics: The team members work with local, state, national and

international educational trainers and leaders.

1. The ABCs Plan
o Context Setting and Training Goals
. Local Participation, Local Flexibility, and School-Based Accountability
o Improving Low Performing Schools
o Issues, Questions and Concems

2. Building a High-Performance Team
o What Comprises a Team
o High performance Teams
o Roles/Responsibilities of Assistance Teams

o V/orking as a Team
o Team Mission and Code of Conduct
o Issues, Questions and Concerns

3. Effective Schools
o How the Correlates Inform and Assist the Team's V/ork
. Excellence Without Excuses

o Using Effective School Correlates as a Way to Structure lntervention

o Case Studies of Effective Schools in High Poverty Areas

o Issues, Questions, and Concerns

4. School Improvement Plans

o Components of Plans
o Development of Plans (Process)

o Developing Plans for Elementary and Middle Schools

o Implementing School Improvement Plans

5. Effective Curriculum and Instruction Programming
o The Non-Negotiable: The Standard Course of Study

. Aligning the Cuniculum in Reading
o Aligning the Curriculum in Writing
. Reading/Writing Across the Curriculum
o Teaching Mathematics in Elementary, Middle and High Schools

o Teaching Reading and Writing in Elementary and Middle Schools

o Teaching English in High School
o Coaching, Mentoring and Conferencing
o Service Models
o Manâging Classrooms
o Recognizing and Respecting Cultural Differences
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6. Team-School Relations and Home-School Relations
o Teams Entering Schools
o Teams V/orking with Schools: Case Study
r Strategies for lnvolving ParentslFamilies
o Facilitating Positive Home-School Relations

7. Personnel Evaluations
o Purpose and Use of the Principals Revised Evaluation Program
o Purpose and Use of the Teacher Performance Appraisal lnstrument (TPAD
o TPAI Use (24 hours of training)
o Evaluating Support Personnel
o Evaluating the Media Center Collection

8. Needs Assessment
o Overview of Needs Assessment
. Conducting a Needs Assessment
o Interpreting, Using and Reporting Data

9. Student Supports and Staff Development
o Student Support Activities
o Student Support Programming
. School Improvement Plans and Staff Development: Matching Needs
o Planning and Implementation

10. Building Teams
o Team Relationships
o Team Relationships with Schools
o Team'Work: Case Studies
o Team Presentations

11. Communicating with the School Community
o Reporting Results to the Local Board and Communities
o Group Case Study Presentation

40
Report to the Joint Legislative Educution Oversight Committee on the Implementation of the ABCs
State Board of Education . .Department of Public Instruction
Accountability Services Division . .Accountability and Techaology Services



Additional Topics Addressed in Trainine Durine July: Presenters were members of the

DPI staff and staff from other organizations.

o Student Accountability Standards

o ABCs Law/
e Critical Issues for Team Members
o Conducting Entry Conferences
o Conducting a Needs Assessment
o Mediation and Facilitation Training
o Instructional Profile
o Science Update K-12
o ESL Issues
o CRISS Training
o True Colors
o Team Leader Responsibilities
o English Language Arts UpdateK'IZ
o TPAI-Revised

o Language Acquisition/ESl Strategies
o Team Responsibility
. High Expectations
o Review of Skill Packets
. WorkshopFacilitation
o K- 2 Assessment
o TestingUpdate/Issues
o Teams in Action
o Exceptional Children's Issues
o Principal Performance Appraisal
o PPA System Revised
o Evaluation of Team Members
o Affirming Diversity
o Mentoring
r Blending Educational Strategies and

Educational Technology
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III. Response to Excellent Schools Act Requirements
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Response to Excellent Schools Act Requirements
Certified Staff Testing Under the Excellent Schools Act

Senate Bill 1126, ratified in May 1998, amended the teacher competency testing
provisions of the Excellent Schools Act to ensure that only teachers were tested whose

unsatisfactory performance was judged in whole or part due to lack of general

knowledge. While no teachers were identified for testing at the end of the 1997-98

school year under this provision, the State Board of Education approved the use of the

Florida College Level Academic Skills Test (CLAST) to assess the general knowledge of
certified staff subject to testing. In the Summer of 1998, standard-setting procedures

were conducted, and in the Fall of 1998 the State Board of Education set o'passing" scores

for the reading and writing portions of this test.

For 2002-03, there were no teachers recommended by the assistance teams or by
principals in low-performing schools that were not served by assistance teams to
take the General Knowtedge Test. A variety of resources were made available to assist

teachers in low-performing schools. The State Board of Education allocated funds

appropriated by the General Assembly to continually low-performing schools and high
priority schools. These funds were in addition to support provided by the assistance

teams. The UNC Center for School Leadership Development agreed to provide

remediation assistance requested for teachers in low-performing schools as the need

arose. The low-performing schools were also served by assistance teams.

Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) Grants provided financial

support to about 100 schools in the State.

The State Board of Education approved contracts with seven vendors (colleges,

universities, public schools, SERVE, and the Principals' Executive Program) to develop

evaluation instruments aligned with the new standards for professional educators adopted

in May 1998. The instruments were piloted in 1999-2000 and were available for use by
school systems beginning with the 2000-2001 school year. While the focus of the

individual instruments vary, each included means of rating teaching performance. ln the

fall of 200L-2002, all systems were required to implement the new evaluation

instruments(s) they adopted.
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ry. ABCs Recognition and Schedule of Recognltion Activities
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ABCs Recognition

Top schools around the State receive special recognition as part of the ABCs of Public

Education. There are three levels of recognition in the student growth area and two levels

of recognition for student performance. Because of the significant number of schools

exceeding growth and reaching School of Distinction or School of Excellence status,

recognitión events will be conducted at the LEA level, unless an LEA has an unusual

circumstance and requests an individual school visit. All K-12 schools that make

significant growth are deemed high growth and receive a certificate of achievement.

Cãrtinea employees in these schools also receive an incentive bonus. All K-12 schools

meeting 100% of their student growth/gains standard are considered as having met

expected growth/gain and receive a certificate.

For student performance, a School of Excellence is the designation for those schools

where at least 90% of the students tested performed at or above grade level and the

school made expected growth/gains (as a minimum). These schools will receive a banner

to hang in the school and a certificate of achievement. Schools in which 80.0-89.9

percefof student scored at or above grade level are designated as Schools of Distinction.

They receive a certificate and a plaque.

In November, December and January, the Chairman of the State Board of Education

and/or the State Superintendent, Senior Leadership, or a State Board member will visit

the designated schoãh/LEAs to present recognition banners. Teachers, parents, students,

administrators and community leaders proudly participate in these local celebrations.
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Number and Percent of Public Schools in North Carolina
Receiving Awards and Recognition, 1997-20031

r996-972
K-8

1997-983 1998-994
K-8/HS

1999-00
K-8/HS

2000-01
K-8/HS

2001-02
K-8/HS

2002-03
K-8/HSK-8 HS

Category
Schools of Excellence
Schools of Distinctions
Schools Making High Growth6
Schools Making Expected
Growth
Schools Not Making Expected
GrowthT

Low-Performing Schools
Made Expected or High Growth

395 24.2 308 17.9 83 19.8 456 23.0 24.6 769 3s.6 863 39.3 476 2t.4

#%# %#%#%%%#%#%#%
l2

158

531

706
t23
926

0.7
9.7

32.5

43.3

7.5
56.7

24
289

tr37

2.5
20.6
58.2

18.7
0.7

81.2

73

509
956

520

3.5
24.1

4s.2

t7t
640
521

7.9
29.7
24.1

300
647
779

13.7

29.5
35.5

473
886

1618

21.3

39.9
72.9

1.4 0
16.8 I
66.0 26s

0.0 50
0.2 408

63.2 l1s6

276
15

r445

16.0
0.9

83.9

65
15

348

15.5
3.6

83.1

371
13

t6t2

639
44

t476

30.2
2.r

69.8

865
31

r290

40.1
1.4

59.7

552
19

1642

25.2
0.9

74.8

t27
6

2094

5.7
0.3

94.3

Total ABCs Schoolss r632 1722 419 1985 2tt5 2158 2194 2221

1999,
October5,2000, November 1,2001, October 3,2002, and September 10,2003, respectively.

2The first year of implementation of the ABCs was in 1996-97; only K-8 schools were included in the model.

duplication in these counts.)
aThe comprehensive AEICs model has been applied since 1998-99; there is no duplication in these counts.
sBeginning in2002, Schools of Distinction were required to make at least expected growth for the first time.
6High Growth was referred to as Exemplary Growth prior to 2002.
lSchools Not Making Expected Growth was included in two categories prior to 2002: Schools Receiving No Recognition and Low Performing Schools.
sTotal ABCs Schools is the total number of schools participating in the ABCs for a given year; this total does not reflect the sum of the column; Schools of Excellence, Schools
of Distinction, arñ Low-Performing Schools are not exclusive categories and may include schools that appear in other categories.
Cautíon: Comparisons across years should be made with the abovefootnotes in mind.
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LEA Codes

Refer to the chart below to locate school systems referenced by code when reading the lists of 2002-2003 Most Improved Schools

Growrh and Pedormance Results 1998-2003 and 2002-2003 Schools of Excellence, Growth and Perþrmance Results.

47

010 Alamance-Burlington 240 Columbus 480 Hvde 760 Randoloh

020 Alexander 241 Whiteville City 490 Iredell-Statesville 761 Asheboro CiW

030 Alleehany 250 Craven 49t Mooresville Cify 770 Richmond

040 Anson 260 Cumberland 500 Jackson 780 Robeson

050 Ashe 270 Cunituck sl0 Johnston 790 Rockinsham

060 Avery 280 Dare 520 Jones 800 Rowan-Salisbury

070 Beaufort 290 Davidson 530 Lee 810 Rutherford

080 Bertie 291 Lexinston CiW 540 Lenoir 820 SamÞson

090 Bladen 292 Thomasville City 550 Lincoln 830 Scotland

r00 Brunswick 300 Davie 560 Macon 840 Stanly

lr0 Buncombe 310 Duplin 570 Madison 850 Stokes

lil Asheville City 320 Durham 580 Martin 860 Surrv

t20 Burke 330 Edgecombe 590 McDowell 861 Elkin CiW

130 Cabanus 340 Winston-SalemÆorsvth 600 Mecklenbure 862 Mount Airv Citv

132 Kannapolis City 350 Franklin 6r0 Mitchell 870 Swain

140 Caldwell 360 Gaston 620 Montgomery 880 Transvlvania

150 Camden 370 Gates 630 Moore 890 Tynell

160 Carteret 380 Graham 640 Nash-Rockv Mount 900 Union

170 Caswell 390 Granville 650 New Hanover 910 Vance

180 Catawba 400 Greene 660 Northampton 920 Wake

18r Hickory City 410 Guilford 670 Onslow 930 Warren

182 Newton Conover City 420 Halifax 680 Orange 940 Washinston

r90 Chatham 421 Roanoke Rapids Citv 690 Pamlico 950 Watausa

200 Cherokee 422 Weldon City

700 Elizabeth City/

Pasquotank 960 Wayne

2t0 Edenton-Chowan 430 Hamett 7t0 Pender 970 Wilkes

220 Clav 440 Haywood 720 Perquimans 980 Vy'ilson

230 Cleveland 450 Henderson 730 Person 990 Yadkin

231 Kines Mountain CitY 460 Hertford 740 Pitt 995 Yancev

232 Shelby City 470 Hoke 750 Polk 679 Camp Leieune ßederal)

209 Cherokee Central (Federal)

269 Fort Brass 0ederal)
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2OO2-2OO3 Most lq)roved Schools
Growth and Perfornance 1998-99 tbrough 2OO2-O3

1998-99 1999-00 2000-01
Span sÈaÈu6 PC St,atua PC Staeua Pc St'atr¡6 PC Statua PC

School
Code

020
040
090
1r_0
t20
1-6A

1_80

20A
23L
23't
32H
330
330
34D
34E
360
360
360
420
54A
550
s60
560
570
620
66A
770
770
780
780
780
780
78A
820
830
838

308
308
352
388
356
000
3L2
000
304
316
000
328
3s8
000
000
308
484
520
348
000
342
332
332
3 1-6

316
000
3 1_8

366
325
328
344
356
000
349
345
000

49 .7
57 .3
38.6
3.30
52 .4
44 _2

45. 1

84. 3

55.1
73 .4
73.6
73.6
80.6
43.6

83.
72.
58.
81.
78.
4L.
69.
57.
80.
91,.
31.
50.
57.
44.
20.
60.
48.
39.
77.
54.
77-

92.
75-

87.
86.
53.
67.
7L.
85.
91-.
72.
56.
66.
39.
76.
89.
96.
qt

Na¡ne

ELLENDÀLE ELEM
ANSONVILLE ELEM
PLÀIN VÏET/Ù PRI
PISGAH ELEM
MOI,NTATN VTEVìT EL
CAPE LOOKOUT HS
BANOAK ELEM
THE LEARNING CÎ
BETHV'¡ARE ELEM
EAST ELEM
RESEARCH TRI CH
N EDGECOMBE MAG

TARBORO HS
WOODSON SCH
EÀST WINSÎON PR
ARLINGTON ELEM
RHYNE ELEM
WOOÐHILL ELEM
PTTTMAN ELEI4
CHILDRHV'S ÀCAD
NORTH BROOK Et
NANTÀI{ÄTJÀ SCH
NANTAITALA, SCH

LAIJREL ELEM
EÀST MONTGOMERY

GASTON COLLEGE
FAIRVIEIiü HEIGHTS
ROHÄNEN PRI
FAIRMONT HS
GREEN GROVE EL
MAGNOLI.A ELEM
OXENDINE ELEM
CIS ACAD
LÀKEI'üOOD HS
SCOTLAND ACCEL
LÀI'RINBURG HOM

Grade

0K-5
PK_6
PK-5
0K-5
PK-5
9 -L2
0K-6
0K-5
PK-4
0K-4
0K-7
9 -L2
9 -L2
0K-t2
0K-4
PK-5
PK-5
PK-5
PK-5
0K-6
0K-5
OI(-L2
0K-12
0K-5
9 -L2
5-6
0K-3
PK-3
9 -L2
PK-3
PK-8
PK_6
6-8
9 -L2
PK-3
I -12

E)sn Dst
E:'(In
Esn MI
Ersn
NR

Hgh
Hgh
Hgh
Erq)

Hsh
Hgh
Hsh
Hgh MT

Hgh MI

Hgh MI
Hgh
Hgh

Hgh
Exp
ExI)

ExI)
Hgh MI
Hgh MI
Hgh
Hgh MI
Hgh
Exp

Þ<p
Hgh MI

Exc Hgh
Dst Hgh
Dst Hgh
Exc Hgh
Exc Hgh
Pri Hgh
Dst Hgh
Pro Hgh
Exc Hgh
Exc Hgh
Dst Hgh
Pri Hgh
Pro Hgh
Pro Hgh
Pro Hgh
Exc Hgh
Pro Hgh
Pro Hgh
Exc Hgh
Pro Hgh
Dst Hgh
Dst Hgh
Dst Hgh
Exc Hgh
Pro Hgh
Exc Hgh
Dst Hgh
Dst Hgh
Pro Hgh
Pro Hgh
Dst Hgh
Dst Hgh
Pro Hgh
Pro Hgh
Dst Hgh
Pri Hgh

80 .8
.0
-6
-7
-6

E)sn
NR
NR
E)sn
Ersn
E)sn
NR

NR
E)sn
E)cn
LP
E)<In

E)sn
E4)
Exp
Ersn
NR
LP
E:a¡r
NR
Exm
Ðcn
E)sn
ExI)
ExI)

Ðst

Dst
MT

Dst
Exc MI

E)sn
NR

NR
E{m
Exf)
Ex!)
NR
NR
Exp
E>sn
NR
Extr)
Ersn
NR

E:fin
NR
Extr)
E)sn
NR
Ersn
NR
NR
Esn
Exp

E)õn
NR
Exp
E)cfi
NR

NR

E)sn
Ðrn

Dst

Exc
Dst

Dst
Exc

8
I
0
2
6
5

9

I
5
8
4
8

6
I
I
1_

I
a

0

9
3

9
9

1
)

I
I
6
0

2

3

0
1

87
73
6s
90
86
46
76
77
83
94
49
48
59
42

81-

59
53
79
47
83
77
77
92
50

64
51
47
72
60
68
39
60

8
2
5

0
I
0
4
t_

3

5

1
7

4
6

2
5
0

4
0
4
9
9
0

3

200L-02

Exc Hgh
NR
Pro
Dst
Dst
Pri
NR

NR
Dst
Exc
Pro
Pri
Pro
LP
Pro
Dst
Exc
Pri
NR
Pri
Exc
Pro
Pro
NR

2002-03

0
4
5
5
L
I
9
I
7
6
4
5
5

3
I
4
0
l_

6

1-

I
I
0

4
8

3

5

9
2
a

3

7

5

Mr 93.0
Mr 89.1
Mr 88.6
1"1î 92 .6
Mr 90.7
NIr. 44 -7
Mr 87.4
Mf 72.2
Mr 93"0
Mr 93.9
Mr 80-6
Mr 55.8
Mr 68.5
Mr 64.3
Mr 76.6
Mr 93 .7
Mr 79.3
l"1I 72.4
Nrf 94 .6
yll 60.2
Mr 88.0
Mr 84.5
Mr 84.5
Mr 97-8
Mr 73.5
Mr 99.6
Mr 86.9
Mr 87.0
Mr 71. 1_

Mr 79.5
Mr 86.5
l"1T 87 .4
NLl 79.2
Nrr'72.0
Mr 82.5
Nlf 52.9

E)sn 72.7
Exp 68.6
Esn 77.8
E:cn Dst MI 85.6

75
6'7

74
59

57
7t
29
50

E)<m

Esn
LP
LP
ExI)
LP
Exf)
$sn Dst MI
Ðcn
E:<n
NR
NR

E)cn Dst IVII

Ersn

79
79
69
47

Dst

Dst

Exc MI

I{T

Exc
9 Dst.
1 Pro
3 Pro
6 Pro
3 Pro
6 Pri
0 Pri
5 Pro

Pri

E)sn 67 .

E)sn Dst 89.
Ersn 37 -

E>sr 76.
NR
E:<nt

Extr)
E:sn MI

9 Exn
2 F,xp
4LP
1 E:cn
5NR
7 E:cn
OLP
2 Efir MI

60
7L
40
66
60
66
¿b
57

48-
90.
78-
78-
87.
54.
9t.
80.
78.
62-
68.
64.
58.
50.
68.

LP 33-3 LP 37.5
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V. Testing Program Redevelopment and Issues for Further
Consideration
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Testing Program Redevelopment and Issues for Further Consideration

The enactment of the No child Left Behind (NCLB) Act in 2002 caused DPI and the SBE to
develop an accountability plan that would meet the requirements of the legislation and
ultimately be approved by the US Department of Education (USED). Several aspects of that
plan are being reconsidered based on the first year's AYP results. The SBE will finalize its
recommendations in January and then DPI must seek approval from the USED.

Another issue is the decision on the part of the NC General Assembly to restructure the ABCs
incentive system to incorporate AYP status as part of the system.

Finally, with the ultimate goal of NCLB that 100% of students score proficient on state tests
by the end of the school year 2013-14, it provides challenges to the state in terms of
developing newer editions of the state tests based on revisions to the state curriculum and
whether the achievement standards (levels) should be raised during this time period.
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA
sEsslol\ 2003

SESSION LAW 2003-284
HOUSE BILL 397

AN ACT TO APPROPRIATE FLTNDS FOR CURRENT OPERATIONS AND
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FOR STATE DEPARTMENTS, INSTITUTIONS,
AND AGENCIES, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES, AND TO IMPLEMENT A
STATE BUDGET THAT ENABLES THE STATE TO PROVIDE A
SUSTAINABLE RECOVERY THROUGH STRONG EDUCATIONAL AND
ECONOMIC TOOLS.

EVALUATION OF INITIATIVES TO ASSIST HIGH-PRIORITY
SCHOOLS

a

SECTION 7.10.(c) Of funds appropriated from the General Fund to
State Aid to Local School Rdministrative Urüts, the sum of five hundred thousand
dollars 1S500.000) for fiscal vear 2003-2004 and the sum of five hundred thousand
dollars ISSOO.OOOI for fiscal- vear 2004-2005 shall be used by the State Board of
Educatiòn to'coníract with an outside orgarization to evaluãte the initiatives set
forth in this section. The evaluation shall include:

(1) An assessment of the overall impact these initiatives have had on
student achievement;

(2) An assessment of tlie effectiveness of each individual initiative
set for this section in improving student achievement;

(3) An identification of ch^,anges ln staffing. patterns, instructional
methods, staff development, and parental involvement as a result
of these initiatives;

(4) An accounting oi how funds and personnel ,resources made
available for ihese schools were utìlized and the impact of
varying patterns of utilization on changes in student
achievement;

(5) An assessmênt of the impact of_ bonuses for mathematics,
science. and special educatïon teachers on (i) the retention of
these téachers- in the targeted schools, (ii) the recruitment of
teachers in these specialties into targeted schools, (iiÐ the
recruitment of teachèrs certified in these_disciplines, and (iv)
student achievement in schools at which these teachers receive
these bonuses; and

(6) RecommendaÍions for the continuance and improvement of these
initiatives.

The State Board of Education shall make a report to the Joint
Legislative Education Oversight Committee regarding_the results of this
Ñãtuaiio" by Dècember I of eaõh year. The State Bóard of Education shall submit
its réCommeidations for changes t<i these initiatives to the Committee at anytime.
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Metis Associates' First Annual Evaluation Report of the High Priority Schools lnitiative
North Carolina Department of Public lnstruction (NCDPI)

ExEculve Sutrlttr¡¡nv

INTRoDUCTION

Aiming to provide the state's highest priority elementary schools with immediate assistance, in
2001 the Noith Carolina General Assembly passed legislation that appropriated supplementary
funds for the state's lowest performing elementary schools. The set of high priority schools
targeted for this assistance were those in which over 80% of students qualified for free- or
reduced-price lunches, and no more than 55% of the students performed at or above grade
level during the 1999-2000 school year. Across the state, 36 elementary schools were identified
as High Priority (HP) schools. The HP schools legislation specified that funds be used to:

Reduce class size in kindergarten to grade three so that there is a 15:1 student-teacher
ratio;
Pay teachers in 2001-2002 (Year 1) who elect to extend their contract by five days for
staff development and to extend all teacher contracts at these schools in 20Q2-2003
(Year 2) by 10 days including five additional days of instruction; and
Provide one additional instructional support position at each priority school

This same legislation also authorized the North Carolina Department of Public lnstruction
(NCDPI) to contract with an outside organization to evaluate the High Priority Schools lnitiative.
After issuing a request for proposals (RFP), Metis Associates, lnc. was selected in December
2002 to conduct an evaluatíon of the impact of the HP initiatives on improving student
achievement. This summarizes the results included in Metis'full Evaluation Report.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE H¡GH.PRIORTV INTNNVES

The following listing identifies the key aspects of the implementation of the HP lnitiative

Class Size Reductions in Grades K-3 were accomolished throuqh a varietv of r

o Scheduling Changes (e.9., Team Teaching)
. Strategies used to create additional classroom space (e.9., Use of mobile units/portable

classrooms)

Teacher Contract Extension for Professional Develooment resulted in

o Lessons that incorporate the NC Standard Course of Study
. Small group instruction
. Classroom management techniques
¡ Cooperative learning
. Technology as a learning tool
¡ Differentiated instruction
. lndividualizedinstruction

t ln Year 1, 18 schools requested and were granted a waiver. ln Year 2, one school requesled and was
granted a waiver.
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Extended School Year for Students

' Of those schools that implemented the extended school year initiative, about half added
the days during the school year on weekends or school breaks and half providing
additional instructional days to extend the school year.

' Regardless of how it was being implemented, the content was described mosily as an
extension of the regular school year instruction.

Additional lnstructional Supoort positions

. K-3 classroom teacher
¡ Curriculumspecialist
¡ Literacy or reading specialist
¡ Student support staff
o Resource teacher
. Staff developer

PReuu¡T.¡¡RY FINDINGS .

lmpact of the HP_lnitiatives on Student Achievement

' By the end of Year 2, all 35 HP schools were successful in realizing ABCs growth
expectations.

¡ The HP schools showed significantly greater numbers of students than the comparison
schools that attained consistent mastery of grade level content (at or above tev'et ttt¡ in
both reading and math from baseline to year 2.o Studenls who remained in HP schools over several years realized statistically significant
mean gains in reading and math.

Effectiveness of the lndividual Hp lnitiatives on student Achievement

r Across grades, students at the HP non-waiver and waiver schools significan¡y
outperformed their peers at the comparison schools in reading in spring 2003

' ln spring 2003, students'average math performance at the HP non-waiver schools was
similar to that of students at the comparison schools.

Kev stakeholders' Perceotions of Achievement Gains or other outcomes

Changes attributed to the reduced class size inltiative:
o lncreased use of small group instruction
o lncreased time spent on instruction
o Greater incidence of individualized student instruction
o lmproved student achievement
r lmproved classroom discipline
o lmproved teacher scheduling

With respect to contract extension professional development, staff believed their
teaching skills have improved the most as to:
r using technology to support learning

a

a
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o Strategies with manipulatives
o Small group instruction
o Lessons based on the Standard Course of Study
Staff reported far less imorovement in
r Teaching ELL students and students with disabilities
o Strategies for increasing parental involvement
The extended school year for students is contributing to low morale among teachers
and students and is not believed to be achieving its intended benefits for students.
District-level respondents believed that it was too early to determine the impact of the
HP initiatives on student academic performance.
o Districþlevel respondents also mentioned two primary negative effects of the

initiative - increased pressure on HP-designated schools and the stigma or
embarrassment that exists for schools with the HP designation.

Use or AtLocereo Fu¡.ros Rr{o PeRso¡,lNel- ResouRces ev rHe HP ScHoots

Preliminary findings of an analysis of financial data show a significant correlation
between the increase in dollars and the increase in test scores.
There was a great deal of variation in how HP funds were allocated to support HP
initiatives among different districts.
It was found that HP schools and districts were using different types of funding, aside
from HP funds, to support HP initiatives.
Because dollars were not fully allocated to all the schools in the HP lnitiative until the
second year, it is ditficult to draw conclusions in the first year of the initiative.

The lmoact of the HP lnitiatives on Other Outcomes

a

a

a

a

a

a

a lnstructional Changes
o Most of the HP districts had implemented reduced class size efforts aside from those

efforts associated with the HP Schools lnitiative.
I A number of additional school-wide initiatives have been implemented in an effort to

improve the academic performance of students at HP schools.
Staffing Patterns
o Clearly, the most significant impact the HP lnitiative has had on staffing patterns at

the 35 schools is related to the loss of the teaching assistant positions.
Parent lnvolvement
r While the initial intent of the HP legislation was to increase parental involvement

through the added instructional support position, this aspect was clearly not realized
at the school level.

o None of the schools used the HP allocation to support a staff person whose main
responsibilities were to conduct parent outreach and education (such as a parent
advocate or parent coordinator), though several schools hired student support staff
such as guidance counselors or social workers.

lmplementation lssues/Challenges
o Some district-level staff as well as staff at the HP schools believed that sufficient

resources were not provided by the state to support the HP initiative.
o Many cited a number of unexpected costs that districts and/or schools had incurred

because of the HP Schools lnitiative.

a

a
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o lt was also learned that HP schools are having difficulty recruiting and maintaining
experienced and qualified teachers.

o ln addition, some district respondents expressed dissatisfaction with DPI in terms of
its communication to the district regarding the Hp lnitiative.

o At the school level, confusion existed at mäny schools regarding what HP funds were
available to them to assist with implementation of the four legislative initiatives.

There is a need for increased communication between DPl, the participating school
districts, and the HP schools regarding the expectations and requirements of [he Hp
Schools lnitiative. We note that, as of August of 2003, DPI has already started to
convene regular meetings with HP staff regarding these expectations and
requirements.
It is suggested that some flexibility with implementation be established. There are
particular issues that should be addressed for HP schools where the average class
size was at or below the 1:15 student to teacher ratio before the HP Schools lnitiative
began. ln these schools, since the additional teacher allocations were not
needed/warranted, the difficulties associated with the loss of the teaching assistants
were more pronounced.
Stakeholders at the district and school level reported unanticipated financial burdens
(e.9., ancillary costs such additional instructional supplies, portable classrooms,
custodial services for additional days), shortages of experienced teachers, scarcity of
facilities/space, and loss of teaching assistants.
There is some concern from both district- and school-level staff about the stigma
associated with being an HP school and that none of the schools received recognition
for improvements made since the HP designation in 1999-2000. At the same time,
stakeholders were apprehensive that state funding for reduced class size and
professional development, in particular, would not be continued if an HP school
showed improvements in student achievement. Perhaps the state could develop a
strategy for rewarding HP schools that achieve marked improvements, while
continuing to provide the HP funding and support.
Recognizing that reduced class size may not boost achievement unless teachers are
appropriately trained, the North Carolina legislation required that HP schools provide
five days of staff development. To strengthen this initiative, the state should provide
research-based suggestions or guidance to the districts and the HP schools
regarding the scope and content for this professional development.
The intent of the HP legislation was to improve parental invotvement through
funding a parent coordinator'or parent advocate-type position at each HP school.
However, the evaluation showed that the legislation did not explicitly state how these
positions were to be used, and that districts and HP schools were not aware of the
objective to provide the additional instructional support staff position. The state should
fully inform the districts and the HP schools about this provision, so that they view the
additional position as a viable mechanism that could facilitate positive effec[s on parent
involvement.
While the current evaluation study began to explore the combinations of variables (i.e.,
conditions) that were associated with academic achievement within the HP schools,
the results were relatively inconclusive. lt is simply too early in the life of the initiative
to expect unambiguous findings. As the initiative moves through its subsequent
phases of implementation, longitudinal data should be maintained on the cohorts of
students who are touched by the initiative, and that additional statisticaltechniques
should be used to help define best practice.

a

a

a

a

a

a
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Metis Associates' Evaluation of the High Priority Schools lnitiative, North Garolina
Department of Public lnstruction (NCDPI)

FIHII- EvIIUNTION REPORT

I. INTRODUCT]ON

Aiming to provide the state's highest priority elementary schools with immediate
assistance, in 2001 the North Carolina GeneralAssembly passed legislation that appropriated
supplementary funds for the state's lowest performing elementary schools. Approximately
$10.8 million for the 2001-2002 fiscal year and $12.2 million for the 20O2-2OO3 fiscal year were
to be used to provide these schools with tools needed to substantially improve student
achievement, creating the High Priority Schools lnitiative. The set of high priority schools
targeted for this assistance were defined as those in which over 80% of students qualified for
free- or reduced-price lunches, and no more than 55o/o of the students performed at or above
grade level during the 1999-2000 school year. Across the state, 36 elementary schools were
identified as High Priority (HP) schools.

The HP schools legislation specified that funds be used to:

Reduce class size in kindergarten to grade three so that there is a 15:1 student-
teacher ratio
Pay teachers in 2001-2002 (Year 1) who elect to extend their contract by five days
for staff development and to extend all teacher contracts at these schools in 2A02-
2003 (Year 2) by 10 days including five additional days of instruction
Provide one additional instructional support position at each priority school

lmportantly, the legislation did not allow funds for teacher assistants to be allotted to
these schools. Rather, the schooldistricts'teacher assistant allotments were to be reduced
based on average daily membership (ADM) for each of the HP schools. ln place of the teacher
assistant allotments, additionalteaching positions were to be allocated to each HP schoolso
that all classrooms at the targeted grade levels reached an allotment ratio of 1:15.

Given the late approval of the legislation in 2OO1-2O02, a waiver clause was included
that allowed districts to "opt-out" of implementing the HP initiatives for Year 1. Among the 36
HP schools, 17 applied to NCDPI for a waiver. W¡th allwaivers being approved by NCDPI,
those schools' allotments were reversed-withdrawing the additionalteaching position allotments
and reinstating the teaching assistant position allotments. ln Year 2, despite not being afforded
waiver status again, one elementary school opted not to accept the HP resources and did not
implement any of the HP initiatives. Thus, the total pool of HP schools was reduced to 35
elementary schools, representing 15 schooldistricts across the state.

This same legislation also authorized the North Carolina Department of Public
lnstruction (NCDPI) to contract with an outside organization to evaluate the High Priority
Schools lnitiative. NCDPT issued a request for proposals (RFP) in December 2O0l soliciting
proposals from contractors who were interested in performing the work. A proposal team within
NCDPI, together with State Board of Education staff with particular experience with low-
performing schools and/or educational policy evaluation and research, were responsible for
evaluating proposals submitted by interested contractors. ln December 2002, Metis Associates,

a

a

a
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lnc' was selected to conduct an evaluation of the impact of the Hp initiatives on improvingstudent achievement' More specifically, the.evaluation routni to study tne implembntation andeffectiveness of the preceding legislatiüe initiatives. tn accoîãance with the legislation, themajor areas of focus for the evaluation were as follows:

1. The overall impact of the Hp initiatives on student achievement.

2' The effectiveness of each individual HP initiative on student achievement.

3' The changes that occurred in HP schools with respect to staffing pattems,
instructional methods, staff development, anc paiåntal involvement as a result ofimplementing the Hp initiatives.

4' An accounting of how funds and personnel resources made available to the Hpschools were utilized and the impact of varying patterns of utilization on changes instudent achievement.

5' Recommendations for the continuance and improvement of these initiatives.

ll. REpoRT SrnucruRe

This report is organized into eight sections. Section lll presents an overview of the bodyof literature on reduced class size impl-ementation, noiiÁl several areas that were relevant tothis evaluation. section lV provides a brief summary ãr ir'tã 
"ualuation 

design that was used,including the different data collection methods. ttexi, sectìon V summarizes the levelofimplementation of the HP initiatives and discusses ¡mplÀmeniat¡on challeng;;, ;á section vlpresents findings organized by the evaluation areas mentioned above. p¡näü, s"it¡on, vll andvlll offer conclusions of the várious evaluation results and recommendations, respectively.

III. CoNTEXT - Wx¡r THE REsEARcn S¡vs

Due to a variety of methodological and conceptualflaws, early research on reducedclass size (RcS) offered little informaion about ¡ts cnãileìges and benefits (Achi¡es, 19g7).This changed, however, with a landmark evaluation conduîted in the 1ggos on Tennessee,sreduced class size initiative (Murphy & Rosenberg, lsge). 
-inown 

as the sTAR (StudentÏeacher Achievement Ratio) study, this researchlielded valuable information 
"u*t the impactsof reduced class size and spawned other large-s"ä1", rigoróus evaluations of reduced class sizeinitiatives, as well as a number of smaller stu-oies le.ó , Ãcn¡¡iãs; cromwelt, 1g9g; Harvey, 1gg3;Malloy & Gillman, ig8g; Nye, lggs;word, ¡onnstòn,'da¡n, Èulton, Boyd-Zaharias, LinE,Achilles, Folger, & Breda, 1990)' since the srAR eüaluåiion, a growing body of literature isemerging on the effects of RCS on a variety of education-i"iãt"o outcoñres, incruàìng impactson both students and teachers. The findings of research to ããte are discussed in the"outcomes Associated with Reduced clasõ s¡ze" sããi¡ðn u"r*.

- Un9eniably, a.number of challenges are associated with implementing RCS initiatives.For example, research and experience sì.rggest that schools embracing RcS"otten tacedifüculties associated with a.shortage orquãtiRed teachers. ln fact, ,nã"r-qu"ìinãã teacrrerswithout proper teaching credentials ano/oi limiteo teacnin! eiperience must often be hired tomeet staffing needs. As a result, time, money, and other iesources must be dedicated to
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ensuring that staff are provided with the training and support necessary to deliver high quality

classroom instruction (Achilles, 1997; Cromwell, 1998).

Yet another challenge associated with RCS is the need to find appropriate classroom
space without displacing other valuable educational programs (Achilles, 1997). Often, schools
acquire needed space through the addition of portables-mobile units that may be used to
house classrooms outside the main school facility. ln addition to portables, schools have been
found to employ a variety of other means of acquiring space, including reconfiguring existing
classroom space, re-opening vacant school buildings, and seeking funds to support the
construction of new space. lmportantly, when securing additional classroom space is not
possible, some districts have been found to use creative scheduling or team-teaching strategies
in an attempt to reap the benefits of reduced class size without having to increase the number of
classrooms (McRobbie, 1996; Joint Legislative Audit Committee, 1999; O'Connell & Smith,
2000).

While the obstacles of RCS presented above are significant, educators and policy-

makers assert that the biggest challenge associated with RCS may be the cost. ln order to
implement RCS within a school setting, funds are typically needed for additional teachers and
classroom space. There may be other costs as well, such as those associated with the
purchase of the instructional and classroom materials needed to equip new classrooms and with
providing professionaldevelopment to increased numbers of faculty (Achilles, 1997). RCS

costs are often at the heart of debate over these initiatives'

Outcomes Associated with Reduced Class Size

As previously noted, some of the most conclusive findings on reduced class size have

come from several large-scale studies. Tennessee's Project STAR, perhaps, has offered the
most comprehensive information of any study to date. This research had a number of
advantages over past research, including large study size (79 schools with 7,000 students
followed for 4 years); random assignment to conditions; and an in-school design (all
participating schools implemented at least one of the three types of classrooms studied in the
research, in order to counter the effects of variations resulting from ditferences among schools).
Undeniably, fìndings from the STAR study favored reduced class size, uncovering numerous
benefits associated with this initiative. Furthermore, the positive effects were found to hold for
white and minority students, as wellas students from inner city, urban, suburban, and rural

schools (Cromwell, 1998). lmportantly, the original STAR study spawned two other major
studies of the reduced class size initiative in Tennessee schools: the Lasting Benefits Study,

which followed students over time to ascertain the extent and duration of outcomes, and Project
Challenge, a study of the application of reduced class size in the state's poorest counties. As
with the original STAR study, both of these evaluations highlighted the benefits of RCS
(Achilles, 1997).

Another large-scale study of reduced class size that yielded important information about
RCS initiatives was lndiana's PRIME TIME evaluation. Results of this investigation revealed
positive outcomes in such areas as time on task, student behavior, teacher satisfaction, and

individualized instruction. lnterestingly, however, results regarding impact on students'
academic achievement were mixed. Methodological issues associated with the research limit
the interpretations that may be drawn (Center for School Assessment, 1986; Malloy & Gilman,

1989; McGiverin, Gilman, & Tillitski, 1989; Muller, Chase, & Walden, 1988)'
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Overall, research to date indicates that reduced class size may offer a number of
benefits for students, particularly when children are placed in smallertlassrooms beginning at
school entry (Achilles, 1997). These include higher test scores, greater levels of student
participation, decreased grade retention, and improved student bãhavior. Furthermore,
research suggests that reduced class size may lead to increased engagement in schoolamong
affected students. This in turn has been linkeð to improved academic ferformance and reduced
risk of non-compliant behaviors (e.g., tardiness, absenteeism, lack of attent¡on within the
cla_s¡ro9m) (Finn, 1989; Finn, 1993; Finn & Rock, 1gg7; Maier, Molnar, percy, smith, & Zahorik,
1997; Steele, 1992). lmportantly, research suggests that these effects r"y 6b mà¡nta¡ned over
time, rather than evaporating once children are ño longer in a reduced class setting (Achilles,
1997;Achilles, Kiser-Kling, Owen, & Aust, f 994). Furthermore, while RCS nai bãàn snown to
benefit all children, gains appear to be greatest ior minority students and students of low socio-
economic status (Achilles, 1gg7).

ln addition to its noted impact on students, reduced class size also has been found to
have positive effects on teaching. Specifically, teachers in smail classes have been shown to
demonstrate more effective teaching strategies, improved communication with parents,
improved ability to monitor student behavioi, increased ability to gauge children's grasp of
course content, greater use of enrichment activities and supplementáry.materials,ãnd
increased morale (Achilles, 1997). Research also indicates ihat smallór classes allow
instructors to devote more time to individualized instruction and identify stuOents ãir¡sk of
learning problems who may be in need of additional supports (Achilles; Achilles et al.,'1gg4;
Bain, Achilles, Zaharias, & Mckenna, 19g2; Bourke, lggb; Elvàrtson & Folger, lggg; Harvey,
1993; Kiser-Kling, 1995).

. lqPortantly, research and experience strongly suggest that the use of teaching aides to
lower staff-sludent ratios may not yield the same benefitJãs reduced class size. Experts argue
that when children are attended to by teaclring assistants or aides, they lose inà Uãnent of a
teacher's professional knowledge and experience. Rather than engaging children in meaningful
learning, classroom assistants may simply involve children in rote activities intended to fill time.
As such, the use of aides in lieu of smaller classes may not be a desirable option (Achiltes,
1ee7).

Reduced Glass Size and Professionat Development

An important consideralion in reduced class size initiatives is access to high quality
instruction. As previously noted, as RCS increases the demand for teachers, schäols are less
likely to have a staff of fully credentialed, well trained, highly experienced teachers. For
example, research on the introduction of RCS in California ievealed that the number of under-
qualified teachers employed by schools increased significantly following the implementation of a
RCS initiative (Bohrnstedt & Stecher, 1999). Similarly, anothér recent ðtuOy foünO that more
than 1 million of California's 5.7 million students are énrolled in schools staieO Uy an
unacceptable number of poorly qualified teachers, suggesting that any positive effects that
might have resulted from reduced class size may navã-been negateolÖnields, Esch,
Humphrey, Young, Gaston, & Hunt, lggg).

Related to that which is described above, schools implementing reduced ctass size
initiatives are also faced with the challenge of helping teachers leam tð use reduced class size
effectively (Achilles, 1997). ln fact, reseárch suggests that many teachers often failto change
their teaching strategies when placed in smalleiclassrooms (Shãpson, Wright, Easton, &
FiÞgerald, 1980). For instance, a study of reduced class sizè in California ievealed that
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teaching strategies, student grouping practices, and content coverage did not change in any
substantial way after the institution of RCS (Bohrnstedt & Stecher, 1999).

While research to date offers no definitive conclusions as to what teaching strategies are
most effective in a reduced class size setting, experts assert that in order to support RCS
initiatives, professional development should be school-based, ongoing, and designed to
facilitate an atmosphere in which teachers work together to uncover the most promising
strategies for working with children in a reduced class size setting. Also suggested is the use of
mentoring or "master teachers" as a toolfor developing the skills of less experienced instructors,
a method which may be particularly salient for schools forced to hire less qualifìed teachers in
order to meet the demands of RCS (Bohrnstedt & Stecher, 1999; McRobbie, 1996; O'Connell &
Smith,2000).

ln conclusion, experts have offered a number of suggestions for maximizing the benefits
of reduced class size initiatives. For instance, experts assert that districts may benefit from
taking advantage of waivers that allow for increased flexibility in the use of financial resources.
Rather than simply employing funds to add classroom space and hire additional teachers,
schools may choose to use funds to support such efforts as increased professional
development opportunities or the hiring of master teachers. Alternatively, schools may opt to
implement creative scheduling strategies, such as staggering the daily arrivals and departures
of students to ensure all children spend at least part of the day in a reduced class size setting
(Egelson, Hartman, & Achilles, 1996; O'Connell & Smith, 2000). Finally, in an effort to maximize
benefits, districts may opt to target resources toward those students who have the most to gain
from RCS initiatives, such as minority and low-income students (O'Connell & Smith,2000). As
the effects of such efforts are evaluated, educators will have additional guidance regarding the
efforts that yield the greatest benefits for the least amount of cost.

lV, Evauu¡lot¡ DEstcN

The overall approach to the evaluation was participatory in nature. The Metis evaluation
team and the DPI Evaluation Committee, which included the following core group of members:
Brad McMillen, Senior Evaluation Consultant, Division of Accountability Service; Elsie Leak,
Associate Superintendent for Curriculum and School Reform Services; Marvin Pittman, Director
of School lmprovement; Jackie Colbert, Assistant Director of School lmprovement; and
Charlotte Hughes, Section Chief for Effective Practices, held regularly scheduled progress
meetings over the course of the evaluation.

Through the progress meetings, the Metis evaluation team engaged the DPI Committee
in discussions about selecting case study schools, refining survey instruments and interview
protocols, and assisting with the comparison group design. The meetings also served as a
means for sharing formative evaluation information with DPl, such as preliminary findings,
challenges encountered in data collection, and impressions from the field. ln addition, the
evaluation team submitted periodic status reports to DPl, describing challenges and successes
with data collection activities underway and providing written summaries of preliminary findings,

Data Collection

The evaluation team used the following methods to collect data relevant to the research
questions:
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Review of Extant Data: The evaluation team reviewed different documents from the
HP schools, such as School lmprovement Plans and schoolcalendars, and collected various
testing and student information files and financial spreadsheets from Dpl. School lmprovement
Plan summaries were created to begin to learn about implementation of the Hp initiaiives at the
various schools. Electronic files were constructed that contained test results and other student
outcomes for the 35 HP schools for three years: 2000-2001 (baseline), 2001-2002 (year 1),
and20O2-2003 (Year 2).

Gase Study Visits: ln order to gain a richer and more in-depth understanding of both
the processes and outcomes of the legislative initiatives being implemented, the summative
evaluation activities were supplemented with case studies of a sample of eight Hp schoots. The
case study sites were selected to represent a cross-section of the 35 schools, taking into
account variables such as size of the school, geographic location, poverty level, percentage of
limited English proficient students, waiver status, presence of state voluniary teci¡nical
assistance teams, and indicators of school achievement (ABCs results2). M-embers of the
evaluation team spent approximately two days at each case study schobl. On-site activities
included observations of staff development (if possible) and target classrooms, interviews with
the principals, and focus groups with school staff and parents.

lndividual lnterviews with District-Level Stakeholders: Beginning in February 2003,
the evaluation team began conducting individual interviews with Distriðt Finalnce Officeré
(DFOs) in school districts with HP schools. These interviews continued through May 2003 until
the DFOs at all 15 participating schooldistricts were interviewed. The evaluation team used a
semi-structured set of questions, and the interviews averaged one hour in length.

ln addition, telephone interviews were conducted with district-level administrators who
had oversight for the HP Schools lnitiative in 143 of the 15 participating districts. This included
Directors of lnstruction, Directors of Curriculum or lnstructional Support, Directors of Elementary
Education, Assistant Superintendents, Deputy Superintendents, and Directors of School
lmprovement. All of the interviews were conducted using a structured protocol to guide the
discussion, and were about 45 minutes in length.

. Surveys of School Administrators, Staff, and Parents: The evaluation team asked
principals at each HP school to complete an Administrator Survey and to assist in disseminating
an HP School Staff Survey to all instructional staff at their schooli. Administrator Surveys werj
returned from all 35 participating school principals. Additionally, assistant principals fro¡ir tS
schools also returned an Administrator Survey, bringing the total number of completed
Administrator Surveys to 50. Approximatety SZZstaff ñembers from the 35 Hp ächools
returned a completed survey to Metis. The number of Staff Surveys returned from each school
ranged from nine to 73, with an average of 28 per school.

Principals from each HP schoolwere also asked for student addresses, so that a parent
Survey including a self-addressed, postage-paid envelope could be mailed to parents or

' ln the ABCs Model, a school's growth and performance are summarized using growth and performance composite
scores. The growth measure summarizes a school's growth over all grade levelJand subjecis included in the
accountability model. The pelormance composite summarizes the percent of tests' passéd (¡.e., at or above
Achievement Level lll - consistent martery of subjecVcourse content matter) in subjects taugÈt ai a school and
included in the accountability model. These composites are used to determìne wfriôtr t¡orttrbarolina schools may
need special assistance.

3 The outstanding Director of lnstruction interview has been scheduled for lale September 2003.
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