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Introduction
The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) marks a new era in measuring, supporting,
and improving school performance. This federal law takes a more holistic view of school
quality than its predecessor—the No Child Left Behind Act—while continuing to
require states and districts to track and respond to low-performing schools and publicly
report results. Rather than just a single test on a single day, annual measures of school
performance may now include student growth and other measures of learning, such as
chronic absenteeism or access to rigorous coursework. And instead of top-down strategies for improvement, districts will design and implement evidence-based practices that
fit the individual contexts of low-performing schools.
States are currently crafting their plans to implement ESSA, which they then must
submit to the U.S. Department of Education for review. Seventeen1 states submitted
their plans during the first submission window, and the Center for American Progress
analyzed two portions of their overall plans2—the systems they will use to classify and
to improve school performance. The authors developed a uniform organizing structure
to review states’ school classification indicators and strategies to turn around struggling
schools to provide individual ESSA plan reviews. The authors summarize key findings
below that—with the state fact sheets—are designed to give all states and stakeholders
an overview of submitted plans and to provide information to states that will update or
have yet to submit their plans.

1

Center for American Progress | State Accountability Fact Sheets: Overview and Critical Context

Methodology
CAP analyzed the federal statewide accountability systems of the 17 states that submitted ESSA plans for review by the U.S. Department of Education for the spring peer
review window. The authors provided states an opportunity to review the findings prior
to publishing and incorporated feedback when it was provided through August 1, 2017.
Any changes made to state plans after that date are not reflected.
The analysis creates a uniform way to organize and weight state indicators and assumes
that all applicable indicators are used for school classifications. The actual indicators
that states use to classify schools may vary based on a school’s student demographics or
grade configuration. Furthermore, schools may be organized by different grade spans;
for simplicity, this analysis categorizes schools as elementary; middle; elementary and
middle; or high schools. As a result, a state’s description of its school classification system may differ from this approach, which was designed to give a national perspective.
To complete the school improvement analysis, the authors reviewed and documented
states’ school improvement timelines, funding strategies, school identification methods,
and key improvement strategies. Notably, the review of school identification methods
highlights potential areas of misalignment with the law or guidance.3

Summary of ESSA’s school performance classification requirements
With shifts in federal education policy, there is a lot of energy around which indicators states will use to classify school performance. States are no longer limited to
academic proficiency and can use new measures of student outcomes in addition to
once-discounted aspects of school quality. Keeping with the law, states must use at least
five types of indicators to classify schools, but the measures they choose and how they
choose to measure them vary.
1. Student achievement in English language arts (ELA) and math, which may include
student growth for high schools
2. Another academic indicator for elementary and middle schools, such as student
growth in ELA and math
3. Progress in achieving English language proficiency
4. Four-year graduation rates, which take the place of a second academic indicator for
high schools, and optional extended-year graduation rates
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5. At least one measure of school quality or student success, which may include student
or educator engagement; student access to and completion of advanced coursework;
postsecondary readiness; school climate and safety; or any other measure that meets
the technical requirements of the law4
This analysis organizes these indicators into seven categories—academic achievement; student growth; English learner progress; early warning; persistence; college
and career readiness; and enrichment and environment indicators—to provide a
framework for cross-state comparisons. Measures of school quality or student success
span the latter four categories.
How states describe their systems to meet the law’s indicator requirements may differ
from this organization’s descriptions. For example, states that plan to use science test
scores must include this measure in the second academic indicator for elementary and
middle schools or as an indicator of school quality or student success.5 For the purposes
of this analysis, all academic subjects are grouped together.
Overall, every state measures student achievement and growth in reading and math,
with 12 states also measuring annual science achievement and three measuring social
studies. Every state uses a measure of English learner progress or proficiency, with five
states measuring both; 16 states use an early warning indicator, most commonly chronic
absenteeism; 13 states use extended year cohort graduation rates in addition to the
four-year rate; and seven states use another persistence indicator, such as dropout rate or
modified graduation rate. Thirteen states use at least one measure of college and career
readiness, and 13 states plan to use an indicator that measures academic enrichment or
school environment, such as physical fitness, access to the arts, and school climate.
This analysis also describes how states weight the indicators in each category to determine summative school classifications. On average, achievement and student growth
indicators for all academic subjects are each approximately 30 to 40 percent of school
ratings. English learner progress, early warning, and enrichment and environment indicators each make up around 10 percent of ratings on average. Persistence and collegeand career-readiness indicators are each around 25 percent and 20 percent, respectively,
of high school summative ratings on average.
Nearly every state uses a performance index—or systems giving each indicator a percentage weight that sums to 100 percent—to combine measures into a single, annual
result.6 Four states translate this index into an A–F grade; two states will use 5-star
ratings; six states will use performance levels, categories, or tiers; and one state will
use percentile rankings. Four states will use only the school identification categories
required by ESSA.
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States are also required to annually test 95 percent of students and incorporate the
participation rate into both their academic achievement indicator and the statewide
accountability system.7 Seven states describe a ratings or indicator penalty for schools
that do not assess 95 percent of students. Six states will use participation rates to determine school supports and improvement strategies. Two states intend to only factor nonparticipating student scores as zeroes in their proficiency calculation, as required by law.
One state will use participation rates as a school classification indicator, while another
state indicates that it cannot enforce this requirement. The state-by-state analyses highlight when participation rate directly affects school classifications.
Additional design components not addressed here—aside from notes in select plans—
but required by law include: measuring, reporting, and holding schools accountable
for the performance of student subgroups; the minimum number of students—or
n-sizes—used to calculate and report results; whether states plan to integrate their longterm goals into their school classification systems; and how states plan to meaningfully
differentiate certain types of schools, such as schools with variant grade configurations
and alternative schools.8 The authors intend to explore these elements of school classification systems in future accountability analyses.

Summary of ESSA’s school improvement requirements
ESSA’s school improvement provisions require states to provide their most struggling
schools with intensive support and those with low-performing groups of students
with more targeted assistance. To provide these supports, states must use additional
resources to fund evidence-based interventions within a three-year improvement cycle.
Schools that fail to meet state-set improvement targets over no more than four years
receive more rigorous state interventions.9
Below are summaries of ESSA requirements in these main areas and a state example
for each.

School identification criteria
Generally, states must use all the indicators in their school classification systems to
inform the identification of a broad range of low-performing schools rather than relying
solely on reading and math scores.10 Most states use their summative ratings as the basis
for identifying struggling schools. For example, the bottom two tiers in Illinois’ fourtiered classification system capture the state’s underperforming and lowest-performing
schools. Vermont, on the other hand, uses schools’ current scores and year-to-year
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changes to identify those needing improvement. Most states use the numerical score
generated by their classification systems to rank the bottom 5 percent of schools. Above
all, strong plans have a clear alignment between their school classification systems and
how they identify schools for improvement.
First, states must identify three types of schools for comprehensive schoolwide
improvement. These include:
1. The bottom 5 percent of schools receiving federal Title I funds
2. High schools with graduation rates of less than 67 percent
3. Schools where the same group of students underperforms without improvement for
three years11
Second, states must identify schools for targeted improvement, including:
4. Schools where any group of students performs as low as the “all students” group in
the lowest-performing Title I schools
5. Schools where any group of students consistently underperforms according to a state12
Most states use similar general methods to identify the three types of schools for comprehensive support and improvement in ways that align with the law’s requirements. For
the bottom 5 percent of Title I schools, states typically rank schools by a total score and
identify all schools at or below the 5th percentile. For high schools with graduation rates
below 67 percent, states typically identify schools based on the four-year cohort graduation rate. For schools with consistently underperforming subgroups, states typically
identify schools already identified for targeted support that also showed no improvement after three years. Delaware aligns its criteria to identify these schools with ESSA’s
requirements particularly well in that its methods to identify comprehensive support
and improvement adhere to the methods described here.
States vary significantly in how they identify targeted support and improvement schools,
and not every plan complies with the law’s requirements. For example, some states
consider the performance of some—not all—student groups to identify schools for
targeted support. The law requires that methods to identify low-performing subgroup
schools must consider a school’s performance among each subgroup of students in
the school. Washington, D.C., is a positive outlier here. Washington schools with any
student group performing in the bottom 5 percent of all indicators will be identified as
“low-performing subgroup” schools. Schools with more than one student group meeting this criterion will be identified for targeted support for their “consistently underperforming subgroup.”13
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Evidence-based interventions
Districts must use evidence-based school improvement strategies backed by varying
tiers of research evidence on school improvement and student achievement. The gold
standard, or strong evidence, uses experimental design. The second tier of evidence
includes quasi-experimental studies; the third tier, correlational studies.14
Oregon districts, for example, receive planning grants to fund evidence-based root cause
analyses and participate in supportive state-run activities such as coaching in leadership,
initiatives focused on particular student groups, and effective early learning programs.15
Oregon’s approach requires districts to use evidence in each phase of improvement—from
planning to implementation of improvement strategies—whereas most states focus solely
on the interventions. Justifying each step of the process with evidence requires districts to
be more thoughtful and comprehensive in their turnaround approach.

Improvement targets
ESSA requires states to set improvement targets for low-performing schools that identify when they no longer need additional supports.
Most state targets do the bare minimum, requiring schools to marginally improve compared with other schools but not necessarily make significant progress. Illinois, on the
other hand, has improvement targets that suggest meaningful improvements in student
outcomes. Illinois schools must meet three improvement criteria: no longer perform in
the bottom 5 percent of Title I schools in the state; achieve a growth trajectory to meet
the state’s long-term academic goals; and articulate a plan to sustain reforms. Meeting
specific growth and achievement goals as well as planning for continued success demonstrates meaningful progress beyond relative improvement compared with other schools.

Funding
ESSA requires states to reserve 7 percent of their Title I funding for school improvement
activities and to provide this additional funding to districts in amounts that are sufficient
to carry out their improvement strategies.
For example, in Connecticut, 70 percent of the state’s districts with low-performing
Title I schools reside in just 10 districts. As a result, the state will concentrate its additional federal funds in these locations. The state will grant up to $500,000 to the lowestperforming schools and up to $50,000 for schools identified for more targeted support.
Connecticut will also make competitive grants available to identified schools residing
outside of these 10 districts, pending available funds. All grants will target districts that
are using the strongest level of evidence available to justify interventions.
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More rigorous interventions
Under the law, schools that fail to improve within four years are subject to more rigorous
state-designed interventions.
Most states require these schools to conduct new needs assessments and implement
more stringent district-designed interventions. In Massachusetts, for example, schools or
districts that fail to make progress within two years of identification are subject to state
takeover through receivership or management by vetted school turnaround program
providers. Schools or districts may also implement alternative governance structures such
as “innovation zones,” providing flexibility from some state and local requirements.

Conclusion
The U.S. Department of Education will review the 17 submitted plans and offer initial
feedback; at the time of publication, the department has sent interim feedback letters
to nine states.16 States then can update their plans before the department makes a final
determination to approve or deny their proposals.
The individual state fact sheets produced alongside this report use the same format to
summarize each state’s school classification system and school turnaround plan. The
information captures what states included in their submitted plans to the Education
Department; however, states likely have more details that live outside of these plans,
particularly regarding their school improvement strategies.
In each state’s fact sheet, Table 1 describes the indicators that it will use to classify
school performance and how it will weight those indicators to determine a summative
school rating. Table 2 describes each state’s school improvement timeline, and Table 3
details their school improvement funding strategy, including grant structure and funding amounts. Table 4 describes the types of schools that each state plans to identify for
comprehensive support and targeted support and improvement. Finally, each fact sheet
describes a state’s key school improvement strategies.
Laura Jimenez is the director of standards and accountability at the Center for American
Progress. Samantha Batel is a policy analyst with the K-12 Education team at the Center.
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Endnotes
1 The indicator weighting and school improvement analyses
exclude Michigan, which will not weight its indicators and
did not submit methods to identify low-performing schools.
The 17 states referenced throughout this brief refer to 16
states and Washington, D.C., which is counted as a state
when state totals are provided.
2 The authors reviewed the version of state plans accepted by
the U.S. Department of Education to undergo peer review.
The authors incorporated information from updated plans
and feedback from states through August 1, 2017.
3 U.S. Department of Education, Accountability Under Title
I, Part A of the ESEA: Frequently Asked Questions (2017),
available at https://www2.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/
eseatitleiaccountabilityfaqs.pdf.
4 Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015, Public Law 95, 114th
Cong., 1st sess. (December 10, 2015).
5 Based on initial feedback from the U.S. Department of
Education. For example, see letter from Jason Botel to John
White, June 30, 2017, available at https://ed.gov/admins/
lead/account/stateplan17/laorprelimdetermltr.pdf.

7 Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015.
8 Ibid.
9 Ibid.
10 Ibid.
11 Ibid.
12 Ibid.
13 The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state
plans of 16 states and the District of Columbia under
the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://
www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed July 2017).
14 Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015.
15 U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission.”
16 Ibid.

6 Two states, Oregon and Michigan, do not use performance
indices. Oregon uses decision rules—in combination with
indicator weights—to classify schools. Michigan will not
weight the indicators in its school classification system.
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FACT SHEET

Arizona Accountability
By Samantha Batel and Laura Jimenez

August 2017

TABLE 1

Arizona school classification system
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

A–F letter grades

School classification indicators

Indicator weights
Elementary and middle schools

High schools

30.0%

30.0%

50.0%

20.0%

10.0%

10.0%

—

—

—

20.0%

—

20.0%

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts,
math, and science

Percent proficient

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language
arts and math

Student growth
percentiles and
student growth
to target

English learner progress
Percentage of students proficient in English
compared with state average and change
in school's performance levels compared
with state's average change in
performance levels the prior year

Early warning
Chronic absenteeism*

Persistance
Four-, five-, six-, and seven-year
graduation rates

College and career readiness
Student-level scoring on a variety of selfreported data, such as performance on the
SAT, ACT, ACT WorkKeys, and the Armed
Services Vocational Aptitude Battery;
earning an industry-recognized credential;
and earning a Grand Canyon Diploma or
International Baccaleaureate Diploma
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Enrichment and environment
An acceleration menu that includes increasing the percentage of students in grades five
through eight accelerating in end-of-course
math testing; decreasing the percentage of
minimally proficient third graders; subgroup
improvement; and special education inclusion in general classrooms

10.0%
(includes chronic absenteeism)

—

*Chronic absenteeism is part of the K-8 acceleration menu. See enrichment and enviornment indicators.
Note: A state's description of its school classification system may differ from this organization's, which was designed to make cross-state comparisons.
This analysis assumes that all applicable indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based on student demographics and grade configurations.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html
(last accessed July 2017).

TABLE 2

Arizona timeline to identify and intervene in schools
State-level annual activities to identify low-performing schools
First cohort
timeline

Second cohort
timeline
Notify schools of identification as comprehensive support schools*

2017-18

• Instruct identified schools and their districts to engage in planning for
remainder of school year

2020-21

• Review and approve applications for funding
2018-19

Launch district and school support system

2021-22

2019-20

See above

2022-23

See above
2020-21

and

2023-24

Determine if schools met improvement targets by end of school year
*Arizona will identify “low graduation rate” and “low-performing sugbgroup” schools in the 2018-19 school year and schools with “chronically lowperforming subgroups” in 2020-21.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C.,under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

Arizona school improvement funding

Arizona school identification details

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants

TBD

Formula grants

TBD

Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

TBD

Maximum amount, targeted schools

TBD

Note: A previous version of Arizona’s plan indicates comprehensive and targeted support schools can apply for competitive funding and lists criteria for funding.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/
account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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School type

Outstanding issues in
identification methods

Lowest performing, Title I

—

Low graduation rate

—

Chronically low-performing subgroups

—

Consistently underperforming subgroups
Low-performing subgroups

Specific performance criteria not defined
—

Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the
Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.
ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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A selection of Arizona’s key school improvement strategies
• As-needed, on-site support regarding needs assessments, evidence-based decisionmaking, implementation plan development, implementation of evidence-based
supports, and resource allocation
• Customized technical assistance, professional learning, and coaching
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C.,
under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).
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FACT SHEET

Colorado Accountability
By Samantha Batel and Laura Jimenez

August 2017

TABLE 1

Colorado school classification system
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

Comprehensive support and improvement, targeted support and improvement, neither

School classification indicators

Indicator weights
Elementary and middle schools

High schools

35.0%

30.0%

60.0%
(includes English
learner progress)

40.0%
(includes English
learner progress)

—

—

5.0%

—

Four-, five-, six-, or seven-year graduation
rates and dropout rate

—

30.0%

College and career readiness

—

—

Enrichment and environment

—

—

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts,
math, and science

Mean scale score

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language
arts and math

Median student
growth percentile

English learner progress
Median student growth percentile*

Early warning
Reduction in chronic absenteeism

Persistance

*The state intends to include an additional measure that gauges the proportion of students on track to attain fluency in a future state plan update.
Note: A state's description of its school classification system may differ from this organization's, which was designed to make cross-state comparisons.
This analysis assumes that all applicable indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based on student demographics and grade configurations.
Sources: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See
U.S. Department of Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.
html (last accessed July 2017).
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TABLE 2

Colorado timeline to identify and intervene in schools
State-level annual activities to identify low-performing schools
First cohort timeline
Collect data to identify comprehensive and targeted support schools*

2017-18

• Consultation with districts on matching state-sponsored services with identified
needs via information sessions and local site visits
• Review and approve applications for funding
• Launch district and school support system

2018-19

See above

2019-20

See above
See above**

2020-21

and
Determine if schools met improvement targets by end of school year

*Colorado will identify a new cohort of comprehensive and targeted support schools annually. Such schools must implement interventions for three years.
**Identify "chronically low-performing subgroup" schools in 2020-21.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html
(last accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

Colorado school improvement funding

Colorado school identification details

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants

ü*

School type

Formula grants
Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

Not described

Maximum amount, targeted schools

Not described

*Colorado's plan describes a monthslong matching process to determine if the amount
of funding and other supports will meet the needs of the school. Since it appears that
districts will not be allocated based on a single calculation, this analysis treats this
strategy as competitive funding.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/
lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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Outstanding issues in
identification methods

Lowest performing, Title I

—

Low graduation rate

—

Chronically low-performing subgroups

—

Consistently underperforming subgroups

—

Low-performing subgroups

—

Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the
Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.
ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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A selection of Colorado’s key school improvement strategies
• Turnaround Network: a professional learning community of educators in peer schools
that receive enhanced services from the state
• Connect for Success: includes direct coaching and observation of practices in highperforming schools
• Turnaround Leadership Development Program: equips teachers, principals, and district staff with specific school turnaround competencies
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C.,
under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).
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FACT SHEET

Connecticut Accountability
By Samantha Batel and Laura Jimenez

August 2017

TABLE 1

Connecticut school classification system
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

Five categories

School classification indicators

Indicator weights
Elementary schools

Middle schools

High schools

31.6%

30.0%

51.6%

42.1%

40.0%

—

10.5%

10.0%

6.5%

10.5%

15.0%

9.7%

—

—

12.9%

—

—

12.9%

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts,
math, and science

Scale scores mapped to
index values

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts
and math

Average percentage of
growth target achieved

English learner progress
Average percentage of growth target achieved

Early warning
Chronic absenteeism and percentage of ninth-graders
earning at least five full-year credits

Persistance indicators
Four- and six-year graduation rates

College and career readiness
Percentage of students (1) participating in at least
one of the following: two Advanced Placement (AP),
International Baccalaureate (IB), or dual enrollment
courses; two Career and Technical Education courses or
two workplace experiences; (2) meeting benchmarks
on at least one college-and-career-readiness exam
(e.g., SAT, ACT, AP, IB); (3) enrolling in two- or four-year
postsecondary institutions
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Enrichment and environment
Percentage of students meeting or exceeding
physical fitness standards and participating in at
least one dance, theater, music, or visual arts
course; test participation*

5.3%

5.0%

6.5%

*Schools in the top two categories—category 1 or 2—will be lowered a category if the participation rate on the state summative assessment in any
subject for either the all-students group or the high-needs group is less than 95 percent.
Notes: Subgroups contribute to 41 percent of summative ratings. Schools in the top two categories will be lowered a category if the achievement gap in
any subject or the graduation rate gap between the nonhigh-needs group and the high-needs group is a significant outlier. In addition, a state's description of its school classification system may differ from this organization's, which was designed to make cross-state comparisons. This analysis assumes that
all applicable indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based on student demographics and grade configurations.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See
U.S. Department of Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.
html (last accessed July 2017).

TABLE 2

Connecticut school improvement timeline
Activities by school year for first and second cohorts
First cohort timeline
2017-18

Second cohort timeline
Collect data to identify schools for comprehensive
support and improvement and targeted support
and improvement

2021-22

• Notify schools of identification
2018-19

• Review and approve applications for funding

2022-23

• Launch tiered district and school support system
2019-20

Continue operation of tiered district and school
support system

2023-24

2020-21

Determine if schools met improvement targets by
end of school year

2024-25

Note: Schools identified for targeted support and improvement that fail to improve after four years must be identified for comprehensive support and
improvement. Connecticut uses a five-year cycle.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

Connecticut school improvement funding

Connecticut school identification type

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants

ü*

School type

Formula grants
Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

$500,000

Maximum amount, targeted schools

$50,000

*Competitive grants are available for identified schools residing outside of districts with
the highest concentrations of Title I schools, pending available funds.
Note: Grants will target districts prioritizing the use of the strongest evidence level
available to justify interventions.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/
lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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Outstanding issues in
identification methods

Lowest performing, Title I

—

Low graduation rate

—

Chronically low-performing subgroups

—

Consistently underperforming subgroups

—

Low-performing subgroups*

Unclear if this type of schools is identified

*Connecticut’s revised plan from July 17, 2017, indicates that the state will provide additional support to schools already
identified with “consistently underperforming subgroups.”
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the
Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://
www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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A selection of Connecticut’s key school improvement strategies
• A tiered system of support with customized, intensive support for districts with the
highest concentration of identified schools
• School-level interventions aligned with Connecticut’s four domains of turnaround:
excellent educators; rigorous academics; strong school culture and climate; and
efficient, effective school and district operations
• Evidence-based practices guidance in a range of areas available to all schools
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C.,
under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).

3

Center for American Progress | Fact Sheet: Connecticut Accountability

FACT SHEET

Delaware Accountability
By Samantha Batel and Laura Jimenez

August 2017

TABLE 1

Delaware school classification system
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

Exceeds, meets, or meets few expectations*

School classification indicators

Indicator weights
Elementary and middle schools

High schools

30.0%

40.0%
(includes student growth)

40.0%

—

10.0%

10.0%

20.0%
(includes science and
social studies achievement)

35.0%
(includes science and social studies
achievement and college- and
career-readiness indicators)

—

15.0%

—

—

Academic achievement
Subject(s)
English language arts,
math, science, and
social studies

Measure(s)
Percent proficient

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language
arts and math

Growth to proficiency,
growth of lowest
quartile, and growth
of highest quartile

English learner progress
Percent of students meeting growth targets

Early warning
Chronic absenteeism and percent of ninth
grade students earning four or more credits

Persistance
Four-, five-, and six-year graduation rates

College and career readiness
Percent of students meeting one college- and one career- preparedness option,
including Advanced Placement, International Baccalaureate, or SAT performance;
postsecondary credit attainment; industry
credential; work-based learning extension;
and Armed Services Vocational Aptitude
Battery performance
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Enrichment and environment

—

Certificate of multiliteracy**

—

*Summative index scores will be translated into an overall text-based identification. These labels are given as an example in the state’s plan.
**Delaware includes this measure with its college- and career-readiness indicators.
Notes: The Delaware Department of Education has not finalized the weightings for the individual measures that comprise the indicators in its school
classification system. In addition, a state’s description of its school classification system may differ from this organization’s, which was designed to make
cross-state comparisons. This analysis assumes that all applicable indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based
on student demographics and grade configurations.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed July 2017).

TABLE 2

Delaware school improvement timeline
Activities by school year for first and second cohorts
First cohort timeline
2017-18

Second cohort timeline
Collect data to identify schools for comprehensive
support and improvement and targeted support
and improvement*

2021-22

Provide final notification of identification
Planning year to determine intervention strategy in
schools, including:
2018-19

2022-23

• Conducting needs assessment
• Determining student achievement improvement goals
• Submitting school improvement applications
for funding

2019-20

Launch district and school support system

2023-24

2020-21

Continue operation of district and school support system

2024-25

2021-22

Determine if schools met improvement targets by end of
school year

2025-26

*Schools with "consistently underperforming subgroups" will be identified in 2019-20 and "chronically low-performing subgroup" schools will be
identified in 2021-22.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html
(last accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

Delaware school improvement funding

Delaware school identification details

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants
Formula grants
Maximum amount, comprehensive schools
Maximum amount, targeted schools

School type
ü*
$600,000–700,000
TBD

*Delaware will determine a per-pupil funding amount to distribute the first $2.4 million
of its $3.2 million total in improvement funds.
Note: The remaining $800,000 will support state administrative costs and targeted support and intervention schools, if funds are available.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/
lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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Outstanding issues in
identification methods

Lowest performing, Title I

—

Low graduation rate

—

Chronically low-performing subgroups

—

Consistently underperforming subgroups

—

Low-performing subgroups

—

Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the
Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.
ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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A selection of Delaware’s key school improvement strategies
• Collaboration between states and districts to assess local needs using root cause analyses
• Root-cause analysis of instructional and support programs as well as school- and
district-level operational systems
• These reviews will be conducted by external partners in support of collecting objective
data about school and district performance
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C.,
under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed July 2017).
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TABLE 1

Illinois school classification system
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

Tier 1: exemplary school; tier 2: commendable school; tier 3: underperforming school;
tier 4: lowest-performing school

School classification indicators

Indicator weights
Elementary and middle schools

High schools

20.0%

20.0%

50.0%

—

5.0%

5.0%

10.0%

13.8%

—

50.0%

—

6.3%

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts,
math, and science**

Percent proficient

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language
arts and math

Linear regression

English learner progress
Composite English language
proficiency level

Early warning
Attendance*, chronic absenteeism, and
ninth grade students earning at least five
course credits and no more than one F
in a core course

Persistance
Four-, five-, and six-year graduation rates

College and career readiness
Two tracks—distinguished scholar and
college- and career-ready—with multiple
requirements, including GPA; ACT or SAT;
attendance minimums; performance in
advanced coursework; and workplace
learning experiences

1
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Enrichment and environment
Community service and participation in
cocurricular activities;* the 5Essentials climate survey; fine arts indicator, P-2 indicator
and elementary and middle grade indicator,
and test participation**

15.0%

5.0%

*These indicators are part of the college- and career-readiness menu.
**Science will be added in the 2019-20 school year as its own indicator; the weighting for academic achievement indicators will remain the same
overall. The fine arts indicator will be weighted at 0 percent until the 2021-22 school year. Illinois is still defining its P-2 and elementary and middle
grade indicators, which are each worth 5 percent of a school rating. Additionally, schools that do not have a 95 percent participation rate cannot score
at the highest level of proficiency.
Notes: A school's designation is calculated by looking at every subgroup's success in each grade level and for all available indicators. Schools with
one or more underperforming subgroup cannot receive a designation higher than a tier 3. In addition, a state's description of its school classification
system may differ from this organization's, which was designed to make cross-state comparisons. This analysis assumes that all applicable indicators are
used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based on student demographics and grade configurations.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html
(last accessed July 2017).

TABLE 2

Illinois timeline to identify and intervene in schools
State-level annual activities to identify low-performing schools
First cohort timeline
2017-18

Second cohort timeline
Collect data to identify comprehensive and targeted
support schools*

2021-22

• Notify schools of their identification status

2018-19

• Notify schools that they are required to partner with
an approved school-improvement service provider and
can engage in an optional planning year to determine
intervention strategy

2022-23

• Review and approve applications for funding
2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

Support districts and schools in planning and in collaborating with school-improvement service provider, as
applicable
• Determine if schools met improvement targets by end
of school year
• Schools making "significant improvement" granted
one more year to continue interventions
• Determine if schools met improvement targets by end
of school year
• Determine which schools subject to more intensive
improvement strategies

2023-24

2024-25

2025-26

*Schools requiring targeted support will be identified in the 2018-19 school year and on an annual basis. "Chronically low-performing subgroup"
schools will be identified in 2021-22.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html
(last accessed June 2017).
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TABLE 3

Illinois school improvement funding
Grant structure and amounts
Competitive grants

TBD

Formula grants

TBD

Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

TBD

Maximum amount, targeted schools

TBD

Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/
account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).

TABLE 4

Illinois school identification details
Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification
School type

Outstanding issues in
identification methods

Lowest performing, Title I

—

Low graduation rate

—

Chronically low-performing subgroups

—

Consistently underperforming subgroups*
Low-performing subgroups**

Unclear if the performance of
all subgroups considered
Limits identification pool to Title I schools,
not all schools

*Absent additional guidance from the U.S. Department of Education, identification of low-performing subgroup schools must consider a school’s
performance among each subgroup of students in the school.
**Non-Title I schools must be identified as schools with “low-performing subgroups.”
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).

A selection of Illinois’ key school improvement strategies
• A statewide system, IL-EMPOWER, through which districts and schools select
partners to support implementation
• An assessment of needs, including in ensuring equitable distribution of resources
• A range of school-level strategies that address governance and management, curriculum and instruction, and culture and climate
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C.,
under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).
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TABLE 1

Louisiana school classification system
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

A-F letter grades

School classification indicators

Indicator weights
Elementary schools

Middle schools

High schools

75.0%

70.0%

12.5%

25.0%

25.0%

12.5%

Included in assessment
index (weighted equal
to English learners'
academic achievement)

Included in assessment
index (weighted equal
to English learners'
academic achievement)

Included in assessment
index (weighted equal
to English learners'
academic achievement)

—

5.0%

—

—

—

25.0%

—

—

50.0%

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts,
math, science, and
social studies

Assessment index

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language
arts and math

On track to mastery and
value-added model index

English learner progress
Index with five achievement levels

Early warning
Credit accumulation index for ninth
graders by end of ninth grade

Persistance indicators
Cohort graduation rate index; four-, five-,
and six-year graduates and high school
equivalency credentials*; dropouts**

College and career readiness
ACT/WorkKeys index; strength of diploma index
that includes measures such as performance in
advanced coursework and Career and Technical
Education credentials

1

Center for American Progress | Fact Sheet: Louisiana Accountability

Enrichment and environment

—

Interests and opportunities indicator***

—

—

*These indicators are part of the strength of diploma index.
**Dropouts are part of the credit accumulation index.
***The interests and opportunities indicator’s influence on the weightings of all other indicators will be updated prior to implementation. A 5 percent weight is anticipated and
weightings of other measures will be adjusted accordingly in Louisiana’s updated submission to the U.S. Department of Education at that time.
Notes: A state's description of its school classification system may differ from this organization's, which was designed to make cross-state comparisons. This analysis assumes that all
applicable indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based on student demographics and grade configurations.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education,
"ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed July 2017).

TABLE 2

Louisiana timeline to identify and intervene in schools
State-level annual activities to identify low-performing schools
First cohort timeline
• Notify schools of their identification as comprehensive support schools
2017-18

• Review and approve their applications for funding
• Launch district and school support system

2018-19

2019-20

• Notify schools of their identification as targeted support schools
• Review and approve their applications for funding
Support districts and schools in planning and in collaborating with
school-improvement service provider, as applicable
• Determine if schools met improvement targets by end of school year

2020-21

2021-22

• Schools making “significant improvement” granted one more year to
continue interventions
• Determine if schools met improvement targets by end of school year
• Determine which schools subject to more intensive improvement strategies

Note: Schools requiring comprehensive and targeted support will be identified annually. “Chronically low-performing subgroup” schools will be identified in the 2021-22 school year.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

Louisiana school improvement funding

Louisiana school identification type

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants

ü*

School type

Formula grants
Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

TBD

Maximum amount, targeted schools

TBD

*Districts prioritized to receive funds commit to working with an approved schoolimprovement service provider.
Note: Some districts may receive planning grants prior to the 2017-18 school year.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/
account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).

Outstanding issues in
identification methods

Lowest performing, Title I

—

Low graduation rate

—

Chronically low-performing subgroups

—

Consistently underperforming subgroups

—

Low-performing subgroups*

—

*Louisiana provides an early warning to schools approaching the identification criteria for low-performing
subgroup schools.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the
Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://
www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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A selection of Louisiana’s key school improvement strategies
• Partnerships between districts and proven school improvement service providers
• Multiyear agreements between districts and partners outlining goals, services, performance metrics, and delineation of roles and responsibilities
• Regular public reports on access to effective educators and high-quality preschools
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C.,
under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).
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TABLE 1

Maine school classification system
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

Exceeds state expectations, meets state expectations, below state expectations,
requires review for supports

School classification indicators

Indicator weights
Elementary and middle schools

High schools

42.0%

40.0%

38.0%

—

10.0%

10.0%

10.0%

10.0%

—

40.0%

College and career readiness

—

—

Enrichment and environment

—

—

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language
arts and math

Percent proficient

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language
arts and math

Student
learning index

English learner progress
Growth to target formula

Early warning
Percentage of students who
have regular attendance

Persistance
Four-, five-, and six-year graduation rates

Notes: Schools identified for targeted support and improvement because of a consistently underperforming subgroup of students will receive a lower
summative determination. In addition, a state’s description of its school classification system may differ from this organization’s, which was designed to
make cross-state comparisons. This analysis assumes that all applicable indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary
based on student demographics and grade configurations.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See
U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html
(last accessed June 2017).
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TABLE 2

Maine timeline to identify and intervene in schools
State-level annual activities to identify low-performing schools
First cohort timeline

Second cohort timeline
• Notify schools of their identification as comprehensive
or targeted support schools

2017-18

• Review and approve applications for school
improvement funds

2021-22

• Launch district and school support system
2018-19

Continue operation of district and school support system

2022-23

2019-20

Continue operation of district and school support system

2023-24

2020-21

• Determine if schools met improvement targets by end
of school year
• Determine which schools subject to more intensive
improvement strategies

2024-25

Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See
U.S. Department of Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.
html (last accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

Maine school improvement funding

Maine school identification details

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants

ü*

School type

Formula grants
Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

$50,000

Maximum amount, targeted schools

$50,000

Note: Some districts may receive planning grants prior to the 2017-18 school year. This
analysis treat's Maine's description of fund distribution as a competitive grant process
even though Maine does not use this term.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/
lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).

Lowest performing, Title I

Outstanding issues in
identification methods
—

Low graduation rate

No criteria listed

Chronically low-performing subgroups

No criteria listed

Consistently underperforming subgroups*
Low-performing subgroups

No criteria listed and to be identified
every three years
No criteria listed

*ESSA requires “consistently underperforming subgroup” schools to be identified annually.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the
Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.
ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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A selection of Maine’s key school improvement strategies
• A 12-month, comprehensive needs-assessment process completed in collaboration
with districts and schools
• Transformational Leaders’ Network for principals in identified schools, providing
intensive professional development
• Use of the state’s educator evaluation and support system to measure changes in
practice in identified schools
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C.,
under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).
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Massachusetts Accountability
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August 2017

TABLE 1

Massachusetts school classification system
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

Tiers 1–6

School classification indicators

Indicator weights
Elementary and middle schools

High schools

60.0%

50.0%

25.0%

20.0%

10.0%

5.0%

5.0%

5.0%

—

17.5%

—

2.5%

—

—

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts,
math, and science

Average scale score

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language
arts and math

Mean student
growth percentile

English learner progress
Percent of students achieving English language
proficiency and percent of students making progress toward
proficiency, based on student growth percentiles compared
with growth-to-proficiency targets

Early warning
Chronic absenteeism and percentage of students
who fail a ninth grade class

Persistance
Four-year graduation rate, five-year graduation
rate plus percentage of students still enrolled,
and dropout rate

College and career readiness
Percent of students successfully
completing advanced courses

Enrichment and environment
Test participation*

*Schools that do not meet assessment participation requirements are eligible to move down a level on the performance scale.
Notes: Massachusetts’ performance index determines school percentiles using weighted averages of its “core” and “additional” measures for all students and high-needs students. The
state will translate percentiles into performance levels that correspond with a tier rating, using performance targets to promote schools that met or exceeded targets. In addition, a
state’s description of its school classification system may differ from this organization’s, which was designed to make cross-state comparisons. This analysis assumes that all applicable
indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based on student demographics and grade configurations.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education,
“ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed July 2017).
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TABLE 2

Massachusetts timeline to identify and intervene in schools
State-level annual activities to identify low-performing schools
First cohort timeline

2017-18

Second cohort timeline
• Notify schools of their identification as comprehensive
or targeted support schools*
• Distribute school-improvement grant funds to their
districts

2022-23

2018-19

Launch diﬀerentiated support system for districts with
identified schools

2023-24

2019-20

Continue diﬀerentiated support system

2024-25

2020-21

• Determine if schools met improvement targets by end
of school year
• Determine which schools subject to more intensive
improvement strategies

2025-26

*Massachusetts will identify schools with "chronically underperforming subgroups" following the 2018-2019 school year.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See
U.S. Department of Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.
html (last accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

Massachusetts school improvement funding

Massachusetts school identification details

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants

ü

School type

Formula grants
Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

TBD

Maximum amount, targeted schools

TBD*

*Pending available funds
Note: Some districts may receive planning grants prior to the 2017-18 school year
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/
account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).

Outstanding issues in
identification methods

Lowest performing, Title I

—

Low graduation rate

—

Chronically low-performing subgroups

—

Consistently underperforming subgroups
Low-performing subgroups

The number of years for underperformance
is not described
—

Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the
Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.
ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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A selection of Massachusetts’ key school improvement strategies
• Critical elements of school turnaround framework, based on rigorous evaluations of
the state’s turnaround strategies
• Critical elements framework focuses on schoolwide communities of practice,
improvement of instruction, student-based supports, and school climate and culture
• Statewide system of support that provides intensive support to the state’s highestpoverty districts, as well as support to other districts through state partners
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C.,
under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).
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Michigan Accountability
By Samantha Batel and Laura Jimenez

August 2017

TABLE 1

Michigan school classification system
Design model

Dashboard system

Summative
classifications

TBD

School classification indicators

Indicator weights
Elementary and middle schools

High schools

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts, math,
science, and social studies

100-point index

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts, math,
science, and social studies

100-point index using student
growth percentiles

English learner progress
Student growth percentiles
and percent proficient

Early warning
Chronic absenteeism

Persistance
Four-, five-, and six-year graduation rates

College and career readiness
Postsecondary enrollment and percentage of students in
grades 11-12 completing advanced coursework, such as
Advanced Placement, International Baccalaureate, and Career
and Technical Education courses

Enrichment and environment
Time spent in fine arts, music, and physical education and
access to a library media specialist (K-8 only); test participation

Notes: Michigan proposed three accountability systems: an A–F system, a system that assigns A–F grades to each indicator, and a dashboard system with no summative rating. The
Michigan Department of Education announced that it will use the dashboard system. This analysis includes the indicators that the state proposed in its submitted ESSA plan, which
the dashboard accountability system will likely include. In addition, the state’s description of its school classification system may differ from this organization’s, which was designed to
make cross-state comparisons.
Sources: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education,
“ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed July 2017); Jennifer Guerra, “Michigan dumps its
school ranking system in favor of ‘dashboard,’” Michigan Radio, July 23, 2017, available at http://michiganradio.org/post/michigan-dumps-its-school-ranking-system-favor-dashboard.
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TABLE 2

Michigan school improvement funding
Grant structure and amounts
Competitive grants

ü

Formula grants

ü

Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

Not described

Maximum amount, targeted schools

Not described

Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed July 2017)
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FACT SHEET

Nevada Accountability
By Samantha Batel and Laura Jimenez

August 2017

TABLE 1

Nevada school classification system
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

Five-star ratings

Indicator weights
School classification indicators

Elementary and
middle schools

High schools

25.0%

25.0%

35.0%

—

10.0%

10.0%

10.0%

10.0%

—

30.0%

—

25.0%

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts, math, and
science

Percent proficient

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts and math

Median student growth
percentile and adequate
student growth percentile

English learner progress
Adequate student growth percentile

Early warning
Chronic absenteeism, number of eighth grade students meeting
credit requirements, and ninth and 10th grade credit suﬃciency

Persistance
Four- and five-year graduation rates

College and career readiness
Average ACT score; pathway diploma options; and college- and
career-readiness endorsements such as Advanced Placement,
International Baccalaureate, dual credit, and industry-aligned
Career and Technical Education credentials*
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Enrichment and environment
Closure of opportunity gaps for elementary and middle schools;
percent of middle school or high school students with academic
learning plans; percent of students achieving college- and
career-readiness status on end-of-course exams; climate survey;**
test participation***

20.0%

—

*Nevada is still defining this indicator.
**Nevada will award bonus points to schools based on participation in the state’s climate survey for the first couple of years of implementation, after
which it plans to use survey responses in school classifications.
***Nevada has three levels of participation rate penalties for schools that test fewer than 95 percent of its eligible student population: participation
warning, participation penalty, and continuing participation penalty.
Notes: The weightings of some indicators are reflected in other categories per the organization of the state’s plan. For example, the weighting for
academic learning plans is rolled in with the weighting of the early warning indicators for middle schools. Similarly, some indicators that apply to
middle schools, including the academic learning plans, do not apply to elementary schools. The state may also reduce the total index score for any
school with low-performing subgroups. In addition, a state’s description of its school classification system may differ from this organization’s, which
was designed to make cross-state comparisons. This analysis assumes that all applicable indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators
applied may vary based on student demographics and grade configurations.
Sources: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See
U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.
html (last accessed July 2017); personal communication from Russ Keglovits, education programs professional, Student Achievement Division, Nevada
Department of Education, June 8, 2017.

TABLE 2

Nevada timeline to identify and intervene in schools
State-level annual activities to identify low-performing schools
First cohort timeline
Annually:
2017-18

• Notify schools of their identification as comprehensive or targeted support schools**
• Distribute school-improvement grant funds to their districts
• Launch tiered district and school support system

2018-19

See above

2019-20

See above

2020-21

• Determine if schools met improvement targets by end of school year
• Determine which schools subject to more intensive improvement strategies

*Nevada will identify a new cohort of comprehensive and targeted support schools annually.
**Schools with “low-performing subgroups” will be identified no later than the 2018-19 school year and schools with “chronically low-performing
subgroups” will be identified in 2020-21.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

Nevada school improvement funding

Nevada school identification details

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants

ü

School type

Formula grants
Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

TBD

Maximum amount, targeted schools

TBD

Note: Nevada will prioritize funding to districts with the highest percentage of identified
schools and with greatest demonstrated commitment to school improvement.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/
account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).

Outstanding issues in
identification methods

Lowest performing, Title I

—

Low graduation rate

—

Chronically low-performing subgroups

—

Consistently underperforming subgroups

—

Low-performing subgroups

Not based on required measures

Note: Absent additional guidance from the U.S. Department of Education, low-performing subgroup schools must be
identified for their performance on all measures of annual meaningful differentiation.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the
Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.
ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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A selection of Nevada’s key school improvement strategies
• A tiered system of support, providing the most intense services to districts with
highest-need schools
• Defining “evidence-based practices” and determining a list of approved, evidencebased service providers that can partner with districts
• Coordinated professional development activities designed to build capacity on
evidence-based practice
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C.,
under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html
(last accessed June 2017).
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FACT SHEET

New Jersey Accountability
By Samantha Batel and Laura Jimenez

August 2017

TABLE 1

New Jersey accountability scorecard
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

Percentile ranking

Indicator weights
2018-19 school year

School classification indicators

2019-20 school year

Elementary and
middle schools

High schools

Elementary and
middle schools

High schools

35.0%

35.0%

30.0%

30.0%

50.0%

—

40.0%

—

—

—

20.0%

20.0%

15.0%

15.0%

10.0%

10.0%

—

50.0%

—

40.0%

College and career readiness

—

—

—

—

Enrichment and environment

—

—

—

—

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts
and math

Percent proficient

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts
and math*

Median student growth
percentile

English learner progress
Percentage of students making expected progress

Early warning
Chronic absenteeism

Persistance
Four- and six-year graduation rates

*For eighth grade, a school’s student growth percentile will be based on only English language arts.
Notes: A school’s summative determination will be an average of all student scores and subgroup scores. In addition, a state’s description of its school classification system may differ from this organization’s,
which was designed to make cross-state comparisons. This analysis assumes that all applicable indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based on student demographics
and grade configurations.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed July 2017).
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TABLE 2

New Jersey timeline to identify and intervene in schools
State-level annual activities to identify low-performing schools
First cohort
timeline
2017-18

2018-19

Second cohort
timeline
Collect data to run preliminary identification of comprehensive and targeted
support schools*
• November: Provide final notification of identification; direct schools to use
the remainder of the school year to plan interventions

2022-23

2023-24

• Review and approve applications for school improvement funds**
2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

• Identify second cohort of comprehensive and targeted support schools
• Launch tiered district and school support system
Continue operation of tiered district and school support system
• Determine if schools met improvement targets by end of school year
• Determine which schools subject to more intensive improvement strategies

2024-25

2025-26

2026-27

*The 2017-18 school year is the first for which New Jersey will have all data from all required performance indicators available to calculate school
identification results.
**Absent more information from New Jersey, improvement funds may be distributed to districts in the summer of the 2017-18 school year to support
intervention implementation the following school year.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

New Jersey school improvement funding

New Jersey school identification details

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants

TBD

Formula grants

TBD

Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

TBD

Maximum amount, targeted schools

TBD

Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/
account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).

School type

Outstanding issues in
identification methods

Lowest performing, Title I

—

Low graduation rate*

—

Chronically low-performing subgroups

—

Consistently underperforming subgroups*

—

Low-performing subgroups*

—

*New Jersey will identify one cohort of schools for improvement in November 2019 and a new cohort of schools in
January 2019.
Sources: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the
Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://
www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017); U.S. Department
of Education, Accountability Under Title I, Part A of the ESEA: Frequently Asked Questions (2017), available at https://
www2.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/eseatitleiaccountabilityfaqs.pdf.
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A selection of New Jersey’s key school improvement strategies
• A tiered system of support, providing the most intense services to districts with
highest-need schools
• Establishment of district and school leadership teams to oversee implementation
of strategies
• Ensuring alignment of implementation plans between districts and schools
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington,
D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan
Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.
html (last accessed July 2017).
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FACT SHEET

New Mexico Accountability
By Samantha Batel and Laura Jimenez

August 2017

TABLE 1

New Mexico school classification system
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

A–F letter grades

Indicator weights
School classification indicators

Elementary and
middle schools

High schools

38.0%

30.0%

42.0%

30.0%

10.0%

5.0%

5.0%

5.0%

—

13.0%

—

12.0%

5.0%

5.0%

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts, math, and
science

Percent proficient

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts and math

Composite of lowest quartile,
middle two quartiles, and
highest quartile of students
using value-added modeling

English learner progress
Growth to English language proficiency

Early warning
Chronic absenteeism

Persistance
Four-, five-, and six-year graduation rates and growth
in the four-year rate

College and career readiness
To be determined; considering college remediation,
college persistence, and indicators in Career and Technical
Education fields

Enrichment and environment
Opportunity to learn survey and test participation*

*Schools that fail to test 95 percent of students in English language arts or math will have their overall letter grade reduced by one letter.
Notes: New Mexico will transition to this system in the 2018-19 school year and will use its old system for the 2017-18 school year. See the Center
for American Progress’ “Making the Grade” report for details on the indicators the state will phase out. In addition, a state’s description of its school
classification system may differ from this organization’s, which was designed to make cross-state comparisons. This analysis assumes that all applicable
indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based on student demographics and grade configurations.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).
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TABLE 2

New Mexico timeline to identify and intervene in schools
State-level annual activities to identify low-performing schools
First cohort
timeline

Second cohort
timeline
Collect data to identify comprehensive and targeted support schools*
• Fall: Provide final notification of identification

2017-18

• Instruct identified schools and their districts to engage in planning for
remainder of school year

2020-21

• Review and approve applications for funding
2018-19

Launch district and school support system

2021-22

2019-20

See above

2022-23

See above
2020-21

and

2023-24

Determine if schools met improvement targets by end of school year
*New Mexico will identify schools for targeted support starting in the 2019-20 school year.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

New Mexico school improvement funding

New Mexico school identification details

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants

ü*

Formula grants

ü*

Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

TBD

Maximum amount, targeted schools

TBD

*Both competitive and funding grants are described by New Mexico’s plan, although it
is not clear that targeted support schools will receive funding.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/
account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).

School type

Outstanding issues in
identification methods

Lowest performing, Title I

—

Low graduation rate

—

Chronically low-performing subgroups

—

Consistently underperforming subgroups*

Unclear if the performance on all
required measures considered

Low-performing subgroups**

Unclear if the performance of all
subgroups considered

*Absent additional guidance from the U.S. Department of Education, low-performing subgroup schools must be
identified for their performance on all measures of annual meaningful differentiation.
**Absent additional guidance from the U.S. Department of Education, identification of low-performing subgroup
schools must consider a school’s performance among each subgroup of students in the school.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the
Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.
ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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A selection of New Mexico’s key school improvement strategies
• Districts agreeing to receive support must address four areas of operations in addition
to specific improvement strategies: leadership, accountability, talent management, and
infrastructure
• Districts select from among four options for intensive improvement, according to
school needs
• Option 1: Use of the state online implementation planning tool; option 2: statesponsored models; option 3: comprehensive grants for district-chosen and stateapproved evidence-based strategies; option 4: high school transformation
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington,
D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan
Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.
html (last accessed June 2017).
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FACT SHEET

North Dakota Accountability
By Samantha Batel and Laura Jimenez

August 2017

TABLE 1

North Dakota school classification system
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

General support, targeted support, comprehensive support

Indicator weights
School classification indicators

Elementary and
middle schools

High schools

30.0%

25.0%

30.0%

—

10.0%

10.0%

—

—

—

21.0%

—

22.0%

30.0%

22.0%

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts and math

Percent proficient

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts and math

Student learning index

English learner progress
Percent of students meeting growth target

Early warning
Attendance*

Persistance
Four-, five- and six-year graduation rates; GED diploma completion

College and career readiness
“Choice ready” indicator with three pathways—college ready, career
ready, and military ready—each with multiple measures, such as
performance in advanced coursework, 75 hours of a work-based learning
experience, and Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery performance

Enrichment and environment
Student engagement survey; four-year education plan of study, physical
fitness, quality citizenship (measured by zero expulsions and suspensions),
participation in co- or extra-curricular activities, and community service*
*These measures are included in North Dakota’s “choice ready” indicator.
Notes: A state’s description of its school classification system may differ from this organization’s, which was designed to make cross-state comparisons.
This analysis assumes that all applicable indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based on student demographics and grade configurations.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed July 2017); personal communication from Laurie Matzke, assistant superintendent, Division of Student Support and Innovation, North Dakota
Department of Public Instruction, August 1, 2017.
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TABLE 2

North Dakota timeline to identify and intervene in schools
State-level annual activities to identify low-performing schools
First cohort
timeline

Second cohort
timeline
Collect data to identify comprehensive and targeted support schools*
• Spring: Provide final notification of identification

2017-18

• Conduct grant application training

2020-21

• Review and approve applications for funding
• Launch district and school support system
2018-19

See above

2021-22

2019-20

See above

2022-23

See above
2020-21

and

2023-24

Determine if schools met improvement targets by end of school year
*North Dakota will identify schools for targeted support starting in the 2019-20 school year.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

North Dakota school improvement funding

North Dakota school identification details

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants

School type
ü*

Formula grants
Maximum amount, comprehensive schools
Maximum amount, targeted schools

$300,000–
$400,000

Outstanding issues in
identification methods

Lowest performing, Title I
Low graduation rate

$50,000

*Every comprehensive and targeted support school will receive school
improvement funding.

Chronically low-performing subgroups

Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/
account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).

Consistently underperforming subgroups*
Low-performing subgroups*

—
Use of four-year or extended-year cohort
graduation rate not detailed
No methods to identify these schools
are described
See note
See note; not identified in required timeline**

*North Dakota uses two sets of criteria to identify a single category of schools needing targeted support instead of
distinct criteria for each.
**ESSA requires these schools to be identified by the 2018-19 school year.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the
Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.
ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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A selection of North Dakota’s key school improvement strategies
• A multitiered system of support comprising five elements: assessments of student
learning; data-based decision-making; multilevel evidence-based instruction;
infrastructure and support mechanisms; and fidelity and evaluations
• The state provides statewide professional development via a cohort model
• Coaching, technical assistance, and state leadership teams provide the structure for
additional supports to districts and schools
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington,
D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan
Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.
html (last accessed June 2017).
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FACT SHEET

Oregon Accountability
By Samantha Batel and Laura Jimenez

August 2017

TABLE 1

Oregon school classification system
Design model

Decision rules

Summative
classifications

Comprehensive support and improvement schools and targeted support
and improvement schools

School classification indicators

Indicator weights
Elementary and middle schools

High schools

22.2%

22.2%

44.4%

—

22.2%

22.2%

11.1%

22.2%

—

33.3%

College and career readiness

—

—

Enrichment and environment

—

—

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts
and math

Percent proficient

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts
and math

Median student
growth percentiles

English learner progress
Percentage of students on track to English
language proficiency and median student
growth percentiles

Early warning
Chronic absenteeism and percentage of
ninth graders earning at least one-fourth of
their required graduation credits

Persistance
Four-year graduation rate and five-year
completion rate (percentage of students
earning a diploma, an extended diploma,
GED diploma, or adult high school diploma)

Notes: Oregon uses a set of decision rules with assigned indicator weights of one or two points. The percentages for each category of indicators reflect
the weight of each indicator relative to the total number of indicators and their corresponding points. In addition, a state’s description of its school
classification system may differ from this organization’s, which was designed to make cross-state comparisons. This analysis assumes that all applicable
indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based on student demographics and grade configurations.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed July 2017).
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TABLE 2

Oregon school improvement
Activities by school year for first and second cohorts
First cohort
timeline

Second cohort
timeline
Collect data to identify comprehensive and targeted support schools

2017-18

• Conduct readiness and screening protocols and needs assessments

2021-22

• Review and approve applications for funding
2018-19

• Notify schools of identification

2022-23

• Launch district and school support system

2019-20

See above

2023-24

2020-21

• Determine if schools met improvement targets by end of school year,
including approval by stakeholders

2024-25

• Sustainability planning for schools meeting improvement targets
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

Oregon school improvement funding

Oregon school identification details

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants

ü*

Formula grants

ü

Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

TBD

Maximum amount, targeted schools

TBD

*Oregon’s plan describes the considerations for “funds made available for
improvement activities” but does not describe whether these are competitive
grants. Since it specifically says funds for planning activities will be distributed
via a formula, this analysis assumes that improvement activity funds will be
distributed by competitive grant.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/
account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).

School type
Lowest performing, Title I
Low graduation rate
Chronically low-performing subgroups
Consistently underperforming subgroups

Low-performing subgroups

Outstanding issues in
identification methods
Not based on student performance on all
accountability indicators
Use of four-year or extended-year adjusted
cohort graduation rate not described
—
Unclear how subgroup performance on all
accountability indicators is considered
Unclear if distinct identification criteria used
or if the criteria are the same for all targeted
support and improvement schools

Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every
Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.
ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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A selection of Oregon’s key school improvement strategies
• Districts must demonstrate commitment to partner with the state to implement
evidence-based strategies
• Readiness screening and consultation to assess health of district-level systems
• Following implementation of evidence-based interventions, engagement in
planning to sustain long-term improvements
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington,
D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan
Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.
html (last accessed June 2017).
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Tennessee Accountability
By Samantha Batel and Laura Jimenez

August 2017

TABLE 1

Tennessee school classification system
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

A–F letter grades

School classification indicators

Indicator weights
Elementary and middle schools

High schools

45.0%

30.0%

35.0%

25.0%

10.0%

10.0%

10.0%

10.0%

—

5.0%

—

20.0%

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts,
math, and science

Percent proficient
(absolute or
improvement)

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language
arts, math, and
science

Tennessee ValueAdded Assessment
System*

English learner progress
Percent proficient and percentage of
students meeting or exceeding growth
standard (absolute or improvement)

Early warning
Chronic absenteeism, including outof-school suspensions (absolute or
improvement)

Persistance
Four-year graduation rate
(absolute or improvement)

College and career readiness
“Ready graduate” indicator that multiplies
the graduation rate by the percentage of
students meeting ACT or SAT cut scores;
completing advanced coursework; earning
industry certifications; and/or meeting the
Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery
cut score (absolute or improvement)
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Enrichment and environment

—

Test participation**

—

*For subgroups, the state will measure the percent of students moving from one achievement level to a higher achievement level.
**Schools will receive an “F” on the achievement indicator for any group of students that does not meet the 95 percent participation rate.
Notes: Subgroup performance will make up 40 percent of an overall school grade. In addition, a state’s description of its school classification system
may differ from this organization’s, which was designed to make cross-state comparisons. This analysis assumes that all applicable indicators are used
for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based on student demographics and grade configurations.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See
U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html
(last accessed July 2017).

TABLE 2

Tennessee timeline to identify and intervene in schools
State-level annual activities to identify low-performing schools
First cohort
timeline

Second cohort
timeline
Collect data to identify comprehensive and targeted support schools*

2017-18

• Instruct identified schools and their districts to engage in planning for
remainder of school year

2020-21

• Review and approve applications for funding
2018-19
2019-20

• Notify schools of identification

2021-22

• Launch district and school support system
See above

2022-23

See above
2020-21

and

2023-24

Determine if schools met improvement targets by end of school year
*Comprehensive support schools are identified every three years and targeted support schools are identified annually.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C.,under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

Tennessee school improvement funding

Tennessee school identification details

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants

ü

School type

Formula grants
Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

TBD

Maximum amount, targeted schools

TBD

Note: All comprehensive support schools receive planning grants automatically in the
2017-18 school year and their districts can compete for implementation grants the
following school year.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/
account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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Outstanding issues in
identification methods

Lowest performing, Title I

—

Low graduation rate

—

Chronically low-performing subgroups

—

Consistently underperforming subgroups

—

Low-performing subgroups

—

Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every
Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission," available at https://www2.
ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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A selection of Tennessee’s key school improvement strategies
• For comprehensive support schools, three intervention tracks that include state
takeover and other alternative governance structures such as charter conversion or
district-led reforms
• Centers of Regional Excellence serve as an arm of the state, providing technical
assistance to districts and schools
• Regional specialists also work with districts and schools to provide assistance in
specific areas, such as meeting the needs of English learners
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington,
D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan
Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.
html (last accessed July 2017).
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Vermont Accountability
By Samantha Batel and Laura Jimenez

August 2017

TABLE 1

Vermont accountability scorecard
Design model

Performance Index

Summative
classifications

Oﬀ target, near target, on target, bull’s-eye

Indicator weights
2017-18 school year

School classification indicators

2018-19 school year

Elementary and
middle schools

High schools

Elementary and
middle schools

High schools

40.0%

30.0%

45.0%

25.0%

40.0%

30.0%

35.0%

20.0%

Year-to-year gains in proficiency
and growth to target measure

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

10.0%

Early warning

—

—

—

—

—

25.0%

—

20.0%

—

—

—

20.0%

—

—

10.0%

5.0%

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts,
math, and science*

Average scale scores

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts
and math

Student growth
percentiles

English learner progress

Persistance
Four- and six-year graduation rates

College and career readiness
(1) Percent of students meeting assessment benchmarks, including SAT or ACT; Advanced Placement or
International Baccalaureate; Armed Services Vocational
Aptitude Battery or earning an industry-recognized
credential; (2) postsecondary outcomes, including
enrollment in college, trade schools, and the workforce
and military enlistments

Enrichment and environment
Physical fitness and test participation**
*Science will be its own indicator when it is added in the 2018-19 school year.

**If a school has lower than 95 percent participation, the school's rating will be lowered by multiplying its preliminary score by the percentage of eligible students participating in the assessment.
Notes: Vermont's system uses an equity index to report subgroup performance alongside the performance of all students. In addition, a state's description of its school classification system may differ from this
organization's, which was designed to make cross-state comparisons. This analysis assumes that all applicable indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based on student
demographics and grade configurations. For example, Vermont would not use English progress measures to classify schools that do not have sufficient numbers of English learners in their student population.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, "ESSA State Plan Submission,"
available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed July 2017).
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TABLE 2

Vermont timeline to identify and intervene in schools
State-level annual activities to identify low-performing schools
First cohort timeline

Second cohort timeline
Collect data to identify comprehensive and targeted
support schools

2017-18

• Instruct identified schools and their districts to engage
in planning for remainder of school year

2020-21

• Review and approve applications for funding

2018-19

• Notify comprehensive support schools of identification*
• Launch district and school support system

2021-22

See above
2019-20

and

2022-23

Notify targeted support schools of identification
See above
2020-21

and

2023-24

Determine if schools met improvement targets by end of
school year
*Comprehensive support schools are identified every three years and targeted support schools are identified annually.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See
U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html
(last accessed June 2017).

TABLE 3

TABLE 4

Vermont school improvement funding

Vermont school identification details

Grant structure and amounts

Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification

Competitive grants

TBD

Formula grants

TBD

Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

TBD

Maximum amount, targeted schools

TBD

Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/
account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).

School type

Outstanding issues in
identification methods

Lowest performing, Title I

—

Low graduation rate

—

Chronically low-performing subgroups

—

Consistently underperforming subgroups*

—

Low-performing subgroups**

Unclear if the performance of
all subgroups considered

*Vermont’s consistently underperforming schools are its low-performing schools that have not improved after a year.
**Note: Absent additional guidance from the U.S. Department of Education, identification of low-performing subgroup
schools must consider a school’s performance among each subgroup of students in the school.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the
Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.
ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).
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A selection of Vermont’s key school improvement strategies
• A tiered support system that provides assistance to districts and schools aligning
with the state Education Quality standards
• A state-identified menu of evidence-based practices for improvement of student
outcomes
• Increased oversight of spending the longer schools remain in low-performing status
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C.,
under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).
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Washington, D.C., Accountability
By Samantha Batel and Laura Jimenez

August 2017

TABLE 1

Washington, D.C., school classification system
Design model

Performance index

Summative
classifications

Five-star ratings

School classification indicators

Indicator weights
Elementary schools

Middle schools

High schools

30.0%

30.0%

25.0%

40.0%

40.0%

—

5.0%

5.0%

5.0%

10.6%

12.5%

12.5%

—

—

20.0%

—

—

25.0%

Academic achievement
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts
and math

Percent proficient

Student growth
Subject(s)

Measure(s)

English language arts
and math

Median student
growth percentile and
growth to proficiency

English learner progress
Percent of students meeting individual growth targets

Early warning
At least 90 percent attendance or median student
attendance growth percentile; in-seat attendance

Persistance indicators
Four-year graduation rate and alternate four-year
graduation rate using number of total graduates,
regardless of time frame

College and career readiness
Percentage of students meeting SAT or ACT benchmarks, taking at least one Advanced Placement (AP) or
International Baccalaureate (IB) exam and scoring 3+
on AP or 4+ on IB exam
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Enrichment and environment
Percent of students who re-enroll in the same school;
program-level score on the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (a measure of pre-K classroom quality); and
a to-be-determined access and opportunities measure*

14.4%

12.5%

12.5%

*The access and opportunities measure will be piloted in the 2018-19 school year and used as 5 percent of formal accountability results for the 201920 school year. In the interim, school ratings will be calculated out of 95 rather than 100 percent.
Notes: A school’s rating is a weighted average of all students (75 percent), race/ethnicity (5 percent divided evenly between subgroups), economically
disadvantaged (5 percent), English language learners (5 percent), and special education (10 percent). In addition, a state’s description of its school
classification system may differ from this organization’s, which was designed to make cross-state comparisons. This analysis assumes that all applicable
indicators are used for school classifications. Actual indicators applied may vary based on student demographics and grade configurations.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See
U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html
(last accessed July 2017).

TABLE 2

Washington, D.C., timeline to identify and intervene in schools
State-level annual activities to identify low-performing schools
First cohort timeline
2017-18

Second cohort timeline
Collect data to identify comprehensive and targeted
support schools*

2021-22

• Provide final notification of identification
2018-19

• Review and approve applications for funding

2022-23

• Begin annual process of early warning to schools that
perform close to low-performing school threshold
2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

See above
• Determine if schools met improvement targets by end
of school year
• Schools making “significant improvement” granted one
more year to continue interventions
• Determine if schools met improvement targets by end
of school year
• Determine which schools subject to more intensive
improvement strategies

2023-24

2024-25

2025-26

*Schools with “consistently low-performing subgroups” will be identified in the 2019-20 school year and schools with “chronically low-performing
subgroups” in 2022-23.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).
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TABLE 3

Washington, D.C., school
improvement funding
Grant structure and amounts
Competitive grants

TBD

Formula grants

TBD

Maximum amount, comprehensive schools

TBD

Maximum amount, targeted schools

TBD

Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states
and Washington, D.C.,under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of
Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/
account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last accessed June 2017).

TABLE 4

Washington, D.C., school identification details
Alignment with statutory requirements for school identification
School type
Lowest performing, Title I*
Low graduation rate**

Outstanding issues in
identification methods
May not identify a full 5 percent
of federally funded schools
Excludes alternative public high schools

Chronically low-performing subgroups
Consistently underperforming subgroups***

—
Not identified within required timeline

Low-performing subgroups

—

*ESSA requires states to identify 5 percent of the lowest-performing schools receiving federal Title I funds.
**ESSA requires states to identify all public high schools with graduation rates of 67 percent or less.
***ESSA requires schools with “consistently underperforming subgroups” to be identified annually.
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C., under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S.
Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).

A selection of the District of Columbia’s key school improvement strategies
• An early warning system to schools who may be identified based on the most recent
student outcome data
• Sharing catalogs of evidence-based strategies for improvement
• Ongoing documentation of improvement results
Source: The authors reviewed the submitted consolidated state plans of 16 states and Washington, D.C.,
under the Every Student Succeeds Act. See U.S. Department of Education, “ESSA State Plan Submission,” available at https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/statesubmission.html (last
accessed June 2017).
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