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THE WASHINGTON STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
An education system where students are engaged in personalized education pathways that 
prepare them for civic engagement, careers, postsecondary education, and lifelong learning 

UPDATE ON THE SCHOOL RECOGNITON WORKGROUP 

Prepared for the September 2019 Board Meeting 

Information item. 

As related to: 

☐ Goal One: All students feel safe at school, 
and have the supports necessary to thrive. 
☐ Goal Two: All students are able to engage in 
their schools and their broader communities, 
and feel invested in their learning pathways, 
which lead to their post-secondary aspirations. 
☒  Goal Three: School and district structures 
and systems adapt to meet the evolving needs 
of the student population and community, as a 
whole. Students are prepared to adapt as 
needed and fully participate in the world 
beyond the classroom. 

Materials included in packet: 

• Staff Memo 
• Staff PowerPoint Presentation 

Synopsis and Policy Considerations: 

☒  Goal Four: Students successfully transition 
into, through, and out of the P-12 system. 
☐ Goal Five: Students graduate from 
Washington State high schools ready for civic 
engagement, careers, postsecondary education, 
and lifelong learning. 
☐ Goal Six: Equitable funding across the state 
to ensure that all students have the funding and 
opportunities they need, regardless of their 
geographical location or other needs. 
☐ Other 

Phase II of the school recognition revisions was set into motion by the July 30, 2019 EOGOAC-SBE-OSPI 
joint meeting. The 18 attendees met for the purpose of learning about and examining the possible use 
of other measures in the recognition system, and those measures are the following: 

• School climate and student engagement, 
• Exclusionary discipline rates and disproportionate student discipline, and 
• Equitable student access to educators. 

The memo that follows summarizes the presentations on the possible additional metrics made to the 
meeting attendees. The memo also includes a general timeline, activities, and events leading to the 
finalizing of the Phase II methodology and culminating in the spring school recognition ceremony. 
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THE WASHINGTON STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
An education system where students are engaged in personalized education pathways that 
prepare them for civic engagement, careers, postsecondary education, and lifelong learning 

UPDATE ON THE SCHOOL RECOGNITON WORKGROUP 

Prepared for the September 2019 Board Meeting 

Summary 

RCW 28A.657.110(3) authorizes the State Board of Education (SBE), in cooperation with the Office of the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), to annually recognize schools for exemplary performance as 
measured on the Washington School Improvement Framework (WSIF). The SBE shall have ongoing 
collaboration with the Educational Opportunity Gap Oversight and Accountability Committee (EOGOAC) 
regarding the indicators used to measure the closing of the achievement gaps and the recognition 
provided to the school districts for closing the achievement gaps. 

In spring 2018, the SBE, OSPI, and EOGOAC agreed to suspend school recognition for one year in order 
for a workgroup to redesign the system to better align to the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 
accountability system and to make the school recognition system more equitable. In spring 2018, the 
three organizations initiated a three-year effort to revamp Washington’s school recognition framework 
to better highlight the successes across our K-12 educational system. 

SBE, OSPI, and EOGOAC staff worked closely together in consultation with the recognition workgroup to 
design a pilot recognition system as the first phase in the development of a new recognition. The new 
approach to recognition is designed to identify schools throughout the continuum of growth and 
proficiency. Phase I of the revised framework recognized Schools that are closing gaps for their students 
groups identified for support, demonstrating growth and high levels of proficiency.  Phase I of the 
Framework is best described as a single system of recognition that incorporates three routes to 
recognition, and multiple measures within each route derived from the WSIF. 

The SBE, OSPI, and EOGOAC plan to refine the recognition framework over the next two years to 
recognize schools across the state and consider state level student outcome data as well as local 
qualitative and quantitative information. The organizations are following a general work plan in order to 
complete the Phase II and Phase III revisions by the end of the 2020-21 school year. Central to the 
proposed or planned recognition framework revisions are the following: 

1. To include other measures (including local measures) in the recognition framework, 
2. To include measures that are more qualitative in character, 
3. To provide the opportunity for stakeholder input and review, and 
4. To develop a platform to collect and share ’effective practices’ of recognized schools. 

Phase II Work Plan 

Phase II of this work includes examination of the following measures for possible inclusion in the 
recognition system: 

• School climate and student engagement, 

WASHINGTON STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
195



  

    
  

    

      
 

  
 

   
  

 
 

 

   
  

    

     
    

  
 

   
  

  
 

  
  

 
 

 

 
  

    
    

 

  
 

  
 

     

  
 

       
 

  
     

 
 

   

 

   

  
    

 
     

      
 

• Exclusionary discipline rates and disproportionate student discipline, and 
• Equitable student access to educators. 

Table 1: shows the general  work  plan  for Phase  II of the school recognition  workgroup.  

Date Event Actions and Discussion Items 

Sep. 2019 SBE Meeting Review the work plan and discuss metrics for possible inclusion in the 
Phase II recognition. 

Sep. 2019 EOGOAC 
Meeting 

EOGOAC and SBE staff will provide an update on the work plan and a 
summary of the technical work of the SBE and OSPI staff. 

Oct. 2019 
Joint Meeting 
EOGOAC-SBE-

OSPI 

Review the Phase I metrics, receive feedback from local schools and 
districts, decide on whether to include additional metrics, discuss 
other changes to the Phase I methodology. 

Nov. 2019 SBE Meeting SBE staff will provide a summary of the technical work of the SBE and 
OSPI staff on the Phase II methodology. 

Nov. 2019 EOGOAC 
Meeting 

EOGOAC and SBE staff will provide a summary of the technical work of 
the SBE and OSPI staff. 

Nov. 2019 WSSDA Annual 
Conference 

Discuss and receive feedback on the school recognition model to 
inform Phase II and Phase III. 

Dec. 2019 
Joint Meeting 
EOGOAC-SBE-

OSPI 

Finalize recommended changes to the Phase II quantitative 
methodology and set a date for the spring 2020 recognition ceremony. 
Discuss options for local and qualitative data and the potential for 
regional pilots. Discuss how “what’s working” would be shared with 
other schools. 

Dec. 2019 WERA Annual 
Conference 

Discuss and receive feedback on the school recognition model to 
inform Phase III. 

Jan. 2020 SBE Meeting Final approval of Phase II methodology and metrics. 

Jan. 2020 EOGOAC 
Meeting 

EOGOAC and SBE staff will update the EOGOAC on the Phase II 
methodology and metrics. 

Mar. 2020 SBE Public 
Release SBE announces the list of recognized schools through a news release. 

Spring 
2020 

Recognition 
Ceremony School recognition event is held. 

Summary of the July Workgroup Meeting 

On July 30, 2019, 18 participants or presenters representing the SBE, EOGOAC, and OSPI engaged in a 
series of presentations and small group activities in order to consider the suitability of additional 
measures for possible inclusion in the Phase II school recognition framework. The participants learned 
about each of the measures, had the opportunity to discuss the appropriateness of each measure for 
the school recognition system, and discussed some possible manners in which to use the measures in 
school recognition. The presentations are summarized below. 
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• After reviewing the agenda for the day, the attendees heard from Randy Spaulding, Michaela 
Miller, and Maria Flores on the scope, purpose, and work plan. 

• The attendees heard a presentation on research of school climate and student engagement 
from Ann Ishimaru of the University of Washington. 

• Dixie Grunenfelder from the OSPI made a presentation to the group on the School Climate 
Transformation Grant and Healthy Youth Survey. 

• The attendees heard a presentation on equitable student access to educators from Kaori Strunk 
and Maria Flores from the OSPI. 

• The attendees heard a presentation on disproportionate student discipline from Mark 
McKechnie of the OSPI. 

• After each of the presentations, the attendees participated in a small group activity designed to 
address ideas and concepts relevant to the preceding presentation. 
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 Phase I Metrics 
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Statutory Direction: 28A.657.110 

(3) The  state  board of  education,  in  cooperation with the office  of  the  
superintendent of  public  instruction, shall annually recognize schools  
for  exemplary performance as  measured  on the Washington  
achievement  index.  The state board  of education  shall have ongoing  
collaboration with the educational opportunity gap  oversight and  
accountability  committee regarding the measures  used  to measure the 
closing of  the achievement  gaps  and the  recognition provided to the 
school districts for closing the achievement  gaps. 
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Rationale for Redesigning the School Recognition System 
Spring 2017 Washington Achievement Awards 

Approximately one-third of the school awards went to a handful of 
districts, which were mostly low poverty. 

One-third of awarded schools (93 of 281 schools) were from five school districts in 
the central Puget Sound area. 

The 93 schools from the five school districts had an average FRL rate of 11.8%. 

The rationale to redesign the system was driven in part by the changes 
brought about by the shift to the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 
accountability system and by the desire of the organizations to make the 
school recognition system more equitable. 
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Route 1 

Closing Gap,s 

Greatest progress 
among schools 

receiving support 

.. Route 2 

Growth 

School progress 
one year to the 

next or high 
student growth 

Route 3 
---------

Achieve,ment 

1 

High performer in 
multiple measures 

 
   
Phase I Combined Quantitative Model 

Schools Can Demonstrate Being Exemplary in Many Ways 
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1Closing 1Gaps 
Greatest progress among 
schools receiving sup,port 

Largest imp rovem,ent for 
All Student category 

Largest improvement for student 
groups identified for support 

Highest EL Progress 

Greatest Gains in Grad Rate> 
67% 

Gro,wth 
School progress one year 

to the next or high 
student gro,wth 

ELA 
roficie11c 

ELA growth 
SGP, 

Math 
roficienc 

Math growth 
SGP 

Grad rate 1(4-YR} progress 

Grad rate ext,ended progress 

Attend a nee progress 

Dual cred it progress 

9th graders on track progress 

English learner progress 

-- -

Ach ieve,1ment 
High performer in 
multiple measures 

(3-Year Roll-Up) 

ELA proficiency 

Math proficiency 

Graduation rate ( 4-YR) 

Regular Attendance 

Dual credit 

9th graders on track 
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  Phase I Combined Quantitative Model 
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Elle ment Data Defi nit[ 0 111 
Min. N-
Count 

How the Data El eme 11t is Used 

Schoo l did not meet ELA or math part icipat ion 
2.018 Partici pat ion Rate 

requiremen t if N 2: 20 and pen:e nt t ested < 95 fr om the 
ion Statew ide ELA and 

unsuppr ,essed, non-p ublic, anm.1al, ·w s IF fi le for thie All 
Math Ass.,ess me nts 

Stu dents grm.1 p. 

dhange in the WSIF rat ing fr om W2 018 to W20 19 fur 
Al I Students gmup fo r Co mpreh ,ensive Support 

Schoo ls. 
IW2018 a ndl W2019 
WSIF 

dhange in the WSIF rat ing fr om W2 018 to W20 19fur 
st uden t grou ps for Tier 1 Targeted (1-2) and Tier 2 

Tat1ret:ed (>2) Support Schools. 

2.018 Four -Year From t he ILi nsu ppr essed,. non -p ubl'i c, an nu a I fi l,e fo r 
G radu at ion Rate, Comp re he nsive-low Graid Rat ,e Schools 

20 

20 

10 

Excluder fo r a 11 sdhoo Is. Reoogn ized scho ols must meet 
HA and math parti cipation requ ir,ements from t he 

spring 20 18 adm inistra t ion. 

At least one student grou p 1,eadi ng t o scho ol support 
i'd ent ific at i 011 must incr,eaSie by :::: 0.65 decile points 

(th e top 20 percent th resho lld ), other stu dent gro ups 
leading to s.,chcml support 1ID must incr ease, and no 

nei.'J groups a re all lmrured to post a w int ,er 2019 WSI F 
be,loviJ the 2.30 thre shold fo r support identirfiicat i·on . 

The class of 20 18 fou r-year graduati'on rate muts,t be 2: 

th e cuto ff for ident ifica t ion (66. 7 peroent')i f or t he All 

Stu d,ents e;rm.1 p. 

From th e unsu ppr essed, non-pub lic, an 111ual ft I e for 
2.018 El.. Progress, Rate 

Tier 2: Low EL Progress Schools 
10 

The 2018 EL Progress rate must be ,2: the cutoff for 
ident ific at ion (48 .9 percent) for th e .sd mol. 

Only schools identifi ed for Tier 1 Targeted (1-2 groups}, lie r 2 Targeted (~ 3 gro ups or EL Progress), or Tier 3 Comprehen sive 
suppo rts on the ·wint er 2018 WSI F a re e I igi bile fo r recogniti on th rough the G osiing Gaps ro ute. 
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Schools  Identified for  Support  Closed Gaps  for  Certain Student Groups 
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Element 

W2018 and W 2019 
WSIF 

i2017 and 2018 IELA 
o rof i ciency 

i2017 and 2018 Marth 
o rof i ciency 

i2018 ELA SG P 

i2018 M ath SGP 

i2017 and 2018 Fm.1 r-
Vear Grad uat ion Rate 

t2017 and 2018 Ext. 
Graduation Rat e 

i2017 and 2018 IEL 
Progress 

i2017 and 2018 Regular 
11\ttenda nee 

t2017 and 2018 9th 
Grade rs On-Track 

i2017 and 2018 Dual 
Cred irt Pa rti ci part ion 

Data Demi n it i on 

: hange in the WSIF gap bet\rL!4een the highest and 
o\ivest grrn.1 ps from W2018 to W 2019 

: ha11ge in ELA pro fi ciency rat e fr om 2017 to 2018 if 
he part icipat ion rate w as~ 95 percent fo r both years. 

::hange in math profic iency rate firom 2017 to 20 18 'if 
he part icipat ion rate w as~ 95 percen t fo r both years. 

~ LA m ed ian SGP 

Math med ian SG P 

: ha11ge in four-year graduat ion rate from 2017 to 
2018 

::hange in ext ended gradu at ion rat ,e fr om 2017 to 
2018 

Change in EL Progress rate from 2017 t o 2018 

: ha 11ge in Re,gu I ar Attend.a nee rate from 2017 to .2.018 

: hange in the 9th Graders On-Trade rat e fr om 2017 t o 
2018 

: ha11ge in the Dua l Credit Part. rate from 2017 to 
2018 

Min. N-
Count 

20 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

l he High/1..mN WSIF gap is an exd ud er for schools. l he 
High/ Low W SIF gap must be de d ining and t he higlhest 
perform ing grou p mus t be increas ·ng. 

For each of the ten m1easrnres: 
• Is the change from 2U17 to 2018 

reporta ble? 

• Is the change am1ong· tlhe top perfo rm ers 
{top 2.0 percent)? 

• What percentage of repo rtab le measures 
are in the top 20 percent (top quirritile)i? 

Schoo II qua I ifi es for re cogn 'iti on 'ff: 
• The percentage of report able measures in 

tile top. 20 percent of sch o o. ls ~ 60, and 

• The schoo l 'is not excll ude d 0111 account of 
tile High/ lo w WSIF gap measure, and 

• The schoo l meets t he assessment 
part icipartion requi remems fo r sprfn,g 2018 
(~ 95 percent on ElA and Math ). 

oite: All t en earsu es a re cal cu lated ' or t he Aill stud ents gro up 
an a1re derived fr om ~he 2017 a d 20 18 unsu pressed, non
pu b ic, annual WS IF · 1 les provii ed to the SB E from the OSPI. 

      
Phase I School Recognition  - Growth Route 

Schools Demonstrating the Greatest Growth on the most Reportable Measures 
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Eleme nt Data 1Defin'i"tio111 
Min .. rN-
Count 

Winter 201'9 WSIF !fhe winter 2019 WSI F rating for student groups. 20 

Wiinter 2019 WSIIF 
Percentage of students meeting standard on the 

ELA Proficiency Rate 
statewide HA assessments or alternative 20 
assessments. 

Wiinter 2019 WSIIF Percentage of students meeting standard on the 
M ath Proficiency statewide math assessments or alternat ive 20 

Rate assessments. 

Wiinter 2019 WSIIF 
Percentage of students graduat ing from high schooll 

Four-Year Graduation 20 

Rate 
'in four years or less. 

Wiinter 2019 WSIIF Percentage of students w ho regularly attend 
20 

Regular Attend . Rate schooll. 

Wiinter 2019 9th 
Percentage of 9th grade stud ents wh o earn credit 

Graders On-Track 20 
for all courses attempted. 

Rate 

Wiinter 2019 Dual 
Percentage of students in grades 9-12 who 

Credit Participation 20 
part icipated in at least one dual credit course. 

Rate 

Not e: All six measures are calculate d fo r t he Alli Studen ts group and .are derive,d from the Win te r 2019, 
public, WSlf fil e provid ed by t he OSPI. 

To be high perform 1ing on the WSIF, all reportable 
racial, ethnic., and special progra 1m stude nt groups 
must post a wi1nter 2019 WSIIIF rating ~ 6 .. 00 . 

For each of the six measur ,es, a determination 
is made as to whether the All Students group 
performance is among the top perfo rm ers 
(top 20 percent). 

A school qualifies for recognit ion if: 
• Two or more , measures ar ,e in the top 20 

percent of schools, and 
• At least one of t he high perform'ing 

measures must be the ELA, math, or 
graduation measure, and 

• The school is not exdu ded on account of 
the high ,est performing WSIF measure ,, 
and 

• The school m,eets the assessme111t 
partic'ipation requirements for spring. 
2018 (~ '95 pe roent on ELA and mathJ. 

 
Phase  I School Recognition - Achievement Route 

Schools Demonstrating the Highest Performance on Multiple Measures 
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 Phase I Results 
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216 Schools Earned Recognition 

Closing 
Gaps 

Closing 
Gaps and 
Growth 

Growth 
Growth and 

Achievement 
Achievement Total 

Tier 3: Comprehensive 24 1 4 28 

Tier 2: Targeted 3+ Groups 
or Low EL Progress 

13 2 15 

Tier 1: Targeted 1-2 Groups 71 7 3 74 

Foundational 30 1 68 99 

Total 99 8 39 1 68 216 
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Recognition – Achievement Route 

We see evidence of performance differences based on school level. The meaningfulness of school 
recognition may be enhanced if Phase II were to be revised in a manner to consider school level as a 
distinguishing factor. In other words, compare a high school’s performance to other high schools, an 
elementary school’s performance to other elementary schools, and so on. 

ELA Prof. Math Prof. 
4-Year 
Grad. 

Reg. 
Attend. 

9th Grade 
On Track 

Dual Credit 
Part. 

Total 

Elementary Schools 40 42 38 42 

Middle Schools 5 5 4 5 

Combined Schools 2 2 1 2 

High Schools 11 1 9 5 4 11 

Combined High Schools 4 2 7 5 8 1 9 

Total 62 52 16 48 13 5 69 
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of Washington 
Spring 2019 School Recognition 

Washington S<hool Remgnltlon • Closing Gaps, Growth, and Achievement 

  

  

   
  

  
  

  
  

 

Spring 2019 Recognized Schools 

 216 schools were recognized 

 Average  FRL rate is 40.1 
percent, just a little  lower  
than the  state average of 
46.0 percent. 

 Approximately 54 percent of 
the recognized schools 
(117/216) were identified for 
Tier 1-3 supports in the 
winter 2018 WSIF. 

 The demography of the 
recognized schools is similar 
in many respects to the 
demography of schools not 
identified. 
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   Recognized Schools – Performance Along a Continuum 
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Disproportionately Low Rate of Recognition?
High Schools 

Recognized 
Schools when 

the ESSA 
Participation 

Requirement is 
Applied 

Identified 
Schools when 

the ESSA 
Participation 

Requirement is 
Not Applied 

All Schools -
Percentage by 
School Level in 

Washington 

Elementary 
Schools 

137 (63.4%) 139 (58.9%) 53.1 % 

Middle Schools 34 (15.7%) 34 (14.4%) 18.1 % 

Combined Schools 6 (2.8%) 6 (2.5%) 4.0 % 

High Schools 22 (10.2%) 33 (14.0%) 17.3 % 
Combined High 
Schools 

17 (7.9%) 24 (10.2%) 7.5 % 

Total 216 236 1960* 

Had the ESSA participation 
requirement not been in 
place, 57 high schools (24.2 
percent of the total) would 
have been recognized, 
which is reflective of the 
statewide totals. 

*Note: the total of 1960 schools represents 
those schools with a winter 209 WSIF rating. 
Approximately 500 additional schools without 
a WSIF rating are not included here. 
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Recognition - Achievement Route 

Average Number of 
Reportable Groups in 
the Winter 2019 WSIF 

Average Number of 
Reportable Groups for 

Schools through the 
Achievement Route 

Elementary Schools 5.9 5.1 

Middle Schools 7.1 4.6 

Combined Schools 4.5 2.0 

High Schools 5.0 2.6 

Combined High 
Schools 

2.4 2.2 

Total 5.6 4.2 

It is evident that elementary and 
middle schools meet the Phase I 
recognition requirements for the 
Achievement route even when 
larger numbers of reportable 
student groups are present, while 
high schools and combined with 
more reportable groups (typically 
larger schools) are less likely to 
meet the recognition 
requirements. 
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 Phase II Considerations and Discussion 
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Questions to Consider 

 Are we measuring the “right” things in the “right” manner? 

 Does the methodology adequately assess the performance of student groups 
as well as the All Students group? 

 Would the framework benefit from better differentiation of schools by school 
enrollment, school level, school location, and or school type? 

 Would the framework be improved through better recognition of school 
differences by race, ethnicity, income, or other student characteristics? 
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SBE-EOGOAC-OSPI Joint Workgroup Meeting (July 30)
Information on Additional Metrics 

 The workgroup discussed the suitability of other metrics in the school 
recognition system 
 School climate and student engagement data 
 School discipline data 
 Equitable student access to educators 

 The workgroup discussed the possible manners in which to include other 
metrics in the school recognition system 
 Qualitative vs. quantitative data elements 
 Use as an excluder or a measure of high performance or closing gaps 

216
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Should the Recognition System Differentiate Performance Thresholds
by School Level, Type, or other School Characteristics? 

Phase I explored various manners in which to differentiate schools 
 School level 
 Elementary (K-5), middle (6-8), combined (K-8), HS (9-12), and combined HS (K-12) 
 Five school types 

 School location The decision was made to not  
differentiate schools in Phase  I and 

to r econsider  the issue more 
closely  in Phase II after  considering  

feedback  from districts,  schools,  
and other  stakeholders. 

 Regional by ESD, setting (urban, suburban, rural, etc.) 
 Four school types 

 School enrollment (# of assessment records) 
 small < 70, medium 70-334, and large >335 

 Combinations of the discriminators 
 School level by setting 
 Five by four matrix yielding 20 distinct school types (e.g. rural high schools) 
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Phase I Recognized Schools by ESD 

 The Phase I methodology 
identified schools across the 
state at a rate that approximated 
the distribution of all schools 
across the state. 

 For example, approximately 
seven percent of the recognized 
schools were in the ESD 105 
region, and approximately eight 
percent of all schools in the state 
are in the ESD 105 region. 

The  percentages  of recognized  
schools for  all ESDs appeared  

reasonable, so school 
discrimination  by region  was 

not deemed ne cessary. 
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Number of 
Schools 
Recognized 

32 15 15 15 4 86 14 5 32 

Percent of 
Recognized 
Schools by ESD 

14.8 6.9 6.9 6.9 1.9 39.8 6.5 2.3 14.8 

Percent of Total 
Schools by ESD 

11.2 5.5 8.4 7.7 4.6 31.1 5.8 5.4 14.2 
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School Size* Recognized Not 
Recognized 

 Washington 
Total 

Small School 
 (< 75 records) 

41 (19%) 504 (25%) 545 (24%) 

Medium School 
 (75 to 334 records) 

133 (62%) 1048 (52%) 1181 (52%) 

Large School 
(≥  335 records) 

42 (19%) 488 (24%) 530 (23%) 

Phase I Recognized Schools by School Size 

 The Phase I  methodology 
identified schools from very 
small to large. 

 For  example, approximately 19  
percent of  the recognized  
schools  were categorized as  
large,  and approximately  23  
percent  of  all schools  in  the state 
are categorized  as large. 

The  percentages  of recognized  
schools by  school size  

approximated the  state  
distribution,  so school  

differentiation  by  school size  
was  not  deemed necessary. 

*Note:  the  school  size  uses  the  number  of ELA assessment records  from 2018 as a proxy  measure  
for  the  2018 school enrollment. 
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Should the School Recognition System Expand the Explicit Consideration of
Race, Income, or Special Populations when Evaluating Growth? 

 The Closing Gaps route explicitly requires at least one student group 
corresponding to the support tier identification to demonstrate substantial 
improvement. 
 Identify student groups (based on race/ethnicity) at a school that met the group’s ESSA 

annual step increases in ELA, math, graduation rate. 
 Identify student groups (based on FRL, EL, and SWD status) at a school that met the 

group’s ESSA annual step increases in ELA, math, graduation rate. 

 An expansion such as this would have the expected results of: 
 Explicitly connecting school recognition to the ESSA plan and improvement goals 

specified in RCW 28A.305.130 (4)(a). 
 Providing information to other schools or districts that could be applied locally to 

bolster the outcomes of similar students. (e.g. the XXX student group at this school 
improved greatly, what did this school do to get the results and how can I apply these 
practices to my school to achieve similar results for my XXX students?) 
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By student group fror 
support schoo~s 011 ly .. 

1Cllosing Gaps 

Best improvement 
among schools 

receiving support 

WS IF Change Al I Students 

WSIF Change Student Groups 

EL Progress Improvement 

Grad Rate Improvement 

Near ly all of the 1measu 1res used for 
the Phase I school recogn~t ~on rely on 

the A I Students giroup1• 

G:r,o·wth 

School progress one 
year to the next or 

high student growth 

ELA Proficiency 

Math Proficiency 

ELA growth (SGIP) 

Math growth (SG P) 

Grad rate (4-YR) 

Extended Grad irate 

Regular Attendance 

Dual credit participation 

9tft, graders on track 

EL Progress 

IELA proficiency 

Math p mfici ency 

Graduation rate (4-YR) 

R,egular Attendance 

Dual credit 

9th graders on track 
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Phase I Combined Quantitative Model 
Schools Can Demonstrate Being Exemplary in Several Ways 
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Gaps 

Best improvement 
among schools 

receiving support 

No suggested 
changes to met rics 

No suggested changes to the 
Phase I Gromh Route using 

th e Al I Students group,. 

All Stu dern s group 

ELA Proficiency 

Math Proficiency ____ ,, ___ _ 
ELA growth (SG P) 

Math growth (SGP) 

Grad rate (4-YR) 

Extended Grad rate 

Regular Att,endance 

Dual credit participation 

9th graders on track. 

EL Pro ress 

Disaggregated student groups 

AIII of th e re porta ble stud ent 

groups met the ESSA an n ua I 
step goa I for ELA1 math, or 4-

Yea r Grad rate,. 

Achievem,ent 

High performer in 
multiple measures 

(3-YR Rollup) 

No suggested 
ch a nges to metrics 

At least one reportab le student 
,group met th e ESSA annua l step 
goa I fo r ELA1 math, and 4!--Ye,a r 

Grad rate irf ava i la bl,e. 

Example: Suggested Phase  II  Combined Quantitative Model 
Schools Can Demonstrate Being Exemplary  in More Ways 
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Ex,amp,le: a lhigh1 scho,ol with four repo,rt,able stu1dent groups. 

Hispanic group exceeded the a1111ual 
step re,quireme11ts in ELA, math, and 

graduation rate,, school recognized for 
H'ispanic student growth * . 

ELA 

Mlath 

4-YR 
Grad. 

✓ 

AU reportable student groups exceeded thei 
annual step requireme11ts in ELA, schoo ll 
n~cognized for student growth i11 EILA*. 

No ✓ I No 

✓ · o ✓ 

*Note: if other qua lify ing cr iteri a (asSiess,ment part icip1at ion1 hi,gh/ low gap reduction, and other WSIF improvements) are met. 
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Student Groups Making Annual Step Increases
Toward Meeting Long-Term Goals 
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Phase II 
General Work Plan and Timeline 

September October November December January Feb March March -
April 

SBE meeting Joint SBE meeting Joint SBE meeting SBE Task SBE Task 
and EOGOAC, and EOGOAC, 
discussion SBE, OSPI discussion SBE, OSPI 

meeting meeting 

EOGOAC EOGOAC EOGOAC 
meeting meeting meeting 

Review work Review Agree on Final Identify and Recognition 
plan and current and final Phase II approval of notify event(s) 
discuss additional methodology Phase II schools after 
metrics metrics & get metrics and WSIF public 

LEA feedback methodology release 

224

27 



 

 

 

Contact Information 

Website: www.SBE.wa.gov 

Facebook: www.facebook.com/washingtonSBE 

Twitter: @wa_SBE 

Email: sbe@k12.wa.us 

Phone: 360-725-6025 

Web updates: bit.ly/SBEupdates 
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