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MEETING MINUTES1 

Meeting Date: September 19,2013 
Meeting Time: 10:30 P.M. 
Meeting Place: State House, 200 W. Washington 

St., Room 233 
Meeting City: Indianapolis, Indiana 
Meeting Number: 1 

Members Present:	 Superintendent Glenda Ritz, Co-Chairperson; Dr. Steve Yager, 
Co-Chairperson; Melanie Park; Derek Redelman; Dr. Jim 
Snapp; Robert Lugo; Casandra McLeod; Claire Fiddian-Green; 
Dr. Shane Robbins; Sheila Seedhouse; Jessica Dunn Feeser; 
Scott Bess; Keith Gambill; Cheryl Ramsey; Dr. E. Ric Frataccia. 

Members Absent:	 Michele Walker; Steve Baker. 

Co-Chairperson Yager called the meeting to order at 10:31 a.m., and called upon Allen 
Morford, Legislative Services Agency, to provide a brief overview of the Indiana Open Door 
Law (IC 5-14-1.5) (Exhibit A). Co-Chairperson Yager reviewed the memorandum of 
understanding that established the Panel and the charges to the Panel, and the members 
introduced themselves. Co-Chairperson Ritz briefly reviewed the binder of information 
distributed to the Panel (Exhibit B). 

I These minutes, exhibits, and other materials referenced in the minutes can be viewed 
electronically at http://www.in.gov/legislative Hard copies can be obtained in the Legislative 
Information Center in Room 230 of the State House in Indianapolis, Indiana. Requests for hard 
copies may be mailed to the Legislative Information Center, Legislative Services Agency, West 
Washington Street, Indianapolis, IN 46204-2789. A fee of $0.15 per page and mailing costs will 
be charged for hard copies. 
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Debbie Daley, Assistant Director of Information Services, Department of Education (DoE), 
and Amy Horton, Assistant Superintendent of Student Achievement and Improvement, 
DoE, presented a historical perspective on Indiana's accountability system (Exhibit B). 

Kirstie Andersen, Office of Legal Affairs, DoE, Jeff Coyne, Director of Federal Relations, 
DoE, and Cindy Hurst, Title I Coordinator, DoE, presented information and answered 
questions concerning federal and state legal requirements for accountability systems and 
Indiana's waiver from certain federal accountability requirements (Exhibit B). 

Ms. Horton and Ms. Daley discussed lessons learned about accountability models, 
including policy needs, development needs, and implementation (Exhibit B). 

The Co-Chairpersons facilitated discussion among Panel members concerning what 
elements the members would like to see included in an accountability system as well as 
elements that the members believe should not be included in an accountability system. 
The members' notes of elements are included as Exhibit C. 

Co-Chairperson Yager adjourned the meeting at 3:06 p.m. 
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LETTER FROM THE ATTORNEY GENERAL AND PUBLIC ACCESS COUNSELOR 

The Office of Public Access Counselor and the Office of the Indiana Attorney General are pleased to 
provide you with a copy of this "Handbook on Indiana's Public Access Laws." The Indiana General 
Assembly created the Office of Public Access Counselor in July 1999. The role of the Office, among 
other things, is to prepare and distribute interpretive and educational materials, such as this handbook, in 
cooperation with the Indiana Attorney General. This handbook is also available online at 
http://www.in. gov/pac/files/pac handbook.pd, 

In this handbook, you will find the text of the two major public access statutes applicable to state and 
local public agencies: the Indiana Open Door Law, which governs meetings of governing bodies of public 
agencies, and the Access to Public Records Act, which governs access to public records. This handbook 
includes updates to the laws through the 2012 session of the Indiana General Assembly. ln addition to the 
text of these statutes, we have incl uded references to court cases interpreting these statutes. Also included 
are the statute and rules governing the operation of the Office of the Public Access Counselor. The 
appendices at the back of the handbook include a checklist for public agencies responding to requests for 
public records, a sample records request letter, sample meeting notices and our fonnal complaint form. 

This handbook addresses many issues but is not intended to be a substitute for seeking advice from legal 
counsel. Please feel free to contact this office using the contact information provided on the back cover of 
this handbook if you have any questions or problems related to the public access statutes. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph B. Hoage Greg Zoeller 
Indiana Public Access Counselor Indiana Attorney General 

Additionally, thank you to Steve Key, executive director and general counsel for the Hoosier State Press 
Associationfor editing, content, and printing assistance. 
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SECTION ONE: OVERVIEW OF THE 
INDIANA OPEN DOOR LAW 

INTRODUCTION 
The Open Door Law ("ODL")(Ind. Code 5-14

1.5), originally passed by the Indiana General 
Assembly in 1977 and most recently amended in 
2012, was enacted to permit the public access to 
meetings held by public agencies. When the 
public has an opportunity to attend and observe 
meetings, the public may witness government in 
action and more fully participate in the 
governmental process. The ODL will serve these 
purposes if the public understands the provisions 
of this statute. This guide sets forth the basic 
elements of the ODL and provides answers to 
commonly asked questions. To obtain answers 
to more speci fic questions, please consult the 
provisions of the Indiana Code set forth in 
Section Two of this guide. 

COMMONLY ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT 
THE OPEN DOOR LAW 

The following are commonly asked questions 
about the ODL. It is important to note the 
answers are not the final authority on a 
particular issue, as the facts will vary from 
situation to situation. lndeed, laws and court 
interpretations of the law are ever changing. It is 
important to remember the answers to these 
questions are only guidelines, may only apply to 
specific situations, and are subject to change. 

Who has access to government meetings? 
The ODL allows all members of the public 

access to certain meetings. There is no 
requirement for a person to be a citizen of the 
jurisdiction or a constituent of the governing 
body to be permitted access to a meeting. 

What government meetings are open to the 
public? 

Generally, all meetings of the governing 
bodies of public agencies must be open at all 
times so members of the public may observe and 
record them. Although this general rule may 
appear to be straightforward and easy to apply, it 
contains several words and phrases which are 
given a specific meaning by the ODL. 

Additionally, several types of meetings are not 
required to be open to the public. To detail the 
full range of meetings which must be accessible 
to the public, certain phrases must be defined. 

What is a public agency? 
The term "public agency" is defined very 

broadly by the ODL and encompasses many 
meanings, which are set forth at I.C. §5-14-1.5
2(a). According to this provision, a public 
agency means the following, among others: 
•	 Any board, commission, department, 

agency, authority, or other entity which 
exercises a portion of the executive, 
administrative, or legislative power of the 
state 

•	 Any county, township, school corporation, 
city, town, political subdivision, or other 
entity, by whatever name designated, 
exercising in a limited geographical area the 
executive, administrative, or legislative 
power of the state or a delegated local 
governmental power 

•	 Any entity subject to a budget review by the 
department of local government finance or 
the governing body of a county, city, town, 
township, or school corporation 

•	 Any entity subject to an audit by the state 
board of accounts by statute, rule, or 
regulation 

•	 Any building corporation of a political 
subdivision of the state of Indiana that issues 
bonds for the purpose of constructing public 
facilities 

•	 Any advisory commission, committee, or 
body created by statute, ordinance, or 
executive order to advise the governing 
body of a public agency, except for medical 
staffs or the committees of any such staff 

•	 The Indiana gaming commission established 
by IC 4-33, including any depaliment, 
division, or office of the commission 

•	 The Indiana horse racing commission 
established by IC 4-31, including any 
department, division, or office of the 
commission 
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Example I: A school building corporation 
organized solely to finance school corporations 
(I.e. 21-5-1101' "e. 21-5-12) is a public agency 
subject to the ODL. 

Are there certain agencies that would normally 
qualify as ''public agencies" pursuant fo the 
ODL, but are exempt? 
Yes, for the purposes of the ODL, a "public 
agency" does not mean a provider of goods, 
services, or other benefits that meets all of the 
requirements under I.e. 5-14-1.5-2.1. These 
exempt agencies are commonly referred to as 
"fee for services" groups. It is impOltant to note 
however, that in order to qualifY for the 
exception the entity must not be required to be 
audited by the State Board of Account by 
statute, rule, or regulation. 

Is it possible for a non-for-profit corporation to 
be required to comply with the ODL? 
An entity organized as a non-for-profit 
corporation that derives at least 50% and more 
than $200,000 in public funds shall be subject to 
audit by the State Board of Accounts. See I.e. 
5- I I-1-9(b). If an entity is subject to audit by 
the State Board of Accounts pursuant to statute, 
rule, or regulation, then the entity is considered 
to be a public agency pursuant to the ODL. See 
I.e. 5-14-1.5-2(a)(3)(B). 

What is a governing body? 
The phrase "governing body" is defined at I.e. 

§5-14-1.5-2(b). A governing body is two or 
more individuals who are one of the following: 
•	 A public agency that is a board, 

commission, authority, council, committee, 
body, or other entity which takes official 
action on public business 

•	 The board, commission, council, or other 
body of a public agency that takes official 
action upon public business 

•	 Any committee directly appointed by the 
governing body or its presiding officer to 
which authority to take official action upon 
public business has been delegated, except 
for agents appointed by a governing body to 
conduct collective bargaining on behalf of 
the governing body 

In each of these definitions, an entity must 

take official action on publ ic business to be 
considered a governing body. 

Example I: Staff members of the state 
depaltment of transportation meet to discuss 
new requirements under federal highway laws. 
A representative of a local engineering company 
wants to sit in on the meeting but is refused 
admittance. This meeting is not subject to the 
requirements of the ODL because staff members 
of a government agency do not constitute a 
"governing body" responsible for taking official 
action on public business. 

Example 2: Employees of the state department 
of health conduct a meeting. The employees 
conducting the meeting are not members of the 
state board of health or any advisory committee 
directly appointed by that Board. The meeting is 
not subject to the requirements of the ODL. 

Example 3: A curriculum committee, appointed 
by a school superintendent, who is to repolt its 
findings to the school board, is not subject to the 
ODL because the superintendent is not the 
presiding officer of the school board. The same 
committee appointed by the school board 
president, however, would be subject to the 
ODL. I.e. § 5-14-J.5-2(b). 

Example 4: The mayor, public works director 
and council president meet to discuss financial 
matters. These individuals, although public 
officials, do not make up a governing body. The 
meeting would not be covered by the ODL. 

What is a meeting? 
"Meeting" means a gathering of a majority of 

the governing body of a public agency for the 
purpose of taking official action upon business. 
I.e. § 5-14-1.5-2(c). 

Example I: A majority of a city's police 
commissioners gather to discuss previously 
interviewed job candidates prior to a formal vote 
on the matter. This qualifies as a "meeting" 
under the ODL. 

Example 2: Prior to a public meeting, a majority 
of members of a city zoning appeals board held 
a private session with the board's attorney. 

6 



Indiana Public Access Counselor 
Handbook on Indiana's Public Access Laws 
Updated July 2013 

Board members questioned the attorney about
 
legal matters related to a construction project
 
that was the subject of a public session. The
 
private session constituted a meeting and
 
violated the ODL.
 

Example 3: A private foundation whose charge
 
is the betterment of education holds a forum to
 
release its most recent report regarding the
 
quality of education within a particular school
 
corporation. Four of seven school board
 
members from the subject city want to attend to
 
hear the presentation. This is a "meeting" of the
 
school board if the members decide as a group to
 
attend because the four members constitute a
 
"governing body" that is taking "official action"
 
(receiving information) on "public business"
 
(the school corporation). If each of the school
 
board· members receives an invitation and
 
independently makes a determination about
 
whether to attend, it may not be a meeting.
 

What is not a meeting?
 
The ODL lists seven types of gatherings not
 
considered "meetings." A meeting does not
 
include the following:
 
•	 Any social or chance gathering not intended 

to avoid the requirements of the ODL; 
•	 Anyon-site inspection of a project or 

program; 
•	 Traveling to and attending meetings of 

organizations devoted to the betterment of 
government; 

•	 A caucus; 
•	 A gathering to discuss an industrial or a 

commercial prospect that does not include a 
conclusion as to recommendations, policy, 
decisions, or final action on the terms of a 
request or an offer of public financial 
resources; 

•	 An orientation of members of the governing 
body on their role and responsibilities as 
public officials, but not for any other official 
action; or 

•	 A gathering for the sole purpose of 
administering an oath of office to an 
individual. 

Example 1: Before a tax measure is voted upon 
in the General Assembly, members of the 

majorIty party meet to discuss the party's 
position. The meeting is not subject to the ODL. 
A pol itical caucus is not transformed into a 
meeting subject to public scrutiny under the 
ODL merely because persons attending such 
caucuses happen to constitute a majority of a 
governing body. 

Example 2: A drainage committee decides to 
meet one evening in a troubled area to obtain a 
first-hand look at the problem. This is not a 
meeting and is not subject to the law as long as 
the committee does no more than inspect the 
problem. 

Example 3: A park board decides to make an 
onsite inspection of its new lake, but it does not 
give public notice of its meeting. While at the 
lake, the board members decide to appropriate 
funds for a boat dock. The on-site inspection has 
become a meeting and is subject to the 
requirements of the ODL. 

Example 4: A majority of the town board travels 
to a meeting together and reaches agreement on 
the outcome of various issues. The board 
members claim this was not a meeting because 
they were traveling to and from a national 
meeting of town boards. The actions of the 
board during their travel violated the ODL 
because the members took official action on 
public business and did not simply travel to and 
from the meeting. 

Example 5: A local cafe is a popular spot for 
morning coffee, and several members of a town 
board are among the regulars. Frequently, the 
conversation turns to matters of local concern on 
the agenda for the next board meeting. The 
group discusses the issues and often decides 
"what should be done." This discussion violates 
the ODL if the board members constitute a 
majority of the governing body. By deciding 
issues before the meeting, the board members 
have deprived the public of the oppo11unity to 
hear the debate leading to a decision. 

Example 6: A county council and board of 
commissioners gather to discuss the potential of 
an international company relocating to the 
county. This is not a meeting so long as there is 
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no conclusion as to recommendations, policy, 
decisions, or final action on the terms of a 
request or an offer of publ ic financial resources. 

Example 7: After the election of new school 
board members, the school corporation holds a 
gathering of the board members for an 
orientation of the board on their roles and 
responsibilities. During the orientation, the 
board members set and discuss the agenda for 
the next meeting. This is a meeting subject to 
the requirements of the ODL because the board 
took official action beyond just receiving an 
orientation on their roles and responsibilities. 

Can a member of a governing body attend a 
meeting electronically? 
A member of a governing body of a public 
agency of a political subdivision who is not 
physically present at a meeting of the governing 
body, but who communicates electronically, 
may not participate in any final action or be 
considered present unless expressly authorized 
by state statute. See I.C. 5-14-1.5-3.5. 

A member of a governing body of a public 
agency of the state may participate in a meeting 
electronically, participate in final action, and be 
considered present if the governing body 
complies with the requirements of I.C. 5-14-1.5
3.6. 

What is official action? 
"Official action" means to receive information, 

deliberate, make recommendations, establish 
policy, make decisions, or take final action. I.C. 
§ 5-14-1.5-2(d). In order to be considered a 
meeting pursuant to the ODL, a governing body 
must take "official action." 

Example 1: A city council schedules a meeting 
to set hiring and firing guidelines for city 
employees. The meeting involves official action 
since policy is being established. 

Example 2: A zoning board hears a presentation 
from an architectural firm regarding the 
designation of historic preservation areas. No 
proposals are made nor are votes taken. Yet, the 
board does take official action because the board 
is receiving information on pubIic business. 

What is a serial meeting? 
A serial meeting is a series of small meetings 

held by a governing body in an attempt to avoid 
the requirements of the ODL. To address this, 
the General Assembly amended the ODL in 
2007 to prohibit a serial meeting. By definition 
the serial meeting law can only be violated by 
governing bodies of six or more individuals. A 
serial meeting occurs when members of a 
governing body participate in a series of at least 
two meetings and all of the following conditions 
are met: 
•	 One gathering is attended by at least three 

members but less than a quorum; 
•	 The other gatherings include at least two 

members of the governing body; 
•	 The sum of different members participating 

at least equals a quorum; 
•	 The gatherings concern the same subject 

matter and are held within a period of seven 
days; and 

•	 The gatherings are held to take official 
action on public business. 

For purposes of the serial meeting section, a 
member of the governing body attends by being 
present in person or by telephonic or other 
electronic means, excluding email. 

What if the need for a public meeting is 
uncertain? 

All doubts under the ODL must be resolved in 
favor of requiring a public meeting, and all 
exceptions to the rule requiring open meetings 
must be interpreted nalTowly. 

What is significant about executive sessions? 
Executive sessions are signi ficant because the 

ODL permits governing bodies to meet privately 
under certain circumstances. "Executive 
session" is defined in I.e. § 5-14-1.5-2(£) and 
means a meeting from which the public is 
excluded, except that the governing body may 
admit those persons necessary to carry out its 
purpose. The ODL sets out the specific matters 
about which a public agency can hold an 
executive session. These include instances like 
government strategy discussions with respect to 
collective bargaining and litigation, interviews 
of prospective employees, job perfonnance 
evaluations, and the purchase or lease of 
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propeliy by the public agency, For a complete 
listing, see Section Two ofthis guide, 

Example I: A local public works board meets in 
executive session before considering a tax 
proposal because there have been rumors the 
measure may be challenged on constitutional 
grounds, Unless litigation is actually pending or 
threatened in writing, this is a violation of the 
ODL 

Example 2: A local school board meets in 
executive session to discuss alleged sexual 
harassment of a fellow employee by a teacher in 
the district The board calls the teacher in to the 
executive session to discuss the complaint This 
is a permissible executive session, so long as the 
board limits its action to discussion of the 
complaint and does not take any final 
disciplinary action against the teacher, 

Example 3: A town board meets in executive 
session with its attorney and the attorney for a 
person who has filed a civil rights action against 
the town, The purpose of the meeting is to 
discuss settlement of the lawsuit. This violates 
the ODL because the meeting includes 
adversaries. 

Example 4: A local public works board meets in 
executive session to open bids for a sewer 
project Unless authorized by federal or state 
statute, or the bids are classified as confidential 
by statute, the executive session would violate 
the ODL. 

Example 5: The governing body of a state 
agency meets in executive session to discuss 
records containing trade secrets. Under the 
Access to Public Records Act, which is 
addressed in Sections 3 and 4 of this guide, such 
records are exempt from public inspection. This 
discussion is appropriate for an executive 
session. 

Example 6: The town council meets in 
executive session to discuss an employee who 
has already been terminated. The town council 
may not meet in executive session pursuant to 
I.e. 5-l4-1.5-6.1(b)(6)(B) to discuss the 
employee as a determination has already been 

made on the individual's status as an employee. 

When must a public agency give notice of an 
executive session? 

Public notice of an executive session must be 
given 48 hours in advance of every session, 
excluding Saturdays, Sundays and legal 
holidays, and must state the time, date, location, 
and subject matter by reference to the specific 
statutory exception and language of the 
exception under which an executive session may 
be held. 

Example: A commission posts notice indicating 
it will meet in executive session to discuss 
"personnel matters authorized under the Open 
Door Law." Unless the specific statutory 
exception is identified and the language of the 
exception is provided, this is a violation. There 
are executive session instances which allow 
executive sessions for specific types of 
personnel matters (e.g. a job performance 
evaluation), but there is no instance allowing a 
meeting to discuss "personnel matters." 

When can a governing body take final action on 
an item which is the subject of an executive 
session? 

Final action (i.e. a vote) must be taken at a 
meeting open to the public. 

Example: A board meets in executive session to 
review an individual's job performance. At the 
next regular board meeting, the presiding officer 
announces the board has voted to terminate the 
employee. This is a violation of I.e. § 5-14-1.5
6.1(c). The board's vote, or final action, was not 
taken at an open meeting. The board can make 
decisions in the executive session but cannot 
take final action in executive session. 

A PUBLIC AGENCY'S RESPONSIBILITIES 
UNDER THE OPEN DOOR LAW 

The ODL requires public agencies to schedule 
and conduct meetings in a fashion that enhances 
the public's access to and understanding of 
governmental meetings. The following questions 
explore these requirements. 
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When can J see a copy ofthe meeting agenda so 
Jwill/mow the order ofproceedings? 

A governing body of a public agency is not 
required to use an agenda, but if it chooses to 
utilize one, the governing body must post a 
copy of the agenda at the entrance to the location 
of the meeting prior to the meeting, In addition, 
the public agency must describe each agenda 
item specifically during a meeting and may not 
refer solely to an agenda item by number. The 
ODL does not prohibit a public agency from 
changing or adding to its agenda during the 
meeting. 

Example: The clerk posts the agenda outside the 
meeting room one hour prior to the meeting. 
This is nota violation of the ODL because the 
agenda was posted prior to the meeting. Unlike 
the meeting notice, the agenda is not required to 
be posted 48 hours prior to the meeting. 

Example: The presiding officer of a meeting 
announces the next vote by saying, "Now we 
will vote on Item 2, the purchase of property at 
200 Main Street." This was not a violation 
because the reference was not to the item 
number alone. 

Suppose J am unable to attend an open meeting 
and want to find out what happened What can J 
do? 

You can obtain a copy of the meeting 
memoranda. The ODL requires the following 
memoranda to be kept: 

•	 date, time, and place of the meeting; 
•	 the members of the goveming body recorded 

as either present or absent; 
•	 the general substance of all matters 

proposed, discussed, or decided; and 
•	 a record of all votes taken, by individual 

members, if there is a roll call. 

The memoranda are to be available within a 
reasonable period of time after the meeting for 
the purpose of informing the public of the 
governing body's proceedings. 

Must a governing body keep minlltes of its 
meetings? 

There is no requirement in the ODL for a 
public agency to keep minutes of its meeting. 
Minutes of a meeting, if any, are to be open for 
public inspection and copying. A public agency 
may not deny access to minutes of a meeting 
simply because they are still in "draft" form or 
have not yet been approved. Such records are 
disclosable public records under the APRA. See 
Sections 3 and 4 of this handbook. 

What if errors occur in the minutes of an open 
meeting? 

The governing body may correct minutes of its 
meetings and make corrections to the record 
where errors have occurred in properly 
recording the minutes. Modifications and 
amendments may be made to entries of minutes. 

How will J know if an open meeting has been 
scheduled? 

The ODL requires public notice of date, time, 
and place of any meetings, executive sessions, or 
of any rescheduled or reconvened meeting at 
least 48 hours prior to the meeting, excluding 
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays. A public 
agency must post a notice of meetings at the 
principal office of the agency, and if no such 
office exists, at the place where the meeting is to 
be held. See Section 2 of this handbook, 
regarding I.e. § 5-14-1.5-5. State agencies are 
also required to provide electronic access to 
meeting notices on the Internet. There may also 
be other statutes governing notices of particular 
meetings. See Appendices D and E for sample 
meeting notices. 

Example: A board posts a notice that indicates a 
public meeting will be held "after the executive 
session." This is not proper notice because it 
does not provide the time the meeting is 
scheduled to begin. 

What if a meeting is necessary to deal with an 
emergency? 

If a meeting is called to deal with an 
emergency involving actual or threatened injury 
to person or prope11y, or actual or threatened 
disruption of governmental activity under the 
public agency's jurisdiction, the 48-hour notice 
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requirement does not apply, News media which 
requested notice of meetings in accordance with 
I.e. § 5-14-LS-5(b)(2) must be given the same 
notice as members of the governing body. The 
public must be provided notice by the posting of 
the notice outside the principal office of the 
public agency. 

What special notice requirements apply for the 
media? 

For governing bodies holding regularly 
scheduled meetings, notice need only be given 
once each year to all news media which have 
made a timely request in accordance with I.e. § 
5-14-1.5-5(b)(2). Notices for executive sessions 
and additional open meetings must be delivered 
48 hours before a meeting to news media which 
properly requested such notices. 

Maya governing body vote by secret ballot? 
During a meeting of the governing body of a 

public agency, the governing body cannot vote 
by secret ballot. 

Example: A commission votes by written ballot, 
which may be signed, initialed or left unsigned 
at the individual's discretion. This is a secret 
ballot and thus a violation of the ODL. 

In what manner should a vote be taken? 
The ODL does not require votes to be taken in 

any pmiicular manner, so long as a secret ballot 
is not utilized. 

Does the ODL require that a governing body 
deliberate in an open meeting before a vote is 
taken? 

The ODL does not require a governing body to 
deliberate prior to a vote being taken. 

Example: At a meeting of all three members of 
the board of county commissioners, one 
commissioner suggests John Doe would make a 
good county bridge superintendent. The other 
two commissioners agree, and the staff is 
directed to inform Mr. Doe he is the new bridge 
superintendent. No fonnal motion is made and 
seconded, and no roll call vote is taken. The 
appointment is valid because the ODL does not 
require the commissioners to take a formal vote. 

lvJay I bring a video camera or tape recorder to 
an open proceeding to record a meeting? 

A person has the right under the ODL to be 
present at a public meeting, other than an 
executive session, and to record the meeting by 
videotape, shorthand, or any other method of 
recording, subject to reasonable restrictions as to 
equipment and use that may be imposed by the 
governing body. Rules and regulations 
prohibiting the use of cameras, tape recorders or 
other recognized means of recording a meeting 
are void. 

Do I have the right to speak at an open meeting? 
The ODL does not guarantee the right to speak 

at public meetings. Although an individual has 
the right to attend and observe all public 
proceedings, no specific statutory authority 
allows an individual to appear before and 
address a governing body. A governing body 
may choose to provide an oppOliunity for 
comments or discussion at any time or may 
allow a limited number of comments or limited 
amount of time for comments on matters under 
consideration. During certain meetings, a 
provision for public comment may be required 
by statute or local ordinance. 

Maya meeting be set at any time? 
The ODL does not define any particular time 

for a meeting as inappropriate. However, a 
public agency may not delay the start of a 
meeting to the extent the delay frustrates the 
public's right to attend and observe the agency's 
proceedings. 

Example I: A city council wants to transmit a 
proposed expenditure 'to the depmiment of local 
government finance for its approval before the 
calendar year expires. Because of this, the 
council also wants to schedule a third reading of 
an appropriation as promptly as possible 
following the second reading. The city schedules 
a city council meeting for 11 :OOp.m. The city 
has not violated the Open Door Law. 

Example 2: A town board gives notice of an 
executive session for 4:30 p.m., with a public 
meeting to follow at 5:00 p.m. The board does 
most of its \vork in executive session and 
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convenes the public meeting four hours late, at 
9:00 p.m. This is contrary to the ODL because 
the delay may have frustrated the public's right 
to attend, observe and record the public meeting. 

Where can meetings be held? 
Meetings can be held anywhere accessible to 

the public. The ODL does prohibit a public 
agency from holding a meeting at a location 
inaccessible to an individual with a disability. A 
public agency should also ensure no other 
barriers to access exist, such as locked outside 
doors at a meeting site, 

Example: The state' natural resources 
commission wants to hold its meetings at a state 
park. This would be permissible only if those 
attending the meeting are not required to pay the 
park entrance fee. 

Must a public agency adjourn its meetings? 
The ODL does not require a public agency to 

formally adjourn its meetings. This does not 
relieve the public agency its requirement to post 
notice of its meetings 48 hours in advance as 
prescribed by I.e. § 5-14-1.5-5(a). 

REMEDIES FOR VIOLATIONS OF THE ODL 

What can 1 do when 1 think a governing body 
violated the ODL? 

Any person may contact the Public Access 
Counselor to file a formal complaint or request 
an informal opinion. See Sections 5 and 6 of this 
handbook for more details. In addition, an action 
may be filed by any person in a court of 
competent jurisdiction against the governing 
body which allegedly violated the ODL. The 
plaintiff need not allege or prove special damage 
different fi'om that suffered by the public at 
large. 

What remedies are available if the ODL has 
been violated? 

The counselor may provide informal or formal 
advice, but that advice is not binding on public 
agencies. Judicial remedies available include 
obtaining a declaratory judgment; enjoining 
continued, threatened, or future violations of the 
ODL; declaring a policy, decision, or final 

action void; or, the imposition ofa civil penalty. 

Are there time limits onfiling a legal action? 
There are time limits only on filing actions 

under the ODL to declare any policy, decision, 
or final action of a governing body void or to 
enter an injunction that would invalidate the 
public agency's policy, decision or final action, 
on the basis that these acts violated the law. The 
action must be commenced either prior to the 
time the governing agency delivers any 
warrants, notes, bonds, or final actions that the 
legal action seeks to enjoin or declare void, or 
the action must be commenced within thirty 
days of either the date the act or failure to act 
complained of occurred or the date the plaintiff 
knew or should have known the act or failure to 
act complained of had occurred. 

Who pays my legal fees ifmy action is successful 
or if1 lose? 

In any action filed under the ODL, a court 
must award reasonable attorney's fees, court 
costs, and other reasonable litigation expenses to 
the complainant if the person who filed the 
action prevails and that person sought the advice 
of the Counselor prior to filing the court action. 
If the public agency prevails and the court finds 
the legal action frivolous and vexatious, these 
fees, costs and expenses may be assessed against 
the person who filed the legal action. 

Can a public employee or official be ,fined for 
violating the ODL? 

A civil penalty may be imposed by the court 
against an individual who is an officer or 
manager of a public agency, who with the 
specific intent to violate the ODL fails to 
perform a duty as required by the law. See I.e. 
5-14-1.5-7.5. 

CONCLUSION 
This guide is published to help public officials 

and individuals understand and apply Indiana's 
Open Door Law. Examples and explanations 
used in this guide are meant to be illustrative of 
the law's provisions, and they can in no way 
address every conceivable factual situation. 
When confronted with a question of 
interpretation, the law should be liberally 
construed in favor of openness. 
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SECTION TWO: THE OPEN DOOR LAW 
AND LEGAL COMMENTARY 

This section contains the text of the Open Door 
Law, Ind. Code § 5-) 4- 1.5-1 et seq., which is 
current as of the close of the 2012 session of the 
Indiana General Assembly. After the sections 
which have been interpreted by Indiana courts, 
the Office of the Attorney General, or the Office 
of the Public Access Counselor, legal 
commentary has been provided. The 
commentaries are included merely to provide the 
reader with practical guidance on how the law 
has been interpreted and are not intended to be a 
substitute for specific legal advice. 

I.C. § 5-14-1.5-1 PURPOSE 
In enacting this chapter, the general assembly 
finds and declares that this state and its political 
subdivisions exist only to aid in the conduct of 
the business of the people of this state. It is the 
intent of this chapter that the official action of 
public agencies be conducted and taken openly, 
unless otherwise expressly provided by statute, 
in order that the people may be fully informed. 
The purposes of this chapter are remedial, and 
its provisions are to be liberally construed with 
the view of carrying out its policy. (As added by 
Acts 1977, P.L. 57, § 1; Amended by P.L. 67
1987, § 1.) 

COMMENTARY 
It is the court's duty }I'hen construing the 
provisions oj the Open Door Law to do so in a 
manner that is consistent with its declared 
policy and to give effect to the intention oj the 
General Assembly. Common Council of the City 
of Peru v. Peru Daily Tribune, 440 NE.2d 726 
(Ind. Ct. App. 1982). 

I.C. § 5-14-1.5-2 DEFINITIONS 
For the purposes of this chapter: 
(a) "Public agency", except as provided in 
section 2.1 of this chapter, means the following: 

(I) Any board, commission, department, 
agency, authority, or other entity, by whatever 
name designated, exercising a portion of the 
executive, administrative, or legislative power of 
the state. 

(2) Any county. township, school corporation, 
city, town, political subdivision, or other entity, 
by whatever name designated, exercising in a 
limited geographical area the executive, 
administrative, or legislative power of the state 
or a delegated local governmental power. 

(3) Any entity which is subject to either: 
(A) budget review by either the department 

of local government finance or the governing 
body of a county, city, town, township, or school 
corporation; or 

(B) audit by the state board of accounts that 
is required by statute, rule, or regulation. 

(4) Any building corporation of a political 
subdivision of the state ofIndiana that issues 
bonds for the purpose of constructing public 
facilities. 

(5) Any advisory commission, committee, or 
body created by statute, ordinance, or executive 
order to advise the governing body of a public 
agency, except medical staffs or the committees 
of any such staff. 

(6) The Indiana gaming commission 
established by IC 4-33, including any 
department, division, or office of the 
commission. 

(7) The Indiana horse racing commission 
established by IC 4-31, including any 
department, division, or office ofthe 
commission. 
(b) "Governing body" means two (2) or more 
individuals who are: 
(I) a public agency that: 

(A) is a board, a commission, an authority, a 
council, a committee, a body, or other entity; 
and 

(B) takes official action on public business; 
(2) the board, commission, council, or other 

body of a public agency which takes official 
action upon public business. 

(3) any committee appointed directly by the 
governing body or its presiding officer to which 
authority to take official action upon public 
business has been delegated. An agent or agents 
appointed by the governing body to conduct 
col1ective bargaining on behalf of the governing 
body does not constitute a governing body for 
the purposes of this chapter. 
(c) "Meeting" means a gathering ofa majority of 
the governing body of a public agency for the 
purpose oftaking official action upon public 
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business. It does not include any of the 
following: 

(1) any social or chance gathering not intended 
to avoid this chapter; 

(2) anyon-site inspection of any: 
(A) project; 
(B) program; or 
(C) facilities of applicants for incentives or 

assistance from the governing body; 
(3) traveling to and attending meetings of 

organizations devoted to betterment of 
government; 

(4) a caucus; 
(5) a gathering to discuss an industrial or a 

commercial prospect that does not include a 
conclusion as to recommendations, policy, 
decisions, or final action on the terms of a 
request or an offer of public financial resources; 

(6) an orientation of members of the governing 
body on their role and responsibilities as public 
officials, but not for any other official action. 

(7) a gathering for the sole purpose of 
administering an oath of office to an individual. 

(8) Collective bargaining discussions that the 
governing body of a school corporation engages 
in directly with bargaining adversaries. This 
subdivision only applies to a governing body 
that has not appointed an agent or agents to 
conduct collective bargaining on behalfofthe 
governing body as described in subsection 
(b)(3). 
(d) "Official action" means to: 

(1) receive information; 
(2) deliberate; 
(3) make recommendations; 
(4) establish policy; 
(5) make decisions; or 
(6) take final action. 

(e) "Public business" means any function upon 
which the public agency is empowered or 
authorized to take official action. 
(f) "Executive session" means a meeting from 
which the public is excluded, except the 
governing body may admit those persons 
necessary to carry out its purpose. 
(g) "Final action" means a vote by the governing 
body on any motion, proposal, resolution, rule, 
regulation, ordinance, or order. 
(h) "Caucus" means a gathering of members of a 
political party or coalition which is held for 
purposes of planning political strategy and 

holding discussions designed to prepare the 
members for taking official action. 
(i) "Deliberate" means a discussion which may 
reasonably be expected to result in official 
action (defined under subsection (d)(3), (d)(4), 
(d)(5), or (d)(6)). 
(j) "News media" means all newspapers 
qualified to receive legal advertisements under 
Indiana Code 5-3-1, all news services (as 
defined in Indiana Code 34-6-2-87), and all 
licensed commercial or public radio or television 
stations. 
(k) "Person" means an individual, a corporation, 
a limited liability company, a partnership, an 
unincorporated association, or a governmental 
entity. (As added by Acts 1977, P.L 57, § 1; 
1979, P.L. 39, § 1; P.L.33-1984, § 1; P.L.67
1987, § 2; YL8-1993, § 56; P.L277-1993(ss), § 
127; P.Ll-1994, § 20; P.L.50-1995, § 14; 
P.L.1-1998, § 71; P.L.90-2002, § 16; P.L.35
2003, § 1; P.L.179-2007, § 1.) 

COMMENTARY 
In Robinson v. Indiana University, 638 N.E.2d 
435 (Ind.Ct. App. 1994), the Court of Appeals 
held that the definition of a governing body 
included committees that are directly appointed 
by the governing body or its presiding officer. 

A group of state employees who meets to 
conduct business under state or federal law is 
not a governing body under the Open Door Law. 
Indiana State Board of Health v. Journal-Gazette 
Co., 608 N.E.2d 989 (Ind. Ct. App. 1993), 
modified 603 N.E.2d 989 (Ind. Ct. App. 1993). 

Ifa majority ofthe members ofa governing body 
attend a political ··caucus. " this is not converted 
to a meeting under the Open Door Law unless 
official action is taken. Evansville Courier v. 
Willner, 563 N.E.2d 1269 (Ind. 1990). 

When a university hospital and a private 
hospital consolidated to form a private, 
nonprofit corporation that (1) assumed all the 
liabilities of the university hospital;(2) would 
not receive any State funds; and (3) would 
engage non-public employees, the corporation 
formed is not a public "entity" subject to audit 
by the Indiana State Board of Accounts and is 
not subject to the Open Door Law. However, to 
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the extent a portion of the newly formed private, 
nonprofit corporation is a "public office" 
subject to Indiana State Board of Accounts' 
audits, that portion of the corporation will be 
subject to the Open Door Law. Indiana State Bd. 
of Accounts v. Consolidated Health Group, Inc., 
700 N.E.2d 247, 251-53 (I nd. Ct. App. 1998). 

Failure to give notice ofan on-site inspection is 
not a violation of the ODL as an on-site 
inspection is not a meeting. Opinion of the 
Public Access Counselor 98-FC-03. 

I.C. § 5-14-1.5-2.1 "PUBLIC AGENCY" 
DEFINED; CERTAIN PROVIDERS 
EXEMPTED 

"Public agency," for purposes of this chapter, 
does not mean a provider of goods, services, or 
other benefits that meets the following 
requirements: 

(1) The provider receives public funds through 
an agreement with the state, a county, or a 
municipality that meets the following 
requirements: 

(A) The agreement provides for the payment 
of fees to the entity in exchange for services, 
goods, or other benefits. 

(8) The amount offees received by the 
entity under the agreement is not based upon or 
does not involve a consideration ofthe tax 
revenues or receipts of the state, county, or 
municipality. 

(C) The amount of the fees are negotiated by 
the entity and the state, county, or municipality. 

(D) The state, county, or municipality is 
billed for fees by theentity for the services, 
goods, or other benefits actually provided by the 
entity. 

(2) The provider is not required by statute, rule, 
or regulation to be audited by the state board of 
accounts. (As added by Act P.L. 179-2007, § 2.) 

I.e. § 5-14-1.5-3 OPEN MEETINGS; SECRET 
BALLOT VOTES; MEMBER 
PARTICIPATING BY ELECTRONIC MEANS 
OF COMMUNICATION 
(a) Except as provided in section 6.1 of this 
chapter, all meetings of the governing bodies of 
public agencies must be open at all times for the 
purpose of permitting members of the public to 
observe and record them. 

(b) A secret ballot vote may not be taken at a 
meeting. 
(c) A meeting conducted in compliance with 
section 3.5 or 3.6 of this chapter or any other 
statute that authorizes a governing body to 
conduct a meeting using an electronic means of 
communication does not violate this section. (As 
added by Acts 1977, P.L.57, § 1; P.L.38-1988, § 
6; P.L.1-1991, § 35; PL.179-2007, § 3.; 
P.L.J34-20J2, §JO) 

COMMENTARY 
Governing bodies may not ban the use of 
cameras and tape recorders at public meetings. 
Berry v. Peoples Broadcasting Corp., 547 
N.E.2d 231 (Ind. 1989). 

The Hammond Board of Works and Public 
Safety violated the Open Door Law when it 
conferred with its legal counsel off the record 
during the course of an administrative hearing. 
Hinojosa v. Board of Public Works & Safety for 
the City of Hammond, Indiana, 789 N.E.2d 533, 
549 (Ind. 2003). 

I.C. § 5-14-1.5-3.1 SERIAL MEETINGS 
(a) Except as provided in subsection (b), the 
governing body of a public agency violates this 
chapter if members ofthe governing body 
participate in a series of at least two (2) 
gatherings of members ofthe governing body 
and the series of gatherings meets all of the 
following criteria: 

(1) One (1) of the gatherings is attended by at 
least three (3) members but less than a quorum 
of the members of the governing body and the 
other gatherings include at least two (2) 
members ofthe goveming body. 

(2) The sum of the number of different 
members of the governing body attending any of 
the gatherings at least equals a quorum of the 
goveming body. 

(3) All the gatherings concem the same subject 
matter and are held within a period of not more 
than seven (7) consecutive days. 

(4) The gatherings are held to take official 
action on public business. 
For purposes of this subsection, a member ofa 
governing body attends a gathering if the 
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mem ber is present at the gathering in person or 
if the member participates in the gathering by 
telephone or other electronic means, excluding 
electronic mail. 
(b) This subsection applies only to the city
county council of a consolidated city or county 
having a consolidated city. The city-county 
council violates this chapter if its members 
participate in a series of at least two (2) 
gatherings of members of the city-county 
council and the series of gatherings meets all of 
the following criteria: 
(l) One (l) of the gatherings is attended by at 

least five (5) members of the city-county council 
and the other gatherings include at least three (3) 
members of the city-county council. 

(2) The sum of the number of different 
members of the city-county council attending 
any of the gatherings at least equals a quorum of 
the city-county council. 

(3) All the gatherings concern the same subject 
matter and are held within a period of not more 
than seven (7) consecutive days. 

(4) The gatherings are held to take official 
action on public business. 

For purposes of this subsection, a member of 
the city-county council attends a gathering if the 
member is present at the gathering in person or 
if the member participates in the gathering by 
telephone or other electronic means, excludirig 
electronic mail. 
(c) A gathering under subsection (a) or (b) does 
not include: 
(I) a social or chance gathering not intended by 

any member of the governing body to avoid the 
requirements of this chapter; 
(2) an onsite inspection of any: 

(A) project; 
(B) program; or 
(C) facilities of applicants for incentives or 

assistance from the governing body; 
(3) traveling to and attending meetings of 

organizations devoted to the betterment of 
government; 

(4) a caucus; 
(5) a gathering to discuss an industrial or a 

commercial prospect that does not include a 
conclusion as to recommendations, policy, 
decisions, or final action on the tenns of a 
request or an offer of public financial resources; 

(6) an orientation of members of the governing 

body on their role and responsibilities as public 
officials, but not for any other official action; 

(7) a gathering for the sole purpose of 
administering an oath of office to an individual; 
or 

(8) a gathering between less than a quorum of 
the members of the governing body intended 
solely for members to receive information and 
deliberate on whether a member or members 
may be inclined to support a member's proposal 
or a particular piece of legislation and at which 
no other official action will occur. 
(d) A violation described in subsection (a) or (b) 
is subject to section 7 of this chapter. (As added 
by P.L.179-2007, §. 4) 

I.e. § 5-14-1.5-3.5 ELECTRONIC MEETINGS 
OF POLITICAL SUBDIVISIONS; 
AUTHORIZAnON REQUIRED 
(a) This section applies only to a governing body 
of a public agency of a political subdivision. 
(b) A member of the governing body ofa public 
agency who is not physically present at a 
meeting of the governing body but who 
communicates with members of the governing 
body during the meeting by telephone, 
computer, video conferencing, or any other 
electronic means of communication: 

(I) may not participate in final action taken 
at the meeting unless the member's participation 
is expressly authorized by statute; and 

(2) may not be considered to be present at 
the meeting unless considering the member to be 
present at the meeting is expressly authorized by 
statute. 
(c) The memoranda prepared under section 4 of 
this chapter for a meeting in which a member 
participates by using a means of communication 
described in subsection (b) must state the name 
of: 

(l) each member who was physically 
present at the place where the meeting was 
conducted; 

(2) each member who participated in the 
meeting by using a means of communication 
described in subsection (b); and 

(3) each member who was absent.(As 
added by P.L. 134-2012, §1l) 
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"c. § 5-14-1,5-3,6 ELECTRONIC MEETINGS 
OF STATE AGENCIES 
(a) This section applies only to a governing body 
of a chaIier school (as defined in IC 20-24- 1-4) 
and a public agency of the state, including a 
body corporate and politic established as an 
instrumental ity of the state, 
(b) A member of the governing body of a public 
agency who is not physically present at a 
meeting of the governing body may participate 
in a meeting of the governing body by electronic 
communication only if the member uses a means 
of communication that pennits: 

(I) the member; 
(2) all other members participating in the 

meeting; 
(3) all members of the public physically 

present at the place where the meeting is 
conducted; and 

(4) if the meeting is conducted under a 
policy adopted under subsection (g)(7), all 
members of the public physically present at a 
public location at which a member participates 
by means ofelectronic communication; to 
simultaneously communicate with each other 
during the meeting. 

(c) The governing body must fulfill both of 
the following requirements for a member of the 
governing body to paIiicipate in a meeting by 
electronic communication: 

(I) This subdivision does not apply to 
committees appointed by a board of trustees of a 
state educational institution, by the commission 
for higher education, or by the board of directors 
of the Indiana secondary market for education 
loans, as established, incorporated, and 
designated under IC 21-16-5-1. The minimum 
number of members who must be physically 
present at the place where the meeting is 
conducted must be the greater of: 

(A) two (2) of the members; or 
(8) one-third (1/3) of the members. 

(2) All votes of the governing body during 
the electronic meeting must be taken by roll call 
vote. 
Nothing in this section affects the public's right 
under this chapter to attend a meeting of the 
governing body at the place where the meeting 
is conducted and the minimum number of 
members is physically present as provided for in 
subdivision (I). 

(d) Each member ofthe governing body is 
required to physically attend at least one (I) 
meeting of the governing body annually. 

(e) Unless a policy adopted by a governing 
body under subsection (g) provides otherwise, a 
member who participates in a meeting by 
electronic communication: 

(I) is considered to be present at the 
meeting; 

(2) shall be counted for purposes of 
establishing a quorum; and 

(3) may vote at the meeting. 
(t) A governing body may not conduct 

meetings using a means of electronic 
communication until the governing body: 

(I) meets all requirements of this chapter; 
and 

(2) by a favorable vote of a majority of the 
members of the governing body, adopts a policy 
under subsection (g) governing participation in 
meetings of the governing body by electronic 
communication. 

(g) A policy adopted by a governing body to 
govern participation in the governing body's 
meetings by electronic communication may do 
any of the following: 

(I) Require a member to request 
authorization to participate in a meeting of the 
governing body by electronic communication 
within a certain number of days before the 
meeting to allow for aITangements to be made 
for the member's participation by electronic 
communication. 

(2) Subject to subsection (e), limit the 
number of members who may participate in any 
one (I) meeting by electronic communication. 

(3) Limit the total number of meetings that 
the governing body may conduct in a calendar 
year by electronic communication. 

(4) Limit the number of meetings in a 
calendar year in which anyone (I) member of 
the governing body may participate by 
electronic communication. 

(5) Provide that a member who participates 
in a meeting by electronic communication may 
not cast the deciding vote on any official action. 

(6) Require a member participating in a 
meeting by electronic communication to confinn 
in writing the votes cast by the member during 
the meeting within a celiain number of days 
after the date of the meeting. 

17 



Indiana Public Access Counselor 
Handbook on Indiana's Public Acc~ss Laws 
Updated July 2013 

(7) Provide that in addition to the location 
where a meeting is conducted, the public may 
also attend some or all meetings of the 
governing body, excluding executive sessions, at 
a public place or public places at which a 
member is physically present and participates by 
electronic communication. If the governing 
body's policy includes this provision, a meeting 
notice must provide the following information: 

(A) The identity of each member who 
will be physically present at a public place and 
participate in the meeting by electronic 
communication. 

(B) The address and telephone number of 
each public place where a member will be 
physically present and participate by electronic 
communication. 

(C) Unless the meeting is an executive 
session, a statement that a location described in 
clause (B) will be open and accessible to the 
public. 

(8) Require at least a quorum of members 
to be physically present at the location where the 
meeting is conducted. 

(9) Provide that a member participating by 
electronic communication may vote on official 
action only if, subject to subsection (e), a 
specified number of members: 

(A) are physically present at the location 
where the meeting is conducted; and 

(B) concur in the official action. 
(l0) Establish any other procedures, 

limitations, or conditions that govern 
participation in meetings of the governing body 
by electronic communication and are not in 
conflict with this chapter. 

(h) The policy adopted by the governing body 
must be posted on the Internet web site of the 
governing body or the public agency. 

(i) Nothing in this section affects a public 
agency's right to exclude the public from an 
executive session in which a member 
pmiicipates by electronic communication. 
(As added by P.L. 134-2012, §12) 

I.e. § 5-14-1.5-4 POSTING AGENDA; 
MEMORANpA OF MEETINGS; PUBLIC 
INSPECTION OF MINUTES 
(a) A governing body of a public agency 
utilizing an agenda shall post a copy of the 
agenda at the entrance to the location of the 

meeting prior to the meeting. A rule, regulation, 
ordinance, or other final action adopted by 
reference to agenda number or item alone is 
void. 
(b) As the meeting progresses, the following 
memoranda shall be kept: 
(l) The date, time, and place of the meeting. 
(2) The members of the governing body 

recorded as either present or absent. 
(3) The general substance of all matters 

proposed, discussed, or decided. 
(4) A record of all votes taken, by individual 

members if there is a roll call. 
(5) Any additional information required under 

section 3.5 or 3.6 of this chapter or any other 
statute that authorizes a governing body to 
conduct a meeting using an electronic means of 
communication. 
(c) The memoranda are to be available within a 
reasonable period of time after the meeting for 
the purpose of informing the public of the 
governing body's proceedings. The minutes, if 
any, are to be open for public inspection and 
copying. (As added by Acts 1977, P.L.57, § 1; 
P.L.38-1988, § 7; P.L.76-1995, § 1; P.L.2-2007, 
§ 99.;P.L. 134-2012,§13) 

COMMENTARY 
Draft copies of minutes taken during a public 
meeting are considered to be disclosable public 
records despite not yet being approved by a 
governing body or in their official final form. 
Opinion of the Public Access Counselor 98-FC
08; 10-FC-56; 05-FC-23; 12-FC-80. 

I.e. § 5-14-1.5-5 PUBLIC NOT1CE OF 
MEETINGS 
(a) Public notice of the date, time, and place of 
any meetings, executive sessions, or of any 
rescheduled or reconvened meeting, shall be 
given at least forty-eight (48) hours (excluding 
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays) before 
the meeting. This requirement does not apply to 
reconvened meetings (not including executive 
sessions) where announcement of the date, time, 
and place of the reconvened meeting is made at 
the original meeting and recorded in the 
memoranda and minutes thereof, and there is no 
change in the agenda. 
(b) Public notice shall be given by the governing 
body of a public agency as follows: 
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(1) The governing body of a publ ic agency 
shall give public notice by posting a copy of the 
notice at the principal office of the public 
agency holding the meeting or, if no such office 
exists, at the building where the meeting is to be 
held, 

(2) The governing body of a public agency 
shall give public notice by delivering notice to 
all news media which deliver an annual written 
request for the notices not later than December 
31 for the next succeeding calendar year to the 
governing body of the public agency, The 
governing body shall give notice by one (1) of 
the following methods, which shall be 
determined by the governing body: 

(A) Depositing the notice in the United 
States mail with postage prepaid. 

(B) Transmitting the notice by electronic 
mail, if the public agency has the capacity to 
transmit electronic mail. 

(C) Transmitting the notice by facsimile 
(fax). 

(3) This subdivision applies only to the 
governing body of a public agency of a political 
subdivision described in section 2(a)(2), 2(a)(4), 
or 2(a)(5) of this chapter that adopts a policy to 
provide notice under this subdivision. Notice 
under this subsection is in addition to providing 
notice under subdivisions (I) and (2). lfthe 
governing body adopts a policy under this 
subdivision, the governing body of a public 
agency shall give public notice by delivering 
notice to any person (other than news media) 
who delivers to the governing body of the public 
agency an annual written request for the notices 
not later than December 31 for the next 
succeeding calendar year. The governing body 
shall give notice by one (I) of the following 
methDds, which shall be determined by the 
governing body: 

(A) Transmitting the notice by electronic 
mail, if the public agency has the capacity to 
send electronic mail. 

(B) Publishing the notice on the public 
agency's Internet web site at least fOliy-eight 
(48) hours in advance of the meeting, if the 
public agency has an Internet web site. 
A court may not declare void any policy, 
decision, or final action under section 7 of this 
chapter based on a failure to give a person notice 
under subdivision (3) if the public agency made 

a good faith effort to comply with subdivision 
(3).[f a governing body comes into existence 
after December 31, it shall comply with this 
subsection upon receipt of a written request for 
notice. In addition, a state agency (as defined in 
Ind. Code §4-13-I-l) shall provide electronic 
access to the notice through the computer 
gateway administered by the Indiana Office of 
Technology under Indiana Code 5-21-2. 
(c) Notice of regular meetings need be given 
on ly once each year, except that an additional 
notice shall be given where the date, time, or 
place of a regular meeting or meetings is 
changed, This subsection does not apply to 
executive sessions. 
(d) If a meeting is called to deal with an 
emergency involving actual or threatened injury 
to person or property, or actual or threatened 
disruption of the governmental activity under the 
jurisdiction of the public agency by any event, 
then the time requirements of notice under this 
section shall not apply, but: 

(1) news media which have requested notice of 
meetings under subsection (b)(2) must be given 
the same notice as is given to members of the 
governing body; and 

(2) the public must be notified by posting a 
copy of the notice according to subsection 
(b)(1 ). 
(e) This section shall not apply where notice by 
publication is required by statute, ordinance, 
rule, or regulation. 
(t) This section shall not apply to: 
(I) the depmiment of local government finance, 

the Indiana board of tax review, or any other 
governing body which meets in continuous 
session, except that this section applies to 
meetings of these governing bodies which are 
required by or held pursuant to statute, 
ordinance, rule, or regulation; or 

(2) the executive of a county or the legislative 
body of a town if the meetings are held solely to 
receive information or recommendations in 
order to carry out administrative functions, to 
carry out administrative functions, or confer 
with staff members on matters relating to the 
internal management of the unit. 
"Administrative functions" do not include the 
awarding of contracts, the entering into 
contracts, or any other action creating an 
obligation or otherwise binding a county or 
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town. 
(g) This section does not apply to the General 
Assembly. 
(h) Notice has not been given in accordance with 
this section if a governing body of a public 
agency convenes a meeting at a time so 
unreasonably departing from the time stated in 
its public notice that the public is misled or 
substantially de'prived of the opportunity to 
attend, observe, and record the meeting. (As 
added by Acts 1977, P.L. 57, § 1; 1979, P.L. 39, 
§ 2; P.L.67-1987, § 3; P.L.3-1989, § 29; P.L.8
1989, § 22; P.L.46-1990, § 1; P.L.251-1999, § 
4; P.L.90-2002, § 17; P.L.200-2003, § 1; 
P.L.177-2005, § 14; P.L. 134-2012, §14) 

COMMENTARY 
Action taken at a city council meeting was not 
void simply because the meeting was held at 
11:00p.m. Blinn v. City of Marion, 390 N.E.2d 
1066 (Ind. Ct. App. 1979). 

Notice ofa county council meeting was adequate 
despite the failure to post the notice on the door 
ofthe meeting room when the council posted the 
notice outside the courthouse where notices are 
usually posted and notified the daily newspaper, 
which published news articles on three separate 
days. Pepinsky v. Monroe County Council, 461 
N.E.2d 128 (Ind. Ct. App. 1984). 

A court '.I' inquily does not end with the 
determination that meetings subject to the Open 
Door Law were not in "technical compliance" 
with the law. Turner v. Town of Speedway, 528 
N.E. 2d 858 (Ind. Ct. App. 1988). Instead, a 
court may look for "substantial compliance" 
which includes (1) the extent to which the 
violation denied or impaired access to a 
meeting; and (2) the extent to which public 
knowledge or understanding of the public 
business conducted was impeded. Town of 
Merrillville v. Blanco, 687N.E.2d 191 (Ind. Ct. 
App. 1998) (Town violated the technical 
requirements ofthe Open Door Law by failing to 
post notice at least 48 hours in advance of its 
meetings at the city hall but was not in 
substantial compliance since a police officer '.I' 
termination was a ma11er ofprimary interest to 
the general public; the town '.I' failure to give 
adequate notice abollt this public matter 

restricted interested spectators' access to the 
hearing). See also, Riggin v. Board of Trustees 
of Ball State University, 489 N.E.2d 616 (Ind. 
Ct. App. 1988)(substantial compliance standard 
met). 

County commiSSIOners do not meet in 
continuous session and must post notice of 
meetings 48 hours prior to meetings. Opinion of 
the Public Access Counselor 98-FC-05. 

IC 5-14-1.5-6.1 EXECUTIVE SESSIONS 
Sec. 6.1. (a) As used in this section, "public 
official" means a person: 

(1) who is a member of a governing body 
of a public agency; or 

(2) whose tenure and compensation are 
fixed by law and who executes an oath. 

(b) Executive sessions may be held only in the 
following instances: 

(I) Where authorized by federal or state 
statute. 

(2) For discussion of strategy with respect 
to any of the following: 

(A) Collective bargaining. 
(B) Initiation of litigation or litigation 

that is either pending or has been threatened 
specifically in writing. As used in this clause, 
"litigation" includes any judicial action or 
administrative law proceeding under federal or 
state law. 

(C) The implementation of security 
systems. 

(D) The purchase or lease of real 
property by the governing body up to the time a 
contract or option to purchase or lease is 
executed by the parties. 

(E) School consolidation 
However, all such strategy discussions 

must be necessary for competitive or bargaining 
reasons and may not include competitive or 
bargaining adversaries. 

(3) For discussion of the assessment, 
design, and implementation of school safety and 
security measures, plans, and systems. 

(4) Interviews and negotiations with 
industrial or commercial prospects or agents of 
industrial or commercial prospects by the 
Indiana economic development corporation, the 
office of tourism development, the Indiana 
finance authority, the ports of Indiana, an 
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economic development commission, the Indiana 
state depmiment of agriculture, a local economic 
development organization (as defined in lC 5
28-11-2(3», or a governing body of a political 
subdivision, 

(5) To receive information about and 
interview prospective employees, 

(6) With respect to any individual over 
whom the governing body has jurisdiction: 

(A) to receive information concerning 
the individual's alleged misconduct; and 

(B) to discuss, before a determination, 
the individual's status as an employee, a student, 
or an independent contractor who is: 

(i) a physician; or 
(ii) a school bus driver. 

(7) For discussion of records classified as 
confidential by state or federal statute. 

(8) To discuss before a placement decision 
an individual student's abilities, past 
performance, behavior, and needs. 

(9) To discuss ajob performance evaluation 
of individual employees. This subdivision does 
not apply to a discussion of the salary, 
compensation, or benefits of employees during a 
budget process. 

(10) When considering the appointment of 
a public official, to do the following: 

(A) Develop a list of prospective 
appointees. 

(B) Consider applications. 
(C) Make one (1) initial exclusion of 

prospective appointees from fUliher 
consideration. 

Notwithstanding IC 5-14-3-4(b)(12), a 
governing body may release and shall make 
available for inspection and copying in 
accordance with IC 5-14-3-3 identifying 
information concerning prospective appointees 
not initially excluded from fUliher consideration. 
An initial exclusion of prospective appointees 
from further consideration may not reduce the 
number of prospective appointees to fewer than 
three (3) unless there are fewer than three (3) 
prospective appointees. Interviews of 
prospective appointees must be conducted at a 
meeting that is open to the public. 

(11) To train school board members with an 
outside consultant about the perfonnance of the 
role of the members as public officials. 

(12) To prepare or score examinations used 

in issuing Iicenses, certificates, permits, or 
registrations under IC 25. 

(13) To discuss information and 
intelligence intended to prevent, mitigate, or 
respond to the threat of terrorism. 

(14) To train members ofa board of 
aviation commissioners appointed under lC 8
22-2 or members of an airport authority board 
appointed under IC 8-22-3 with an outside 
consultant about the performance of the role of 
the members as public officials. A board may 
hold not more than one (1) executive session per 
calendar year under this subdivision. 

(c) A final action must be taken at a meeting 
open to the public. 

(d) Public notice of executive sessions must 
state the subject matter by specific reference to 
the enumerated instance or instances for which 
executive sessions may be held lIIider subsection 
(b). The requirements stated in section 4 of this 
chapter for memoranda and minutes being made 
available to the public is modified as to 
executive sessions in that the memoranda and 
minutes must identify the subject matter 
considered by specific reference to the 
enumerated instance or instances for which 
public notice was given. The governing body 
shall celiify by a statement in the memoranda 
and minutes of the governing body that no 
subject matter was discussed in the executive 
session other than the subject matter specified in 
the public notice. 

(e) A governing body may not conduct an 
executive session during a meeting, except as 
otherwise pennitted by applicable statute. A 
meeting may not be recessed and reconvened 
with the intent of circumventing this subsection. 
(As added by P.L.I-1991, SEC37 and P.L.I0
1991, SEC8. Amended by P.L.48-1991, SECl; 
P.L.37-2000, SEC I; P.L.200-2003, SEC2; 
P.L.4-2005, SEC 28; P.L.229-2005, SEC2; 
P.L.235-2005, SEC84; P.L.I01-2006, SEC3; 
P.L.J79-2007, SEC5; P.L.2-2008, SEC20; 
P.L.98-2008, SEC 3; P.L.l 20-2008, SEC 1.; P.L 
139 -2011, §1;P.L.24 -2012, §1). 

COMMENTARY 
Public agencies may not seek legal advice ji-om 
their attorneys in private abollt matters which 
are not related to litigation. Simon v. City of 
Auburn, 519 N.E.2d 205 (Ind. Ct. App. 1988). 
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The term "employee, " as used in the Open Door 
Law, does not include an independent contractor 
with the agency and, therefore, a public agency 
may not hold an executive session to receive 
information about that independent contractor. 
Opinion of the Indiana Attorney General, 1997, 
No.2 (OAG 97-02). 

Municipal board applicants are not prospective 
"employees" but are prospective officers and 
executive sessions to interview these applicants 
are not permitted under the Open Door Law. 
Common Council of the City of Peru v. Peru 
Daily Tribune, Inc., 440 N.E.2d 726 (Ind. Ct. 
App. 1982). 

Police commissioners board could conduct a 
hearing on police disciplinary charges in 
executive session because the police disciplinmy 
statute authorizes a hearing, rather than a 
public hearing, and the Open Door Law 
authorizes executive sessions for the purpose of 
receiving information about alleged misconduct 
and to discuss, before determination, a person's 
employment status. Town of Merrillville, Lake 
County v. Peters, 655 N.E.2d 341, 343 (Ind. 
1995). 

The only offiCial action that cannot take place in 
executive session is a final action, which must 
take place at a meeting open to the public. Baker 
v. Town of Middlebury, 753 N.E. 2d 67, 71 
(Ind. Ct. App. 2001). The act of compiling a 
rehire list in an executive session, and excluding 
the town marshal ji'om that list, was appropriate 
according to both the language and goals of the 
statute and did not constitute impermissible final 
action. Id. at 73. 

Notice of an executive session which refers to 
"legal malters" and "FOI requests" does not 
comply with the Open Door Law. Gary/Chicago 
Airport Board of Authority v. Maclin, 772 
N.E.2d 463, 468 (Ind. Ct. App. 2002). The Court 
ofAppeals found that the Board's argument that 
it substantially complied with the Open Door 
Law lacked merit because Ie. §5-N-1.5-6.1 
requires the Board to identify the subject matter 
by specific reference to subsection (b). Id. The 
airport board further violated the ODL by 

failing to keep memoranda containing specific 
information Fom its executive sessions. Id. 

A county council may not post the notice of 
executive sessions on an annual basis; instead, 
council must specify each executive session and 
list a permissible statutmy exception. Opinion of 
the Public Access Counselor 99-FC-23. 

Final actions of a public agency, including 
selection of a Town Council President and 
deliberation ofan employee's termination, taken 
during executive sessions were taken in violation 
of the ODL. Opinions of the Public Access 
Counselor 99-FC-04; 00-FC-06. 

Commission's order substantially complied with 
the Open Door Law when final order had not 
actually been signed and released in public 
meeting but all prior proceedings and findings 
had occurred in public meetings. Ind. Dep't of 
Envtl. Mgmt. v. West, 812 N.E.2d 1099, 2004 
Ind. App. LEXIS 1592 (Ind. App. 2004), 
superseded, 838 N.E.2d 408, 2005 Ind. LEXIS 
1085 (2005). 

Former city employee was terminated in an open 
meeting by the council's vote on a motion to 
appoint another person to the employee's 
position under Ie. §§5-14-1.5-2 and 5-14-1.5
6.1 (c); accordingly, no violation of the ODL 
occurred. Furthermore, a letter sent to the 
employee by the council president was not a 
final action by the council because it was a mere 
formality to inform the employee ofthe council's 
action. City of Gary v. McCrady, 851 N.E.2d 
359,2006 Ind. App. LEXIS 1403 (2006). 

Notice of an executive session shall include the 
language of the statute and the citation to the 
~pectftc instance. "To discuss a pelformance 
evaluation of an individual employee, pursuant 
to IC 5-14-1.5-6. 1(b)(9)" for example, would 
satisfY the notice requirements. Opinions of the 
Public Access Counselor, 05-FC-223; 07-FC-64 
and II-FC-39. 

IC 5-14-1.5-6.5 COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
MEETINGS; APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS 

Sec. 6.5. (a) Whenever a governing body, or 
any person authorized to act for a governing 
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body, meets with an employee organization, or 
any person authorized to act for an employee 
organization, for the purpose of collective 
bargaining or discussion, the following apply: 

(I) Any party may inform the public of the 
status of collective bargaining or discussion as it 
progresses by release of factual information and 
expression of opinion based upon factual 
information. 

(2) If a mediator is appointed, any report 
the mediator may file at the conclusion of 
mediation is a public record open to public 
inspection. 

(3) If a fact finder is appointed, any 
hearings the fact finder holds must be open at all 
times for the purpose ofpermirting members of 
the public to observe and record them. Any 
findings and recommendations the fact finder 
makes are public records open to public 
inspection as provided by any applicable statute 
relating to fact finding in connection with public 
collective bargaining. 

(b) This section supplements and does not 
limit any other provision of this chapter. 
(As added by Acts 1979, P.L.39, SEC 4. 
Amended by P.L.67-1987, SEC5; P.L.I-2005, 
SEC8; P.L. 48-2011, SEC 1.) 

I.e. § 5-14-1.5-7 VIOLATIONS; REMEDIES; 
LIMITATIONS; COSTS AND FEES 
(a) An action may be filed by any person in any 
court of competent jurisdiction to: 
(I) obtain a declaratory judgment; 
(2) enjoin continuing, threatened, or future 

violations of this chapter; or 
(3) declare void any policy, decision, or final 

action: 
(A) taken at an executive session in violation 

of section 3(a) of this chapter; 
(8) taken at any meeting of which notice is 

not given in accordance with section 5 of this 
chapter; 

(C) that is based in whole or in part upon 
official action taken at any: 

(i) executive session in violation of section 
3(a) of this chapter; 

(ii) meeting of which notice is not given in 
accordance with section 5 of this chapter; or 

(iii) series of gatherings in violation of 
section 3.1 of this chapter; or 

(D) taken at a meeting held in a location in 

violation of section 8 of this chapter. 
The plaintiff need not allege or prove special 
damage different from that suffered by the 
publ ic at large. 
(b) Regardless of whether a formal complaint or 
an informal inquiry is pending before the Public 
Access Counselor, any action to declare any 
policy, decision, or final action of a governing 
body void, or to enter an injunction which would 
invalidate any policy, decision, or final action of 
a governing body, based on violation of this 
chapter occurring before the action is 
commenced, shall be commenced: 
(I) prior to the delivery of any warrants, notes, 

bonds, or obligations if the reliefsought would 
have the effect, if granted, of invalidating the 
notes, bonds, or obligations; or 

(2) with respect to any other subject marter, 
within thirty (30) days of either: 

(A) the date of the act or failure to act 
complained of; or 

(B) the date that the plaintiffknew or should 
have known that the act or failure to act 
complained of had occurred; whichever is later. 
If the challenged policy, decision, or final action 
is recorded in the memoranda or minutes of a 
governing body, a plaintiff is considered to have 
known that the act or failure to act complained 
of had occurred not later than the date that the 
memoranda or minutes are first available for 
public inspection. 
(c) Ifa court finds that a governing body ofa 
public agency has violated this chapter, it may 
not find that the violation was cured by the 
governing body by only having taken final 
action at a meeting that complies with this 
chapter. 
(d) In determining whether to declare any 
policy, decision, or final action void, a court 
shall consider the following factors among other 
relevant factors: 
(l) The extent to which the violation: 

(A) affected the substance of the policy, 
decision, or final action; 

(B) denied or impaired access to any 
meetings that the public had a right to observe 
and record; and 

(C) prevented or impaired public knowledge 
or understanding of the public's business. 

(2) Whether voiding ofthe policy, decision, or 
final action is a necessary prerequisite to a 
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substantial reconsideration of the subject matter. 
(3) Whether the public interest will be served 

by voiding the policy, decision, or final action 
by determining which of the following factors 
outweighs the other: 

(A) The remedial benefits gained by 
effectuating the public policy of the state 
declared in section 1 of this chapter. 

(B) The prejudice likely to accrue to the 
public if the policy, decision, or final action is 
voided, including the extent to which persons 
have relied upon the validity of the challenged 
action and the effect declaring the challenged 
action void would have on them. 

(4) Whether the defendant acted in compliance 
with an informal inquiry response or advisory 
opinion issued by the Public Access Counselor 
concerning a violation. 
(e) Ifa court declares a policy, decision, or final 
action of a governing body of a public agency 
void, the court may enjoin the governing body 
from subsequently acting upon the subject 
matter of the voided act until it has been given 
substantial reconsideration at a meeting or 
meetings that comply with this chapter. 
(f) In any action filed under this section, a court 
shall award reasonable attorney's fees, cOLIl1 
costs, and other reasonable expenses of litigation 
to the prevailing party if: 
(I) the plaintiff prevails; or 
(2) the defendant prevails and the court finds 

that the action is frivolous and vexatious. 
The plaintiff is not eligible for the awarding of 
attorney's fees, cOLIl1 costs, and other reasonable 
expenses if the plaintiff filed the action without 
first seeking and receiving an informal inquiry 
response or advisory opinion from the public 
access counselor, unless the plaintiff can show 
the filing of the action was necessary to prevent 
a violation of this chapter. 

(g) A court may assess a civil penalty under 
section 7.5 of this chapter only if the plaintiff 
obtained an advisory opinion from the public 
access counselor before filing an action under 
this section as set forth in section 7.5 of this 
chapter.(h) A court shall expedite the hearing of 
an action filed under this section. (As added by 
Acts 1977, P.L. 57, §1; 1979, P.L. 39, §5; 
P.L.67-1987, §6; P.L.38-1992, §1; P.L. 70-1999, 
§1; P.L.191-1999, §1; P.L.179-2007, 
§6;P.L.134-2012, §15) 

COMMENTARY 
A party challenging the action of a public 
agency need not prove special damage that is 
different ji-OI11 the public at large in order to 
obtain an injunction under this section of the 
ODL. Common Council v. Peru Daily Tribune, 
Inc., 440 N.E.2d 726 (Ind. Ct. App. 1982). 

A city resident was entitled to file a taxpayer's 
action and initiate proceedings to force the city 
council's compliance H'ith the Open Door Law. 
Reichhm1 v. City of New Haven, 674 N.E.2d 27, 
32 (Ind. Ct. App. 1996). . 

Whether to invalidate any policy, decision, or 
final action taken by a public agency in violation 
of the Open Door Law is left to the court's 
discretion. Town of Merrillville v. Blanco, 687 
N.E.2d 191 (Ind. Ct. App. 1998). 

Because appellant's suit against government 
board was necessary to prevent current and 
further violations of the Open Door Law, award 
of attorney fees to appellant under I.e. §5-14
1.5-7(f) was proper. Hinojosa v. Bd. of Pub. 
Works & Safety, 789 N.E.2d 533, 2003 Ind. 
App. LEXIS 922 (Ind. App. 2003), transfer 
denied, 8]2 N.E.2d 796, 2004 Ind. LEXIS 170 
(Ind. 2004). 

Former city employee was not entitled under 
I. e. §5-14-1.5-7(f) to an award ofattorney's fees 
before the trial court or on appeal because the 
appellate COllrt found for the city council and 
reversed the trial court's entry of summary 
judgment for the employee, City of Gary v. 
McCrady, 85] N.E.2d 359, 2006 Ind. App. 
LEXIS ]403 (2006). 

I.C. § 5-14-1.5-7.5 CIVIL PENALTIES 
IMPOSED ON PUBLIC AGENCY, OFFICER, 
OR MANAGEMENT LEVEL EMPLOYEE 
(a) This section applies only to an individual 
who is: 

(]) an officer of a public agency; or 
(2) employed in a management level 

position with a public agency. 
(b) If an individual with the specific intent to
 

violate the law fails to perform a duty imposed
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on the individual under this chapter by: 
(I) failing to give proper notice of a regular 

meeting, special meeting, or executive session; 
(2) taking final action outside a regular 

meeting or special meeting; 
(3) participating in a secret ballot during a 

meeting; 
(4) discussing in an executive session 

subjects not eligible for discussion in an 
executive session; 

(5) failing to prepare a memorandum ofa 
meeting as required by section 4 ofthis chapter; 
or 

(6) participating in at least one (1) 
gathering of a series of gatherings under section 
3.1 of this chapter;
 
the individual and the public agency are subject
 
to a civil penalty under subsection (t).
 

(c) A civil penalty may only be imposed as 
part of an action filed under section 7 of this 
chapter. A court may not impose a civil penalty 
under this section unless the public access 
counselor has issued an advisory opinion: 

(1) to the complainant and the public 
agency; 

(2) that finds that the individual or public 
agency violated this chapter; and (3) 
before the action under section 7 of this chapter 
is filed. 
Nothing in this section prevents both the 
complainant and the public agency from 
requesting an advisory opinion from the public 
access counselor. 

(d) It is a defense to the imposition of a civil 
penalty under this section that the individual 
failed to perform a duty under subsection (b) in 
reliance on either of the following: 

(J) An opinion of the public agency's legal 
counsel. 

(2) An opinion of the attorney general. 
(e) Except as provided in subsection (i), in an 

action filed under section 7 of this chapter, a 
court may impose a civil penalty against one (I) 
or more of the following: 

(l) The individual named as a defendant in 
the action. 

(2) The public agency named as a 
defendant in the action. 

(t) The court may impose against each 
defendant listed in subsection (c) the following 
civil penalties: 

(1) Not more than one hundred dollars 
($100) for the first violation. 

(2) Not more than five hundred dollars 
($500) for each additional violation. 
A civil penalty imposed under this section is in 
addition to any other civil or criminal penalty 
imposed. However, in anyone (I) action 
brought under section 7 of this chapter, a court 
may impose only one (1) civil penalty against an 
individual, even if the court finds that the 
individual committed multiple violations. This 
subsection does not preclude a court from 
imposing another civil penalty against an 
individual in a separate action, but an individual 
may not be assessed more than one (1) civi I 
penalty in anyone (1) action brought under this 
section. 

(g) A court shall distribute monthly to the 
auditor of state any penalties collected under th is 
section for deposit in the education fund 
established by IC 5-14-4-14. 

(h) An individual is personally liable for a 
civil penalty imposed on the individual under 
this section. A civil penalty imposed against a 
public agency under this section shall be paid 
from the public agency's budget. 

(i) Ifan officer ofa public agency directs an 
individual who is employed in a management 
level position to fail to give proper notice as 
described in subsection (b)( I), the management 
level employee is not subject to civil penalties 
under subsection (t). (As added by P.L. 134
2012, §16) 

I.e. § 5-14-1.5-8 ACCESSIBILITY TO 
INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES 
(a) This section applies only to the following 
public agencies: 

(1) A public agency described in section 
2(a)(1) ofthis chapter. 

(2) A public agency: 
(A) described in section 2(a)(5) of this 

chapter; and 
(B) created to advise the governing body of a 

public agency described in section 2(a)(l) of this 
chapter. 
(b) As used in this section, "accessible" means 
the design, construction, or alteration of 
facilities in conformance with the Unifonn 
Federal Accessibility Standards (41 e.F.R.IOI
19.6, App. A (1991)) or with the Americans with 
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Disabilities Act Accessibility Guidelines for 
Buildings and Facilities (56 Fed. Reg. 35605 
(1991)). 
(c) As used in this section, "individual with a 
disability" means an individual who has a 
temporary or permanent physical disability. 
(d) A public agency may not hold a meeting at a 
location that is not accessible to an individual 
with a disability. (As added by Acts P.L. 38
1992, § 2.) 

COMMENTARY 
Ind. Code §5-14-1.5-8 mandates that public 
agency hearings must be held in facilities that 
permit barrier-ji-ee physical access to the 
physically handicapped; the statute does not 
make allowances for agencies ,rho plan to 
accommodate disabled individuals only when 
those individuals express interest in attending 
the meetings. Town of Merrillville v. Blanco, 
687 N.E.2d 191, 198 (Ind. App. 1998). 

SECTION THREE: OVERVIEW OF THE 
ACCESS TO PUBLIC RECORDS ACT 

INTRODUCTION 
The Access to Public Records Act 

("APRA")(Ind. Code 5-14-1.5), originally 
passed by the Indiana General Assembly in 1983 
and most recently amended in 2012, was enacted 
to permit the citizens of Indiana broad and easy 
access to public records. By providing the public 
with the opportunity to review and copy public 
records, the APRA gives individuals the 
opportunity to obtain information relating to 
their government and to more fully pmticipate in 
the governmental process. For the APRA to be 
useful to the public, it is important that the 
public understands the APRA. This guide sets 
forth the basic elements of the APRA and 
provides answers to common questions. This 
guide does not, however, contain specific 
answers to specific questions. For more detailed 
guidance, please consult the provisions of the 
Indiana Code set forth at Section 4 of this 
handbook. 

COMMONLY ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT 
THE ACCESS TO PUBLIC RECORDS ACT 

The following are commonly asked questions 

about the APRA. It is impOltant to note that the 
answers are not the final authority on a 
particular issue, as the facts will vary from 
situation to situation. Indeed, laws and court 
interpretations of the law are ever changing. 
Therefore, it is important to remember that the 
answers to these questions are only guides for 
the public, may only apply to specific situations, 
and are subject to change. 

Who may access public records? 
The explicit policy statement and statutory 

language of the APRA permit all persons access 
to public records. A "person" includes 
individuals as well as corporations, limited 
liability companies, partnerships, associations 
and governmental entities. 

Example: A company may access minutes of a 
public board meeting just as an individual may. 

Example: A non-resident of the State of Indiana 
may make a request for records under the 
APRA. 

What kinds ofdocuments may be accessed? 
To be required to be accessible, a document 

must be a public record from a public agency. 
The APRA defines a public record: 
... any writing, paper, report, study, map, 
photograph, book, card, tape recording, or other 
material that is created, received, retained, 
maintained, or filed by or with a public agency 
and which is generated on paper, paper 
substitutes, photographic media, chemically 
based media, magnetic or machine readable 
media, electronically stored data, or any other 
material, regardless of form or characteristics. 
I.e. § 5-14-3-2. 

I.e. § 5-14-3-2 defines public agency very 
broadly to include boards, commissions, 
departments and offices exercising 
administrative, judicial or legislative power; 
counties, townships, cities, law enforcement 
agencies; school corporations; advisory 
commissions, committees and bodies; license 
branches; the lottery commission and the 
gaming commission. Additionally, any entity 
that is subject to audit by the State Board of 
Accounts by statute, rule, or regulation is a 
public agency for purposes of the APRA. An 
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entity that is maintained or suppolied, in whole 
or in paIi, by public funds may fall within the 
APRA, and, therefore, its records are accessible, 

Example: The following public records are 
generally accessible from public agencies: 
applications for permits and licenses, contracts 
to which the state or local unit of government is 
a party, survey plats, commission, board and 
committee reports and recommendations, and 
transcripts of public hearings in which testimony 
was taken. 

Example: A person may obtain a copy of a 
property record card maintained by a county or 
township assessor. 

What records may not be accessed? 
The stated policy of the APRA and its broad 
definition of public records make most 
documents accessible to the public. But the 
APRA specifically excludes certain types of 
documents from disclosure. These exceptions 
can be found in I.e. § 5-14-3-4. In determining 
whether a particular record is excepted from 
disclosure under the APRA, Indiana courts are 
to interpret these exceptions narrowly. Under 
I.C. § 5-14-3-4(a), certain records cannot be 
disclosed by a public agency unless the 
disclosure is specifically required by state or 
federal statute, or is ordered by a cOllli under the 
rules of discovery. I.C. 5-14-3-4(a) is not an 
exhaustive list of records that are considered to 
be confidential pursuant to state law. Various 
provisions throughout the Indiana Code declare 
certain records to be confidential. The most 
commonly cited exceptions found in I.C. § 5-14
3-4(a) include: 
•	 Records made confidential by state statute; 

o	 Juvenile Law Enforcement 
Records (lC 31-39-3,4); 

o	 Juvenile Court Records (lC 31
39-2); 

o Protective Orders (lC 5-2-9-6) 
o 

•	 Records made confidential by federal law; 
o	 FERPA (20 U.S.e. § 1232g et 

seq,) 
•	 Records containing trade secrets; 
•	 Records containing confidential financial 

information received upon request from a 
person; 

•	 Grade transcripts and license examination 
scores; 

•	 Records made confidential by rules adopted 
by the Indiana Supreme Court; 

•	 .Patient medical records and charts created 
by a health care provider unless the patient 
provides written consent for the record's 
disclosure; 

•	 A photograph, a video recording, or an 
audio recording of an autopsy; and 

•	 A social security number contained in the 
records ofa public agency. 

In certain circumstances, the APRA grants 
public agencies discretion in determining which 
public records should be disclosed. I.e. §5-14-3
4(b) provides public agencies the discretion to 
withhold the following records from public 
access: The following are the most commonly 
cited discretionary exceptions found under 4(b): 

•	 Investigatory records of law 
enforcement agencies. Records 
complied during the course of an 
investigation of a crime are considered 
to be investigatory records. However, 
pursuant to I.e. § 5-14-3-5, certain 
factual information relating to the 
identity of a person arrested or jailed 
and the agency's response to a 
complaint, accident or incident must be 
made available to the public.) 

Example: Statements made to police by 
witnesses of a crime may be withheld at the 
discretion of the agency pursuant to I.e. 5-14-3
4(b)(I). 

•	 The work product of an attorney 
employed by the state or a public agency 
who is representing a public agency, the 
state, or an individual in reasonable 
anticipation of litigation; 

Example: A letter written by a school board 
attorney to the board, advising the board of his 
strategy regarding pending litigation, may be 
withheld at the agency's discretion pursuant to 
I.e. 5-14-3-4(b)(2). 
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•	 Intra-agency or interagency advisory or 
del iberative materials that express 
opinions and are used for decision
making; 

Example: A memo from a staff member to the 
mayor expressing the staff member's opinion on 
a proposed change in office policy may be 
withheld under Le. § 5-14-3-4(b)(6), 

• Diaries, journals or other personal notes; 
Example: The written contents of a county 
employee's calendar, used at her office for the 
purpose of maintaining a journal of personal 
notes, may be withheld at the discretion of the 
agency pursuant to I.e. § 5-14-3-4(b)(7). 

•	 Certain information contained in the 
files of public employees and applicants 
for public employment (Certain 
information in an employee's personnel 
file is required to be disclosed under this 
exception); 

Example: An employee's job performance 
evaluation kept in his personnel file may be 
withheld at the agency's discretion pursuant to 
I.e. § 5-14-3-4(b)(8). The factual basis for an 
employee's termination however must be 
disclosed under subsection (C). 

•	 Certain administrative or technical 
information that would jeopardize a 
record keeping or security system; 

Example: A diagram of the security system for 
the State Museum's artifacts may be withheld by 
the agency under I.e. § 5-14-3-4(b)(1 0). 

•	 Certain software owned by the public 
agency, I.e. § 5-14-3-4(b)(11); 

•	 Records specifically prepared for 
discussion in executive sessions, I.C. § 
5-14-3-4(b)( 12); 

13. Work product of the legislative services 
agency; 
14. Work product of the general assembly and 
its staff; 

•	 Information disclosure of which would 
threaten public safety by exposing a 
vulnerability to a terrorist attack, I.e. § 
5-14-3-4(b)(19); 

• Personal information concerning a 
customer ofa municipally owned utility, 
inc Iud ing the customer's telephone 
number, address, and social security 
number; I.e. § 5-14-3-4(b)(20); and 

• Records requested by an "offender" that 
contain personal information relating to 
law enforcement and correctional 
officers, judges, victims, and their 
family members, loe. § 5-14-3-4(b)(23). 

With the exception of adoption records, public 
records classi fied as confidential are available 
for public inspection and copying 75 years after 
they were created. Ifa public agency argues that 
a document is not disclosable, the agency bears 
the burden of proving that the document does 
not fall within the scope of the APRA. 

May J request information in the form ofa list? 
The Act provides that a public agency is not 

required to create and release a list of names and 
addresses upon request. If a list of names has 
been compiled, or if a public agency maintains a 
Jist of ihfonnation under some statutory 
requirement, the list is accessible to the public. 
In general, however, a public agency is not 
required to create a "list" to satisfY a public 
records request. But an agency that maintains its 
records on an "electronic data storage system" 
must make a reasonable effort to satisfy a 
request for information from that system. 

When a commercial entity requests a list that 
contains the names and addresses of (I) the 
employees of a public agency, (2) the names of 
the people attending conferences or meetings at 
a state institution of higher education, or (3) 
students enrolled in a public school corporation 
which adopts a policy that such infOlmation 
need not be released, the public agency may not 
permit a commercial entity access to the list 
when the list is sought for a commercial 
purpose. 

Example: A request is received by the county 
highway department for "the dates that County 
Road 500 North has been paved between the 
years 1995 and 1997." This request seeks 
information in list form. If the county does not 
maintain such a list, it need not create one. The 
requestor would, however, be entitled to access 
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any of the county's documents that may provide 
peliinent information to satisfy his request. 

When can public records be accessed? 
The APRA permits the public access to public 

records during the regular business hours of the 
particular public agency from which the records 
are sought. On occasion, part-time public 
officials may have limited business hours. The 
APRA does not require a public agency to be 
open for any particular hours of the day, but it is 
the responsibility of the public official to ensure 
there is adequate time for persons who wish to 
inspect and copy records. Once a public agency 
indicates there are disclosable public records 
which will be provided in response to a request, 
the compilation and copying of the records may 
not unreasonably interfere with the regular 
business of that agency. 

Example I: A citizen. requests access to and 
copies of numerous records of a state agency. 
The agency responds to the request by stating 
the estimated time for preparation of the copies 
and the estimated copying fee. So long as the 
copies will be provided within a reasonable 
period of. time after the request is made, the 
agency is in compliance with the APRA. 

How can public records be accessed? 
A request for the inspection or copying of 

public records must identifY with reasonable 
particularity the record being requested. The 
public agency, in its discretion, may require the 
request to be in writing on or in a form provided 
by the agency. It is advisable to first contact the 
public agency to determine whether a request 
fOim is required and/or if specific inf0l111ation is 
required to quickly locate particular documents. 

What is enhanced access to public records? 
In 1993, the Indiana General Assembly added a 

new dimension to accessing public records
enhanced access. Enhanced access permits 
individuals who enter into a contract with a 
public agency to obtain access to public records 
by means of electronic devices. Essentially, the 
enhanced access provision allows individuals 
who frequently use infonnation from a public 

agency to examine pub] ic records using their 
own computer equipment. 

State agencies may provide enhanced access 
only through a computer gateway established by 
the Indiana Office of Technology, unless an 
exception has been made by the state data 
processing oversight commission. All other 
public agencies covered by the APRA may 
provide enhanced access to their records either 
directly through an individual's computer 
gateway, by contracting with a third pmiy to 
serve as the agency's gateway or through the 
gateway established and approved by the 
Indiana Office of Technology. Any provision of 
enhanced access, whether by contract or 
otherwise, must provide that the public agency, 
the user or a third party gateway provider will 
not engage in unauthorized enhanced access or 
alteration of public records and will not lead to 
the disclosure of confidential information. 

What are the public agency's responsibilities 
when I submit a request? 

If a requestor is physically present in the office 
of the public agency or makes a request by 
telephone or requests enhanced access to a 
document, the public agency must respond to the 
request within 24 hours after any employee of 
the agency receives the request. If a request is 
mailed or sent by facsimile or email, a public 
agency must respond within seven calendar days 
of the receipt of that request. The APRA 
requires only a response and not the actual 
production of records within this specified time 
period. The APRA requires that all records 
must be produced in a reasonable period of time, 
considering the facts and circumstances. See 
Appendix B for a checklist for agencies 
responding to requests under the APRA. 

Example: A person appears at the county 
auditor's office and asks to inspect the minutes 
of the council's last ten meetings. The auditor 
need not produce the records on demand but 
must at a minimum orally acknowledge the 
request within 24 hours. 

Maya public agency deny a request? 
In general, if a requested record (1) is a public 

record from a public agency; (2) is not exempt 
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from disclosure; and (3) is identified with 
reasonable particularity pursuant to I.e. § 5-14
3-3(a), the public agency cannot deny access to 
the record. 

If access to a public record would reveal 
disclosable and nondisclosable information, the 
information that is disclosable must be made 
available for inspection. The public agency must 
separate, or redact, the nondisclosable 
information. 

Oral requests made by telephone or in person 
may be denied orally. If a request is made in 
writing, by facsimile or by email, or if an oral 
request that was denied is renewed in writing, 
the public agency may only deny the request in 
writing. A denial must include a statement of 
the specific statutory reason for nondisclosure of 
the information and the name and title of the 
person responsible for the denial. 

What ifa public agency denies my request? 
If a person feels he or she has been wrongly 

denied, that person should contact the Public 
Access Counselor for an informal response or to 
file a formal complaint. See Sections 5 and 6 of 
this handbook for more information. 

The APRA authorizes an individual who has 
been denied access to a public record to file a 
civil lawsuit in the circuit or superior court of 
the county in which the denial occurred. The 
purpose of the lawsuit is to compel disclosure of 
the records sought. When such a lawsuit is filed, 
the public agency must notify each person who 
supplied a part of the public record in dispute 
that a request for its release has been denied. 

The burden of proof then falls upon the public 
agency to establish that it properly denied access 
to the public record because the record falls 
outside the scope of tht;: Act. If certain 
conditions are met, the prevailing party is 
entitled to reasonable attorney fees, court costs 
and other litigation expenses. Further, a civil 
penalty may be assessed by the court if a request 
for records is denied with the specific intent to 
unlawfully withhold a record that is subject to 
disclosure under the APRA. See I.e. 5-14-3
9.5. 

Maya public agency charge a fee for inspecting 
and copying public records? 

The APRA provides that a public agency 

cannot charge for inspection or a search for 
records unless it is authorized to do so by 
statute. For copies of records from a state 
agency, the state Department of Administration 
has established a copying fee for agencies under 
the executive branch of $.10 per page for black 
and white copies or $.25 per page for color 
copies. A public agency may require that the 
payment for copying costs be made in advance. 
The state judicial and legislative branches set 
their own fees. 

For non-state agencies covered by the APRA, 
the fiscal body of the agency is required to 
establish a fee schedule for the certification or 
copying of documents that does not exceed the 
actual cost of certification or copying. The fee 
for copying documents may not exceed the 
greater of $.10 for black and white copies, $.25 
for color copies, or the actual cost to the agency 
in copying the document. "Actual cost" is 
defined as the cost of the paper plus the per-page 
cost of use of the copying and may not include 
labor and overhead. The fee for certification of 
documents may not exceed $5.00 per document. 
All fees must be uniform to all purchasers. 

Copies of public records may also be provided 
in other forms. For a duplicate of a computer 
tape, disc, microfilm or similar record system 
containing public records, an agency may charge 
a fee as prescribed by statute. I.C. § 5-14-3-8(g). 
An agency may also provide enhanced access to 
a public record and charge a reasonable fee 
under the provisions governing enhanced access, 
I.e. § 5-14-3-3.5 and I.C. § 5-14-3-3.6. 

What happens if confidential records are 
disclosed or if there is a failure to protect the 
public records from destruction? 

It is a Class A infraction for a public official or 
employee(s) of contractors with public agencies 
to knowingly or intentionally disclose records 
that are confidential by state statute. In addition, 
a public employee can be disciplined in 
accordance with agency personnel guidelines for 
reckless disclosure or failure to protect 
infonnation classified as confidential by state 
statute. Additionally, the APRA requires a 
public agency to protect public records from 
loss, alteration, mutilation, or destruction. The 
APRA does not identify a penalty if the agency 
fails to do so. 
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CONCLUSION 
The APRA provides the people of Indiana 

with broad access to the public documents 
maintained by public agencies, Access to public 
records is the rule and not the exception, This 
handbook is published with the hope that it will 
help public officials and individual citizens 
understand and apply the APRA. The examples 
and explanations used in the guide are meant to 
be illustrative of the law's provisions; they can 
in no way address every conceivable factual 
situation. When confronted with a question of 
interpretation, the law should be liberally 
construed in favor of openness. 

SECTION FOUR: THE ACCESS TO 
PUBLIC RECORDS ACT AND LEGAL 
COMMENTARY 

INTRODUCTION 
This section contains the text of the Access to 
Public Records Act, I.C. § 5- 14-3- I et seq., 
which is current as of the close of the 20 I2 
session of the Indiana General Assembly. After 
those sections which have been interpreted by 
Indiana courts, the Office of the Attorney 
General, or the Public Access Counselor, we 
have provided legal commentary. These 
commentaries are included merely to provide the 
reader with practical guidance on how the law 
has been interpreted and are not intended to be a 
substitute for specific legal advice. 

I.e. § 5-14-3-1 PUBLIC POLICY; 
CONSTRUCTION; BURDEN OF PROOF FOR 
NON-DISCLOSURE 
A fundamental philosophy of the American 
constitutional form of representative government 
is that government is the servant of the people 
and not their master. Accordingly, it is the 
public policy of the state that all persons are 
entitled to full and complete information 
regarding the affairs of government and the 
official acts of those who represent them as 
public officials and employees. Providing 
persons with the information is an essential 
function of a representative government and an 
integral part of the routine duties of public 
officials and employees, whose duty it is to 
provide the information, This chapter shall be 

liberally construed to implement this policy and 
place the burden of proof for the nondisclosure 
of a public record on the publ ic agency that 
would deny access to the record and not on the 
person seeking to inspect and copy the record. 
(As added by P.L. 19-1983, § 6; Amended by 
P.L. 77-1995, § 1.) 

COMMENTARY 
The APRA clearly provides that the public is to 
have access to the affairs of government and 
actions ofofficials who represent them. A liberal 
construction of the Act does not mean that 
expressed exceptions specified by the legislature 
are to be contravened. Heltzel v. Thomas, 5 I6 
N .E.2d 103 (Ind. Ct. App. 1987). 

A public agency has the burden to establish that 
a requested record is included in categories not 
disclosable under the APRA. Indianapolis 
Convention and Visitors Association, Inc. v. 
Indianapolis Newspapers, Inc., 577 N.E.2d 208 
(Ind. 1991). 

Because an affidavit signed by the judge of a 
small claims court was not public record, the 
court was not required to respond to a citizen's 
request for the affidavit; furthermore, the court 
did not maintain a copy of the affidavit and, 
therefore, could not produce it. Woolley v. 
Wash. Twp. of Marion County Small Claims 
Court, 804 N.E.2d 761, 2004 Ind. App. LEXIS 
325 (Ind. Ct. App. 2004). 

I.e. § 5-14-3-2 DEFINITIONS 
(a) The definitions set forth in this section apply 
throughout this chapter. 
(b) "Copy" includes transcribing by handwriting, 
photocopying, xerography, duplicating machine, 
duplicating electronically stored data onto a 
disk, tape, drum, or any other medium of 
electronic data storage, and reproducing by any 
other means. 
(c) "Criminal intelligence information" means 
data that has been evaluated to detel111ine that 
the data is relevant to: 

(I) the identification of; and 
(2) the criminal activity engaged in by; 

an individual who or organization that is 
reasonably suspected of involvement in criminal 
activity. 
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(d) "Direct cost" means one hundred five percent 
(105%) of the sum of the cost of: 
(I) the initial development of a program, if any; 
(2) the labor required to retrieve electronically 

stored data; and 
(3) any medium used for electronic output; 

for providing a duplicate of electronically stored 
data onto a disk, tape, drum, or other medium of 
electronic data retrieval under section 8(g) of 
this chapter, or for reprogramming a computer 
system under section 6(c) of this chapter. 
(e) "Electronic map" means copyrighted data 
provided by a public agency from an electronic 
geographic infonnation system. 
(D "Enhanced access" means the inspection of a 
public record by a person other than a 
governmental entity and that: 

(1) is by means of an electronic device other 
than an electronic device provided by a public 
agency in the office of the public agency; or 

(2) requires the compilation or creation ofa list 
or report that does not result in the permanent 
electronic storage of the information. 
(g) "Facsimile machine" means a machine that 
electronically transmits exact images through 
connection with a telephone network. 
(h) "Inspect" includes the right to do the 
following: 

(1) Manually transcribe and make notes, 
abstracts, or memoranda. 

(2) In the case oftape recordings or other aural 
public records, to listen and manually transcribe 
or duplicate, or make notes, abstracts, or other 
memoranda from them. 

(3) In the case of public records available: 
(A) by enhanced access under section 3.5 of 

this chapter; or 
(B) to a governmental entity under section 

3(c)(2) of this chapter; 
to examine and copy the public records by use of 
an electronic device. 

(4) In the case of electronically stored data, to 
manually transcribe and make notes, abstracts, 
or memoranda or to duplicate the data onto a 
disk, tape, drum, or any other medium of 
electronic storage. 
(i) "Investigatory record" means information 
compiled in the course of the investigation of a 
cnme. 
U) "Offender" means a person confined in a 
penal institution as the result of the conviction 

for a crime. 
(k) "Patient" has the meaning set out in IC 16
18-2-272(d). 
(I) "Person" means an individual, a corporation, 
a limited liability company, a paJinership, an 
unincorporated association, or a governmental 
entity. 
(m) "Provider" has the meaning set out in IC 16
18-2-295(b) and includes employees of the state 
department of health or local boards of health 
who create patient records at the request of 
another provider or who are social workers and 
create records concerning the family background 
of children who may need assistance. 
(n) "Public agency," except as provided in 
section 2.1 of this chapter, means the following: 

(1) Any board, commission, department, 
division, bureau, committee, agency, office, 
instrumentality, or authority, by whatever name 
designated, exercising any part of the executive, 
administrative, judicial, or legislative power of 
the state. 

(2) Any: 
(A) county, township, school corporation, 

city, or town, or any board, commission, 
department, division, bureau, committee, office, 
instrumental ity, or authority of any county, 
township, school corporation, city, or town; 

(B) political subdivision (as defined by IC 
36-1-2-13); or 

(C) other entity, or any office thereof, by 
whatever name designated, exercising in a 
limited geographical area the executive, 
administrative, judicial, or legislative power of 
the state or a delegated local governmental 
power. 

(3) Any entity or office that is subject to: 
(A) budget review by either the department 

of local government finance or the governing 
body of a county, city, town, township, or school 
corporation; or 

(B) an audit by the state board of accounts 
that is required by statute, rule, or regulation. 

(4) Any building corporation ofa political 
subdivision that issues bonds for the purpose of 
constructing public facilities. 

(5) Any advisory commission, committee, or 
body created by statute, ordinance, or executive 
order to advise the governing body of a public 
agency, except medical staffs or the committees 
of any such staff. 
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(6) Any law enforcement agency, which means 
an agency or a department of any level of 
government that engages in the investigation, 
apprehension, 'arrest, or prosecution of alleged 
criminal offenders, such as the state police 
department, the police or sheriffs department of 
a political subdivision, prosecuting attorneys, 
members of the excise police division of the 
alcohol and tobacco commission, conservation 
officers of the department of natural resources, 
gaming agents of the Indiana gaming 
commission, gaming control officers of the 
Indiana gaming commission, and the security 
division of the state lottery commission. 

(7) Any license branch staffed by employees of 
the bureau of motor vehicles commission under 
IC 9-16. 

(8) The state lottery commission established by 
IC 4-30-3-1, including any department, division, 
or office of the commission. 

(9) The Indiana gaming commission 
established under IC 4-33, including any 
department, division, or office of the 
commission. 

(10) The Indiana horse racing commission 
established by IC 4-31, including any 
department, division, or office of the 
commission. 
(0) "Public record" means any writing, paper, 
report, study, map, photograph, book, card, tape 
recording, or other material that is created, 
received, retained, maintained, or filed by or 
with a public agency and which is generated on 
paper, paper substitutes, photographic media, 
chemically based media, magnetic or machine 
readable media, electronically stored data, or 
any other material, regardless of fonn or 
characteristics. 
(p) "Standard-sized documents" includes all 
documents that can be mechanically reproduced 
(withoLlt mechanical reduction) on paper sized 
eight and one-half(8 1/2) inches by eleven (11) 
inches or eight and one-half inches by fourteen 
inches. 
(q) "Trade secret" has the meaning set forth in 
IC 24-2-3-2. 
(r) "Work product of an attorney" means 
infonnation compiled by an attorney in 
reasonable anticipation of litigation. The term 
includes the attorney's: 
(I) notes and statements taken dUJing 

interviews of prospective witnesses; and 
(2) legal research or records, correspondence, 

reports, or memoranda to the extent that each 
contains the attorney's opinions, theories, or 
concl Llsions. . 

This definition does not restrict the application 
of any exception under section 4 of this chapter. 
(As added by PL19-1983, § 6; PL34-1984, § 
1; PL54-1985, § 1; PL42-1986, § 2; PL50
1986, § 1; PL341-1989(ss), § 6; PL2-1991, § 
29; PL2-1992, § 53; PL2-1993, § 49; PL8
1993, § 57; PL58-1993, § 1; PL277-1993(ss), 
§ 128; PL1-1994, § 21; PL77-1995, § 2; 
PL50-1995, § 15; PL1-1999, §6; PL256
1999, § 1; PL204-2001, § 12; PL90-2002, § 
18; PL261-2003, § 5; PL2-2005, § 16; 
PL170-2005, § 17; PL1-2006, § 101; PL1
2007, § 28; P.L227-2007, § 57; PL 3-2008, § 
28,' PL 51-2008, § 1.) 

COMMENTARY 
Coroner's office is a "law enforcement agency" 
due to various statutes under which he or she 
pe/forms investigations into deaths often 
involving crimes. Heltzel v. Thomas, 516 N.E.2d 
103 (I nd. Ct. App. 1987). 

The APRA applies to municipally owned utilities 
as public agencies. Opinion of the Attorney 
General, 1984, No.7, page 106. 

Township's small claims court was a ''public 
agency" for purposes of the Access to Public 
Records Act. Woolley v. Wash. Twp. of Marion 
County Small Claims Court, 804 N.E.2d 761, 
2004 Ind. App. LEXIS 325 (Ind. Ct. App. 2004). 

Trial court qualifies as ''public agency" within 
meaning of Indiana Access to Public Records 
Act, Ind. Code 5-14-3. Bobrow v. Bobrow, 810 
N.E.2d 726, 2004 Ind. App. LEXIS 1110 (Ind. 
App.2004). 

I.e. § 5-14-3-2.1 "PUBLIC AGENCY";
 
CERTAIN PROVIDERS EXEMPTED
 
"Public agency," for purposes of this chapter,
 
does not mean a provider of goods, services, or
 
other benefits that meets the following
 
requirements:
 
(I) The provider receives public funds through
 

an agreement with the state, a county, or a
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municipality that meets the following 
requirements: 

(A) The agreement provides for the payment 
of fees to the entity in exchange for services, 
goods, or other benefits. 

(B) The amount of fees received by the 
entity under the agreement is not based upon or 
does not involve a consideration of the tax 
revenues or receipts of the state, county, or 
municipality. 

(C) The amount of the fees are negotiated by 
the entity and the state, county, or municipality. 

(D) The state, county, or municipality is 
billed for fees by the entity for the services, 
goods, or other benefits actually provided by the 
entity. 

(2) The provider is not required by statute, rule, 
or regulation to be audited by the state board of 
accounts. (As added by PL179-2007, § 8) 

I.e. § 5-14-3-3 RIGHT TO INSPECT AND 
COpy PUBLIC AGENCY RECORDS; 
ELECTRONIC DATA STORAGE; USE OF 
INFORMATION FOR COMMERCIAL 
PURPOSES; CONTRACTS 
(a) Any person may inspect and copy the public 
records of any public agency during the regular 
business hours of the agency, except as provided 
in section 4 of this chapter. A request for 
inspection or copying must: 
(1) identify with reasonable particularity the 

record being requested; and 
(2) be, at the discretion of the agency, in 

writing on or in a form provided by the agency. 
No request may be denied because the person 
making the request refuses to state the purpose 
of the request, unless such condition is required 
by other applicable statute. 
(b) A public agency may not deny or interfere 
with the exercise of the right stated in subsection 
(a). Within a reasonable time after the request is 
received by the agency, the public agency shall 
either: 
(I) provide the requested copies to the person 

making the request; or 
(2) allow the person to make copies: 

(A) on the agency's equipment; or 
(B) on the person's own equipment. 

(c) Notwithstanding subsections (a) and (b), a 
public agency mayor may not do the following: 
( I) In accordance with a contract described in 

section 3.5 of this chapter, permit a person to 
inspect and copy through the use of enhanced 
access publ ic records containing information 
owned by or entrusted to the public agency. 

(2) Permit a governmental entity to use an 
electronic device to inspect and copy public 
records containing information owned by or 
entrusted to the public agency. 
(d) Except as provided in subsection (e), a public 
agency that maintains or contracts for the 
maintenance of public records in an electronic 
data storage system shall make reasonable 
efforts to provide to a person making a request a 
copy of all disclosable data contained in the 
records on paper, disk, tape, drum, or any other 
method of electronic retrieval if the medium 
requested is compatible with the agency's data 
storage system. This subsection does not apply 
to an electronic map. 
(e) A state agency may adopt a rule under IC 4
22-2, and a political subdivision may enact an 
ordinance, prescribing the conditions under 
which a person who receives information on 
disk or tape under subsection (d) mayor may not 
use the information for commercial purposes, 
including to sell, advertise, or solicit the 
purchase of merchandise, goods, or services, or 
sell, loan, give away, or otherwise deliver the 
information obtained by the request to any other 
person for these purposes. Use of information 
received under subsection (d) in connection with 
the preparation or publication of news, for 
nonprofit activities, or for academic research is 
not prohibited. A person who uses information 
in a manner contrary to a rule or ordinance 
adopted under this subsection may be prohibited 
by the state agency or political subdivision from 
obtaining a copy or any further data under 
subsection (d). 
(f) Notwithstanding the other provisions of this 
section, a public agency is not required to create 
or provide copies oflists ofnames and addresses 
(including electronic mail account addresses) 
unless the public agency is required to publish 
such lists and disseminate them to the public 
under a statute. However, if a public agency has 
created a list of names and addresses (excluding 
electronic mail account addresses) it must permit 
a person to inspect and make memoranda 
abstracts from the list unless access to the list is 
prohibited by law. The lists of names and 
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addresses (including electronic mail account 
addresses) described in subdivisions (I) through 
(3) may not be disclosed by public agencies to 
any individual or entity for political purposes 
and may not be used by any individual or entity 
for political purposes. In addition, the lists of 
names and addresses (including electronic mail 
account addresses) described in subdivisions (I) 
through (3) may not be disclosed by public 
agencies to commercial entities for commercial 
purposes and may not be used by commercial 
entities for commercial purposes. The 
prohibition in this subsection against the 
disclosure of lists for political or commercial 
purposes applies to the following lists of names 
and addresses (including electronic mail account 
addresses): 

(I) A list of employees of a public agency. 
(2) A list of persons attending conferences or 

meetings at a state educational institution or of 
persons involved in programs or activities 
conducted or supervised by the state educational 
institution. 
(3) A list of students who are enrolled in a 

public school corporation if the governing body 
of the public school corporation adopts a policy: 

(A) with respect to disclosure related to a 
commercial purpose, prohibiting the disclosure 
of the list to commercial entities for commercial 
purposes; 

(B) with respect to disclosure related to a 
commercial purpose, specifying the classes or 
categories of commercial entities to which the 
list may not be disclosed or by which the list 
may not be used for commercial purposes; or 

(C) with respect to disclosure related to a 
political purpose, prohibiting the disclosure of 
the list to individuals and entities for political 
purposes. 
A policy adopted under subdivision (3)(A) or 
(3)(B) must be uniform and may not 
discriminate among similarly situated 
commercial entities. For purposes of this 
subsection, "political purposes" means 
influencing the election of a candidate for 
federal, state, legislative, local, or school board 
office or the outcome of a public question or 
attempting to solicit a contribution to influence 
the election of a candidate for federal, state, 
legislative, local, or school board office or the 
outcome of a public question. 

(g) A public agency may not enter into or renew 
a contract or an obligation: 

(I) for the storage or copying of publ ic records; 
or 

(2) that requires the public to obtain a license 
or pay copyright royalties for obtaining the right 
to inspect and copy the records unless otherwise 
provided by applicable statute; 
if the contract, obligation, license, or copyright 
unreasonably impairs the right of the public to 
inspect and copy the agency's public records. 
(h) If this section conflicts with IC 3-7, the
 
provisions ofIC 3-7 apply.
 
(As added byP.L.19-1983, § 6; P.L.54-1985, §
 
2; P.L.51-1986, § 1; P.L.58-1993, § 2; P.L. 77

1995, § 3; P.L.173-2003, § 4; P.L.261-2003, §
 
6; P.L.22-2006, § 1; P.L.1-2007, § 29; P.L.2

2007, § 100.; P.L. 134-2012, §17)
 

COMMENTARY 

"Regular business hours" is not defined by the 
APRA. Although it is understandable that part
time public officials may have limited hours of 
operation, it is nevertheless the responsibility of 
a public official to ensure there is adequate 
opportunity and time for persons who wish to 
inspect and copy records. Opinion of the Public 
Access Counselor, 98-4. 

"Reasonable particularity" is not defined in the 
APRA, but the public access counselor has 
repeatedly opined that "when a public agency 
cannot asceliain what records a requester is 
seeking, the request likely has not been made 
with reasonable particularity." However, 
because the public policy of the APRA favors 
disclosure and the burden of proof for 
nondisclosure is placed on the- public agency, if 
an agency needs clarification of a request, the 
agency should contact the requester for more 
information rather than simply denying the 
request. See generally IC 5-14-3-1; Opinions of 
the Public Access Counselor 02-FC-13; 08-FC
176; 10-FC-7. 

Whether a request identifies with reasonable 
particularity the record being requested turns, in 
part, on whether the person making the request 
provides the agency with information that 
enables the agency to search for, locate, and 
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retrieve the records, Jent v. Fort Wayne Police 
Dept" 973 NE 2d 30 (lnd, Ct. App, 2012), 

A request that seeks "all email correspondence 
sent and received by Jane Doe for a specific date 
range" is not reasonably particular. A request 
for "all email correspondence from Jane Doe to 
Jim Smith for a specific date range" would be 
reasonably particular. Anderson v, Huntington 
Co, Ed ofComl1l'rs, 2013 Ind, App, LEXIS 26 
(Ind. Ct. App. Jan. 29) 

I.C. § 5-14-3-3.5 STATE AGENCIES; 
ENHANCED ACCESS TO PUBLIC 
RECORDS; OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY 
(a) As used in this section, "state agency" has 
the meaning set forth in IC 4-13- I -I . The 
term does not include the office of the 
following elected state officials: 

(1) Secretary of state. 
(2) Auditor. 
(3) Treasurer. 
(4) Attorney general. 
(5) Superintendent of public instruction. 

However, each state office described in 
subdivisions (1) through (5) and the judicial 
department of state government may use the 
computer gateway administered by the office 
of technology established by I.e. §4-13.1-2
1, subject to the requirements of this section. 
(b) As an additional means of inspecting and 
copying public records, a state agency may 
provide enhanced access to public records 
maintained by the state agency. 
(c) If the state agency has entered into a 
contract with a third party under which the 
state agency provides enhanced access to the 
person through the third party's computer 
gateway or otherwise, all of the following 
apply to the contract: 

( I) The contract between the state agency 
and the third party must provide for the 
protection of public records in accordance 
with subsection (d). 
(2) The contract between the state agency 

and the third party may provide for the 
payment of a reasonable fee to the state 
agency by either: 

(A) the third party; or 
(B) the person. 

(d) A contract required by this section must 
provide that the person and the third party 
will not engage in the following: 
(I) Unauthorized enhanced access to public 

records. 
(2) Unauthorized alteration of public 

records. 
(3) Disclosure of confidential public 

records. 
(e) A state agency shall provide enhanced
 
access to public records only through the
 
computer gateway administered by the office
 
of technology.
 
(As added by P.L.58-I993, § 3; P.L. 77-1995,
 
§ 4; P.L.I9-I997, § 2; PL.I4-2004, § 183;
 
P.L. 177-2005, § 15.) 

COMMENTARY 
While there are no reported decisions on 
enhanced access, in 1997 the Indiana General 
Assembly amended this section to apply only to 
state agencies and enacted Ie. §5-I4-3-3.6 to 
govern enhanced access to records of other 
public agencies covered by the APRA, 

I.C. § 5-14-3-3.6 PUBLIC AGENCIES; 
ENHANCED ACCESS TO PUBLIC 
RECORDS; OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY 
(a) As used in this section "public agency" does 
not include a state agency (as defined in section 
3.5(a) of this chapter). 
(b) As an additional means of inspecting and 
copying public records, a public agency may 
provide enhanced access to public records 
maintained by the public agency. 
(c) A public agency may provide a person with 
enhanced access to public records ifany of the 
following apply: 
(I) The public agency provides enhanced 

access to the person through its own computer 
gateway and provides for the protection of 
public records under subsection (d). 

(2) The public agency has entered into a 
contract with a third pmty under which the 
public agency provides enhanced access to the 
person through the third party's computer 
gateway or otherwise, and the contract between 
the public agency and the third party provides 
for the protection of public records in 
accordance with subsection (d). 
(d) A contract entered into under this section and 
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any other provision of enhanced access must 
provide that the third party and the person will 
not engage in the following: 
(I) Unauthorized enhanced access to public 

records. 
(2) Unauthorized alteration of public records. 
(3) Disclosure of confidential public records. 

(e) A contract entered into under this section or 
any provision of enhanced access may require 
the payment of a reasonable fee to either the 
third party to a contract or to the public agency, 
or both, from the person. 
(f) A public agency may provide enhanced 
access to public records through the computer 
gateway administered by the office of 
technology established by IC 4-13.1-2-1. (As 
added byP.L.19-1997, § 3; P,L.177-2005, § 16) 

IC 5-14-3-4 RECORDS EXCEPTED FROM 
DISCLOSURE; TIME LIMITATIONS; 
DESTRUCTION OF RECORDS 

Sec. 4. (a) The following public records are 
excepted from section 3 of this chapter and may 
not be disclosed by a public agency, unless 
access to the records is specifically required by a 
state or federal statute or is ordered by a court 
under the rules of discovery: 

(1) Those declared confidential by state 
statute. 

(2) Those declared confidential by rule 
adopted by a public agency under specific 
authority to classify public records as 
confidential granted to the public agency by 
statute. 

(3) Those required to be kept confidential 
by federal law. 

(4) Records containing trade secrets. 
(5) Confidential financial information 

obtained, upon request, from a person. However, 
this does not include infonnation that is filed 
with or received by a public agency pursuant to 
state statute. 

(6) Infonnation concerning research, 
including actual research documents, conducted 
under the auspices of a state educational 
institution, including information: 

(A) concerning any negotiations made 
with respect to the research; and 

(B) received from another party involved 
in the research. 

(7) Grade transcripts and license 

examination scores obtained as part of a 
licensure process. 

(8) Those declared confidential by or under 
rules adopted by the supreme COUlt of Indiana. 

(9) Patient medical records and charts 
created by a provider, unless the patient gives 
written consent under IC 16-39 or as provided 
under IC 16-41-8. 

(10) Application information declared 
confidential by the board of the Indiana 
economic development corporation under IC 5
28-16. 

(II) A photograph, a video recording, or an 
audio recording of an autopsy, except as 
provided in IC 36-2-14-10. 

(12) A Social Security number contained in 
the records ofa public agency. 

(13) The following infonnation that is part 
ofa foreclosure action subject to IC 32-30-10.5: 

(A) Contact information for a debtor, as 
described in IC 32-30-1 0.5-8(d)(2)(B). 

(B) Any document submitted to the 
COUIt as pmt of the debtor's loss mitigation 
package under IC 32-30-10.5-1 0(a)(3). 

(b) Except as otherwise provided by 
subsection (a), the following public records shall 
be excepted from section 3 of this chapter at the 
discretion of a public agency: 

(I) Investigatory records of law 
enforcement agencies. However, certain law 
enforcement records must be made available for 
inspection and copying as provided in section 5 
of this chapter. 

(2) The work product of an attorney 
representing, pursuant to state employment or an 
appointment by a public agency: 

(A) a public agency; 
(B) the state; or 
(C) an individual. 

(3) Test questions, scoring keys, and other 
examination data used in administering a 
licensing examination, examination for 
employment, or academic examination before 
the examination is given or if it is to be given 
again. 

(4) Scores of tests if the person is identified 
by name and has not consented to the release of 
the person's scores. 

(5) The following: 
(A) Records relating to negotiations 

between the Indiana economic development 

37 



Indiana Public Access Counselor 
Handbook on Indiana"s Public Access Laws 
Updated July 2013 

corporation, the ports of Indiana, the Indiana 
state depmiment of agriculture, the Indiana 
finance authority, an economic development 
commission, a local economic development 
organization (as defined in IC 5-28-11-2(3)), or 
a governing body of a political subdivision with 
industrial, research, or commercial prospects, if 
the records are created while negotiations are in 
progress. 

(B) Notwithstanding clause (A), the 
tenns of the final offer of public financial 
resources communicated by the Indiana 
economic development corporation, the ports of 
Ind iana, the Ind iana fi nance authority, an 
economic development commission, or a 
governing body ofa political subdivision to an 
industrial, a research, or a commercial prospect 
shall be available for inspection and copying 
under section 3 ofthis chapter after negotiations 
with that prospect have terminated. 

(C) When disclosing a final offer under 
clause (B), the Indiana economic development 
corporation shall certify that the information 
being disclosed accurately and completely 
represents the terms of the final offer. 

(D) Notwithstanding clause (A), an 
incentive agreement with an incentive recipient 
shall be available for inspection and copying 
under section 3 of this chapter after the date the 
incentive recipient and the Indiana economic 
development corporation execute the incentive 
agreement regardless of whether negotiations are 
in progress with the recipient after that date 
regarding a modification or extension of the 
inventive agreement. 

(6) Records that are intra-agency or 
interagency advisory or deliberative matelial, 
including material developed by a private 
contractor under a contract with a public agency, 
that are expressions of opinion or are of a 
speculative nature, and that are communicated 
for the purpose of decision making. 

(7) Diaries, journals, or other personal 
notes serving as the functional equivalent of a 
diary or journal. 

(8) Personnel files of public employees and 
files of applicants for publ ic employment, except 
for: 

(A) the name, compensation, job title, 
business address, business telephone number, 
job description, education and training 

background, previous work experience, or dates 
of first and last employment of present or former 
officers or employees of the agency; 

(B) information relating to the status of 
any formal charges against the employee; and 

(C) the factual basis for a disciplinary 
action in which final action has been taken and 
that resulted in the employee being suspended, 
demoted, or discharged. 

However, all personnel file infonnation 
shall be made available to the affected employee 
or the employee's representative. This 
subdivision does not apply to disclosure of 
personnel infonnation generally on all 
employees or for groups ofemployees without 
the request being particularized by employee 
name. 

(9) Minutes or records of hospital medical 
staff meetings. 

(10) Administrative or technical 
information that would jeopardize a record 
keeping or security system. 

(I I) Computer programs, computer codes, 
computer filing systems, and other software that 
are owned by the public agency or entrusted to it 
and portions of electronic maps entrusted to a 
public agency by a utility. 

(12) Records specifically prepared for 
discussion or developed during discussion in an 
executive session under IC 5-] 4- 1.5-6.1. 
However, this subdivision does not apply to that 
infonnation required to be available for 
inspection and copying under subdivision (8). 

(13) The work product of the legislative 
services agency under personnel rules approved 
by the legislative council. 

(14) The work product of individual 
members and the partisan staffs of the general 
assembly. 

(15) The identity of a donor of a gift made 
to a public agency if: 

(A) the donor requires nondisclosure of 
the donor's identity as a condition of making the 
gift; or 

(B) after the gift is made, the donor or a 
member of the donor's family requests 
nondisclosure. 

(16) Library or archival records: 
(A) which can be used to identify any 

library patron; or 
(B) deposited with or acquired by a 
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library upon a condition that the records be 
disclosed only: 

(i) to qualified researchers; 
(ii) after the passing of a period of 

years that is specified in the documents under 
which the deposit or acquisition is made; or 

(iii) after the death of persons 
specified at the time of the acquisition or 
deposit. 

However, nothing in this subdivision shall 
limit or affect contracts entered into by the 
Indiana state library pursuant to IC 4-1-6-8. 

(17) The identity of any person who 
contacts the bureau of motor vehicles 
concerning the ability of a driver to operate a 
motor vehicle safely and the medical records and 
evaluations made by the bureau of motor 
vehicles staff or members of the driver licensing 
medical advisory board regarding the ability of a 
driver to operate a motor vehicle safely. 
However, upon written request to the 
commissioner of the bureau of motor vehicles, 
the driver must be given copies of the driver's 
medical records and evaluations. 

(18) School safety and security measures, 
plans, and systems, including emergency 
preparedness plans developed under 511 lAC 
6.1-2-2.5. 

(19) A record or a part of a record, the 
public disclosure of which would have a 
reasonable likelihood of threatening public 
safety by exposing a vulnerability to terrorist 
attack. A record described under this subdivision 
includes: 

(A) a record assembled, prepared, or 
maintained to prevent, mitigate, or respond to an 
act of terrorism under IC 35-47-12-1 or an act of 
agricultural terrorism under IC 35-47-12-2; 

(B) vulnerabil ity assessments; 
(C) risk planning documents; 
(D) needs assessments; 
(E) threat assessments; 
(F) intelligence assessments; 
(G) domestic preparedness strategies; 
(H) the location of community drinking 

water wells and surface water intakes; 
(I) the emergency contact information of 

emergency responders and volunteers; 
(J) infrastructure records that disclose the 

configuration of critical systems such as 
communication, electrical, ventilation, water, 

and wastewater systems; 
(K) detailed drawings or specifications of 

structural elements, fioor plans, and operating, 
utility, or security systems, whether in paper or 
electronic form, of any building or facility 
located on an airport (as defined in lC 8-21-1-1) 
that is owned, occupied, leased, or maintained 
by a public agency. A record described in this 
clause may not be released for public inspection 
by any public agency without the prior approval 
ofthe public agency that owns, occupies, leases, 
or maintains the airpOit. The public agency that 
owns, occupies, leases, or maintains the airport: 

(i) is responsible for determining 
whether the public disclosure of a record or a 
part of a record has a reasonable likelihood of 
threatening public safety by exposing a 
vulnerability to terrorist attack; and 

(ii) must identify a record described 
under item (i) and clearly mark the record as 
"confidential and not subject to public disclosure 
under IC 5-14-3-4(b)(1 9)(J) without approval of 
(insert name of submitting public agency)"and 

(L) the home address, home telephone number, 
and emergency contact information for any: 

(i) emergency management work (as 
defined in IC 10-14-3-3); 

(ii) public safety officer (as defined in 
lC 35-47-4.5-3); 

(iii) emergency medical responder (as 
defined in IC 35-42-2-6); or 

(iv) advanced emergency medical 
technician (as defined in IC 16-18-2-6.5). 

This subdivision does not apply to a record 
or portion of a record pertaining to a location or 
structure owned or protected by a public agency 
in the event that an act of terrorism under lC 35
47-12-1 or an act of agricultural terrorism under 
IC 35-47-12-2 has occurred at that location or 
structure, unless release of the record or pOition 
of the record would have a reasonable likelihood 
of threatening public safety by exposing a 
vulnerability of other locations or structures to 
terrorist attack. 

(20) The following personal information 
concerning a customer of a municipally owned 
utility (as defined in lC 8-1-2-1): 

(A) Telephone number. 
(B) Address. 
(C) Social Security number. 

(21) The following personal infonnation 

39 



Indiana Publ ic Access Counselor 
Handbook on Indiana's Public Access Laws 
Updated .July 2013 

about a complainant contained in records of a 
law enforcement agency: 

(A) Telephone number. 
(8) The complainant's address. However, 

if the complainant's address is the location of the 
suspected crime, infraction, accident, or 
complaint reported, the address shall be made 
available for public inspection and copying. 

(22) Notwithstanding subdivision (8)(A), 
the name, compensation, job title, business 
address, business telephone number, job 
description, education and training background, 
previous work experience, or dates of first 
employment of a law enforcement officer who is 
operating in an undercover capacity. 

(23) Records requested by an offender that: 
(A) contain personal information relating 

to: 
(i) a correctional officer (as defined in 

IC 5-10-10-1.5); 
(ii) a law enforcement officer (as 

defined in IC 35-31.5-2-185); 
(iii) ajudge (as defined in IC 33-38

12-3); 
(iv) the victim of a crime; or 
(v) a family member ofa correctional 

officer, law enforcement officer (as defined in 
IC 35-31.5-2- 185), judge (as defined in IC 33
38-12-3), or the victim of a crime; or 

(8) concern or could affect the security 
ofajail or correctional facility. 

(24) Information concerning an individual 
less than eighteen (18) years of age who 
participates in a conference, meeting, program, 
or activity conducted or supervised by a state 
educational institution, including the following 
information regarding the individual or the 
individual's parent or guardian: 

(A) Name. 
(8) Address. 
(C) Telephone number. 
(0) Electronic mail account address. 

(25) Criminal intelligence information. 
(c) Nothing contained in subsection (b) shall 

limit or affect the right of a person to inspect and 
copy a public record required or directed to be 
made by any statute or by any rule of a public 
agency. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other law, a public 
record that is classified as confidential, other 
than a record concerning an adoption or patient 

medical records, shall be made avai lable for 
inspection and copying seventy-five (75) years 
after the creation of that record. 

(e) Only the content of a publ ic record may 
form the basis for the adoption by any public 
agency of a rule or procedure creating an 
exception from disclosure under this section. 

(f) Except as provided by law, a public agency 
may not adopt a rule or procedure that creates an 
exception from disclosure under this section 
based upon whether a public record is stored or 
accessed using paper, electronic media, 
magnetic media, optical media, or other 
information storage technology. 

(g) Except as provided by law, a public 
agency may not adopt a rule or procedure nor 
impose any costs or liabilities that impede or 
restrict the reproduction or dissemination of any 
public record. 

(h) Notwithstanding subsection (d) and 
section 7 of this chapter: 

(1) public records subject to IC 5-15 may 
be destroyed only in accordance with record 
retention schedules under IC 5-15; or 

(2) public records not subject to IC 5-15 
may be destroyed in the ordinary course of 
business. (As added by P.L. 19-1983, SEC 6. 
Amended by P.L.57-1983, SEC 1; P.L.34-1984, 
SEC2; P.L.54-1985, SEC3; P.L.50-1986, 
SEC2; P.L.20-1988, SEC 12; P.L.1 1-1990, 
SEC 111; P.L.1-1991, SEC 38; P.L.10-1991, 
SEC 9; P.L.SO-1991, SEC1; P.L.49-1991, 
SEC 1; P.L.1-1992, SEC 11; P.L.2-1993, 
SECSO; P.L.S8-1993, SEC4; P.L.190-1999, 
SEC 2; P.L.37-2000, SEC2; P.L.271-2001, 
SEC 1; P.L.201-2001, SEC 1; P.L.1-2002, 
SECJ7; P.L.173-2003, SECS; P.L.261-2003, 
SEC 7; P.L.208-2003, SEC 1; P.L.200-2003, 
SEC 3; P.L.210-200S, SEC 1; P.L.1-2006, 
SEC 102; P.L.101-2006, SEC 4; P.L.2-2007, 
SEC101; P.L.J72-2007, SEC 1; P.L.J79-2007, 
SEC 9; P.L.3-2008, SEC29; P.L.Sl-2008, 
SEC2; P.L.98-2008, SEC4; P.L. 120-2008, 
SEC2; P.L.94-2010, SEC 1; P.L. 170-201l, 
§l;P.L. 134- 2012, §18). 

COMMENTARY 
The rules ofdiscovery do not allow discovery of 
privileged matters such as those protected by the 
attorney-client privilege and, therefore, i.C §S
14-3-4(a) does not permit a court to order 
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disclosure ofsuch privileged information. Board 
of Trustees of Public Employees' Retirement 
Fund of Indiana v. Morley, 580 N .E.2d 371 (Ind. 
Ct. App. 1991). 

Animal research applications and references in 
a university committee '.I' meeting minutes are 
exempt from disclosure under I.e. §5-14-3
4(a)(6). Robinson v. Indiana University, 659 
N.E.2d 153 (Ind. Ct. App. 1995). 

A board of voter registration is not required to 
publish a list ofregistered voters by statute and, 
therefore, is not required to create or provide a 
copy ofits computer tapes. The general public is 
entitled to inspect the board '.I' records and make 
memoranda abstracts from those computer 
records. Laudig v. Marion County Board of 
Voters Registration, 585 N.E.2d 700 (Ind. Ct. 
App.1992). 

Subpoenas do not automatically fall within the 
investigatory records of a law enforcement 
agency exception under I.e. §5-14-3-4(b)(1). 
The State must prove that nondisclosure is 
essential by submitting appropriate evidence. 
Evansville Courier v. Prosecutor, Vanderburgh 
County, 499 N.E.2d 286 (Ind. Ct. App. 1986). 

In Robinson v. Indiana Univ., 659 N.E.2d 153, 
157 (Ind. Ct. App. 1995) the court held that 
information from research applications was 
information concerning research conducted 
under a university '.I' auspices and therefore not 
subject to disclosure under the APRA. 

City has the burden ofproving that its denial of 
access to 1993 phone records was supported by 
statutory authority. The court in City of Elkhart 
v. Agenda: 'Open Gov't, Inc., 683 N.E.2d 622, 
627 (Ind. Ct. App. 1997) found that the public 
records access statute exception prohibiting 
disclosure of administrative or technical 
information which would jeopardize record 
keeping or security systems did not include 
telephone numbers contained on public officials' 
cellular phone bills. 

The APRA provides law enforcement agencies 
with the discretion to disclose certain categories 
ofdocuments, called "investigatory records. " A 

law enforcement agency must be conscious 0/ 
the fact that, upon review of the denial ofaccess 
based upon the investigatory record exception, 
the person denied access can bring forward 
proof that the denial was "arbitrary and 
capricious" under I. e. §5-14-3-9(f). For this 
reason, it is important that a law enforcement 
agency exercise consistency in any policies 
concerning the disclosure of public records. 
Opinion of the Public Access Counselor 99-FC
7. 

The Court in South Bend Tribune v. South Bend 
Community School Corporation, 740 N.E. 2d 
937,938 (Ind. Ct. App. 2000)found that I.e. §5
14-3-4(b)(8)(A) requires public agencies to 
disclose designated information only with 
regard to present or former officers or 
employees of the agency. According to the 
Court, applicants for public employment are 
specifically excepted from the disclosure 
requirements. 

The Marion County Prosecutor '.I' written 
manual ofplea negotiations policies for criminal 
cases are exempt from disclosure as deliberative 
materials. Newman v. Bernstein, 766 N.E. 2d 8, 
12 (Ind. Ct. App. 2002). 

Investigatory records of law enforcement 
agencies are exempt from disclosure even 
though there was designated evidence oflittle or 
no chance of prosecution because the plain 
language of I.e. §5-14-3-4(b)(1) makes no 
mention of the likelihood of prosecution. An 
Unincorporated Operating Division of Indiana 
Newspapers, Inc. v. The Trustees of Indiana 
University, 787 N.E. 2d 893,902 (Ind. Ct. .App. 
2003). 

The Court of Appeals found that the Family 
Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974 
("FERPA 'j requires education records be kept 
confidential. An Unincorporated Operating 
Division of Indiana Newspapers, Inc. v. The 
Trustees of Indiana University, 787 N.E. 2d 893, 
904 (Ind. Ct..App. 2003). Further, the Court of 
Appeals found that both the APRA and FERPA 
require redaction ofnondisclosable information. 
Id. at 908. Specifically, information identifYing 
or which could lead to the identity ofaformer or 
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present student must be redacted Id, at 909, 

The Court of Appeals determined that when a 
document contains both factual and deliberative 
materials the public agency must separate the 
factual information from the non-disclosable 
and make the factual information available for 
public access. See generally, An Unincorporated 
Operating Division of Indiana Newspapers, Inc. 
v. The Trustees of Indiana University, 787 N.E. 
2d 893, 913-914 (Ind. Ct, ,App. 2003). 

Substantial evidence supported determination by 
Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission that 
local telephone service provider's responses to 
survey undertaken by commission to gather 
competitive information for Indiana legislature 
did not constitute protected confidential 
information or trade secrets but were simply 
public record. Ind. Bell Tel. Co. v. Ind. Util. 
Regulatory Comm'n, 810 N.E.2d 1179, 2004 
Ind. App. LEXIS 1265 (Ind. App. 2004), 
transfer denied, Undo Bell Tel. Co. v. Ind. Util. 
Regulatory Comm'n, 831 N.E.2d 734, 2005 Ind. 
LEXIS 43 (Ind. 2005). 

I.e. § 5-14-3-4.3 JOB TITLE OR JOB 
DESCRIPTIONS OF LAW ENFORCEMENT 
OFFICERS 
Nothing contained in section 4(b)(8) of this 
chapter requires a law enforcement agency to 
release to the public the job title or job 
description of law enforcement officers. (As 
added by P.L. 35-1984, § 1.) 

I.e. § 5-14-3-4.4 INVESTIGATORY 
RECORDS; RECORD RELATING TO 
CRIMINAL INTELLIGENCE 
INFORMATION; RECORDS RELATING TO 
PUBLIC SAFETY; COURT ACTIONS. 

(a) This section applies to a request for a record 
that the public agency considers to be excepted 
from disclosure under section 4(b)( I) or 4(b)(25) 
of this chapter. The public agency may do either 
of the following: 

(I)	 Deny disclosure of the record or part of 
the record. The person request the 
information may appeal the denial under 
section 9 of this chapter. 

(2) Refuse to confirm or deny the existence 

of the record, regardless of whether the 
record exists or does not exist, if the fact 
of the record's existence or nonexistence 
would reveal the information that would: 
(A) impede or compromise an ongoing 

law enforcement investigation or 
result in danger to an individual's 
safety, including the safety of a law 
enforcement officer or a confidential 
source; or 

(B) reveal information that would have 
a reasonable likelihood of 
threatening public safety. 

(b) This subsection applies to a request for a 
record that the public agency considers to be 
excepted from disclosure under section 4(b)( 19) 
of this chapter. The agency may consult with 
the counterterrorism and security council 
established by IC 10-19-8-1 in fonnulating a 
response. The public agency may do either of 
the following: 

(I) Deny disclosure of the record or part of 
the record. The agency or he counterterrorism 
and security council shall provide a general 
description of the record being withheld and of 
how disclosure of the record would have a 
reasonable likelihood of threatening public 
safety by exposing a vulnerability to terrorist 
attack. The person requesting the infonnation 
may appeal the denial under section 9 of the 
chapter. 

(2) Refuse to confirm or deny the existence 
of the record regardless of whether the record 
exists or does not exist, if the fact ofthe record's 
existence or nonexistence would reveal 
information that would have a reasonable 
likelihood ofthreatening public safety. 
(c) Ifa public agency does not respond to a 
request for a record under this subsection: 

(I) within twenty-four (24) hours of 
receiving the request for a record from a person 
who: 

(A) is physically present in the agency 
office; 

(B) makes the request by telephone; or 
(C) requests enhanced access to a 

document; or 
(2) within seven (7) days of receiving the 

request for a record made by mail or facsimile; 
the request for the record is deemed denied. The 
person requesting the may appeal the denial 
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under section 9 of this chapter. 
(d) Ifa public agency refuses to confirm or deny 
the existence of a record under this section, the 
name and title or position of the person 
responsible for the refusal shall be given to the 
person making the records request 
(e) A person who has received a refusal from an 
agency to confirm or deny the existence of a 
record may file an action in the circuit or 
superior court of the county in which the 
response was received: 

(1) to compel the public agency to confirm 
whether the record exists or does not exist; and 

(2) if the public agency confirms that the 
record exists, to compel the agency to permit the 
person to inspect and copy the record. 
(f) The couli shall determine the matter de novo, 
with the burden of proof on the public agency to 
sustain its refusal to confirm or deny the 
existence of the record. The public agency 
meets its burden of proof by filing a public 
affidavit with the court that provides with 
reasonable specificity of detail, and not simply 
conclusory statements, the basis of the agency's 
claim that it cannot be required to confirm or 
deny the existence of the requested record. If 
the public agency meets its burden of proof, the 
burden of proof shifts to the person requesting 
access to the record. The person requesting 
access to the record meets the person's burden 
of proof by proving any of the following: 

(1) The agency's justifications for not 
confirming the existence of the record contradict 
other evidence in the trial record. 

(2) The agency is withholding the record in 
bad faith. 

(3) An official with authority to speak for the 
agency has acknowledged to the public in a 
documented disclosure that the record exists, 
The person requesting the record must provide 
that the information requested: 

(A) is as specific as the information 
previously disclosed; and 

(B) matches the previously disclosed 
information. 
(g) Either party may make an interlocutory 
appeal of the trial cOUli's determination on 
whether the agency's refusal to confirm or deny 
the existence of the record was proper. 
(h) [fthe cOUli, after the disposition of any 
interlocutory appeals, finds that the agency's 

refusal to confirm or deny was improper, the 
couli shall order the agency to disclose whether 
the record exists or does not exist. [fthe record 
exists and the agency claims that the record is 
exempt from disclosure under this chapter, the 
court may review the public record in camera to 
determine whether any part of the record may be 
withheld. 
(i) In an action filed under this subsection, the 
court shall award reasonable attorney's fees, 
court costs, and other reasonable expenses of 
litigation t the prevailing paJiy if: 

(l) the plaintiff substantially prevails; or 
(2) the defendant substantially prevails and 

the courts finds the action was frivolous or 
vexatious. 
A plaintiff is eligible for the awarding of 
attorney's fees, court costs, and other reasonable 
expenses regardless of whether the plaintiff filed 
the action without first seeking and receiving an 
informal inquiry response or advisory opinion 
from the public access counselor; 
U) A court that hears an action under this section 
may not assess a civil penalty under section 9,5 
of this chapter in connection with the action. 

IC 5-14-3-4.7 NEGOTIATION RECORDS; 
FINAL OFFERS; CERTIFICATION OF 
FINAL OFFER DISCLOSURE 

Sec. 4.7. (a) Records relating to negotiations 
between the Indiana finance authority and 
industrial, research, or commercial prospects are 
excepted from section 3 of this chapter at the 
discretion of the authority if the records are 
created while negotiations are in progress. 

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), the terms 
of the final offer of public financial resources 
communicated by the authority to an industrial, 
a research, or a commercial prospect shall be 
available for inspection and copying under 
section 3 of this chapter after negotiations with 
that prospect have terminated. 

(c) When disclosing a final offer under 
subsection (b), the authority shall celiify that the 
information being disclosed accurately and 
completely represents the terms of the final 
offer. (As added by P.L.235-2005, SECS5). 

IC 5-14-3-4.8 RECORDS EXEMPT FROM 
DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS; OFFICE 
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OF TOURISM DEVELOPMENT 
NEGOTIATIONS; FINAL OFFERS PUBLIC 

Sec. 4.8. (a) Records relating to negotiations 
between the office of tourism development and 
industrial, research, or commercial prospects are 
excepted from section 3 of this chapter at the 
discretion of the office of tourism development 
ifthe records are created while negotiations are . ' 
In progress. 

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), the terms 
of the final offer of publ ic financial resources 
communicated by the office of tourism 
development to an industrial, a research, or a 
commercial prospect shall be available for 
inspection and copying under section 3 of this 
chapter after negotiations with that prospect 
have terminated. 

(c) When disclosing a final offer under 
subsection (b), the office of tourism 
development shall certify that the information 
being disclosed accurately and completely 
represents the terms of the final offer. (As added 
by P.L.229-2005, SEC. 3). 

I.e. § 5- I4-3-4.9 PORTS OF INDIANA 
NEGOTIATION RECORDS EXEMPTED 
FROM DISCLOSURE; DISCLOSURE OF 
FINAL OFFERS 
(a) Records relating to negotiations between the 
ports of Indiana and industrial, research, or 
commercial prospects are excepted from section 
3 of this chapter at the discretion of the ports of 
Indiana if the records are created while 
negotiations are in progress. 
(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), the terms of 
the final offer of public financial resources 
communicated by the ports of Indiana to an 
industrial, a research, or a commercial prospect 
shall be available for inspection and copying 
under section 3 of this chapter after negotiations 
with that prospect have terminated. 
(c) When disclosing a final offer under 
subsection (b), the ports of Indiana shall certify 
that the information being disclosed accurately 
and completely represents the terms of the final 
offer. 
(As added by P.L. 98-2008, § 5.) 

I.C. § 5-14-3-5 INFORMATION RELATING 
TO ARREST OR SUMMONS; JAILED 
PERSONS; AGENCY RECORDS 

Section 5(a) If a person is arrested or summoned 
for an offense, the following information shall 
be made available for inspection and copying: 
(I) Information that identifies the person 

including the person's name, age, and address. 
(2) Information concerningany charges on 

which the arrest or summons is based. 
(3) Information relating to the circumstances of 

the arrest or the issuance of the summons, such 
as the: 

(A) time and location of the arrest or the 
issuance of the summons; 

(B) investigating or arresting officer (other 
than an undercover officer or agent); and 

(C) investigating or arresting law 
enforcement agency. 
(b) If a person is received in ajail or lock-up, the 
following information shall be made available 
for inspection and copying: 

(1) Information that identifies the person 
including the person's name, age, and address. 

(2) Information concerning the reason for the 
person being placed in the jailor lock-up, 
including the name of the person on whose order 
the person is being held. 

(3) The time and date that the person was 
received and the time and date of the person's 
discharge or transfer. 

(4) The amount of the person's bailor bond, if 
it has been fixed. 
(c) An agency shall maintain a daily log or 
record that lists suspected crimes, accidents, or 
complaints, and the following information shall 
be made available for inspection and copying: 

(1) The time, substance, and location of all 
complaints or requests for assistance received by 
the agency. 

(2) The time and nature of the agency's 
response to all complaints or requests for 
assistance. 

(3) Ifthe incident involves an alleged crime or 
infraction: 

(A) the time, date, and location of 
occurrence; 

(B) the name and age of any victim, unless 
the victim is a victim of a crime under IC 35-42
4 or IC 35-42-3.5; 

(C) the factual circumstances surrounding 
the incident; and 

(D) a general description of any injuries, 
property, or weapons involved. 
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The information required in this subsection shall 
be made available for inspection and copying in 
compliance with this chapter. The record 
containing the information must be created not 
later than twenty-four hours after the suspected 
crime, accident, or complaint has been reported 
to the agency, 
(d) This chapter does not affect IC 5-2-4, IC 10
13-3, or IC 5-11-1-9. (As added by P.L 19-1983, 
§ 6, Amended by P.L 39-1992, § 1; P.L 2-2003, 
§ 24;P,L 1 -2012, §1) 

COMMENTARY 
A police department's duty to disclose the 
location of rape in daily record did not require 
the exact street address, The department's 
obligation was satisfied by giving the most 
specific location which also reasonably 
protected the privacy ofthe victim, Post-Tribune 
v. Police Department of City of Gary, 643 
N.E.2d 307 (Ind. 1994). 

I.e. § 5-14-3-5.5 SEALING CERTAIN 
RECORDS BY COURT; HEARING; NOTICE 
(a) This section applies to ajudicial public 
record. 
(b) As used in this section, "judicial public 
record" does not include a record submitted to a 
court for the sole purpose of determining 
whether the record should be sealed. 
(c) Before a court may seal a public record not 
declared confidential under section 4(a) of this 
chapter, it must hold a hearing at a date and time 
established by the court. Notice of the hearing 
shall be posted at a place designated for posting 
notices in the courthouse. 
(d) At the hearing, parties or members ofthe 
general public must be permitted to testifY and 
submit written briefs. 
A decision to seal all or part of a public record 
must be based on findings of fact and 
conclusions oflaw, showing that the remedial 
benefits to be gained by effectuating the public 
policy of the state declared in section 1 of this 
chapter are outweighed by proofby a 
preponderance of the evidence by the person 
seeking the sealing of the record that: 

(1) a public interest will be secured by sealing 
the record; 

(2) dissemination of the information contained 
in the record will create a serious and imminent 

danger to that publ ic interest; 
(3) any prejudicial effect created by 

dissemination of the information cannot be 
avoided by any reasonable method other than 
sealing the record; 

(4) there is a substantial probability that sealing 
the record wi II be effective in protecting the 
public interest against the perceived danger; and 

(5) it is reasonably necessary for the record to 
remain sealed for a period of time. 
Sealed records shall be unsealed at the earliest 
possible time after the circumstances 
necessitating the sealing of the records no longer 
exist. (As added by P.L. 54-1985, § 4. Amended 
by P.L 68-1987, § 1) 

COMMENTARY 
Trial court is permitted to seal public records 
which fall within a mandatory exception to the 
APRA without conducting a hearing required by 
I.e. § 5-14-3-5.5 either before or after records 
are admitted into evidence; interested third 
persons may request records to be sealed after 
they are admitted into evidence, but this right 
can be waived. Bobrow v. Bobrow, 810 N.E.2d 
726, 2004 Ind. App. LEXIS 1110 (Ind. App. 
2004). 

I.e. § 5-14-3-6 PARTIALLY D1SCLOSABLE 
RECORDS; COMPUTER OR MICROFILM 
RECORD SYSTEMS; FEES 
Section 6. (a) If a public record contains 
disclosable and nondisclosable information, the 
public agency shall, upon receipt of a request 
under this chapter, separate the material that 
may be disclosed and make it available for 
inspection and copying. 
(b) Ifa public record stored on computer tape, 
computer disks, microfilm, or a similar or 
analogous record system is made available to: 

(I) a person by enhanced access under section 
3.5 ofthis chapter; or 

(2) a governmental entity by an electronic 
device; 
the public agency may not make the record 
available for inspection without first separating 
the material in the manner required by 
subsection (a). 
(c) A public agency may charge a person who 
makes a request for disclosable information the 
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agency's direct cost of reprogramming a 
computer system if: 
(I) the disclosable information is stored on a 

computer.tape, computer disc, or a similar or 
analogous record system; and 

(2) the public agency is required to reprogram 
the computer system to separate the disclosable 
information from nondisclosable information. 
(d) A public agency is not required to reprogram 
a computer system to provide: 

( I) enhanced access; or 
(2) access to a governmental entity by an 

electronic device. 
(As added by P.L. 19-1983, § 6. Amended by 
PL. 54-1985, § 5; PL. 58-1993, § 5; P.L. 77
1995, § 5.) 

COMMENTARY 
Any factual information which can be separated 
from the non-disclosablematters in a record 
must be made available for public access. An 
Unincorporated Operating Division of Indiana 
Newspapers, Inc. v. The Trustees of Indiana 
University, 787 N.E.2d 893, 914 (Ind. Ct. App. 
2003). 

I.e. § 5-14-3-6.5 CONFIDENTIALITY OF 
PUBLIC RECORDS 
A public agency that receives a confidential 
public record from another public agency shall 
maintain the confidentiality of the public record. 
(As added by P.L. 34-1984, § 3.) 

I.e. § 5-14-3-7 PROTECTION AGAINST 
LOSS, ALTERATION, DESTRUCTION AND 
UNAUTHOR1ZED ENHANCED ACCESS 
(a) A public agency shall protect public records 
from loss, alteration, mutilation, or destruction, 
and regulate any material interference with the 
regular discharge of the functions or duties of 
the public agency or public employees. 
(b) A public agency shall take precautions that 
protect the contents of public records from 
unauthorized enhanced access, unauthorized 
access by an electronic device, or alteration. 
(c) This section does not operate to deny to any 
person the rights secured by section 3 of this 
chapter. (As added by P.L. 19-1983, § 6. 
Amended by P.L. 58-1993, § 6.) 

I.e. §5-14-3-8: FEES; COPIES 

(a) For the purposes of this section, "state 
agency" has the meaning set forth in I.e. §4-13
1-1. 
(b) Except as provided in this section, a public 
agency may not charge any fee under this 
chapter: 

(1) to inspect a public record; or 
(2) to search for, examine, or review a record to 

determine whether the record may be disclosed. 
(c) The Indiana department of administration 
shall establish a uniform copying fee for the 
copying of one page of a standard-sized 
document by state agencies. The fee may not 
exceed the average cost of copying records by 
state agencies or ten cents per page, whichever is 
greater. A state agency may not collect more 
than the uniform copying fee for providing a 
copy of a public record. However, a state agency 
shall establish and collect a reasonable fee for 
copying nonstandard-sized documents. 
(d) This subsection applies to a public agency 
that is not a state agency. The fiscal body (as 
defined in IC 36-1-2-6) ofthe public agency, or 
the governing body, if there is no fiscal body, 
shall establish a fee schedule for the certification 
or copying of documents. The fee for 
certification of documents may not exceed five 
dollars ($5) per document. The fee for copying 
documents may not exceed the greater of: 
(I) ten cents ($0.10) per page for copies that 

are not color copies or twenty-five cents ($0.25) 
per page for color copies; or 

(2) the actual cost to the agency of copying the 
document. 
As used in this subsection, "actual cost" means 
the cost of paper and the per-page cost for use of 
copying or facsimile equipment and does not 
include labor costs or overhead costs. A fee 
established under this subsection must be 
uniform throughout the public agency and 
uniform to all purchasers. 
(e) If: 
(I) a person is entitled to a copy of a public 

record under this chapter; and 
(2) the public agency which is in possession of 

the record has reasonable access to a machine 
capable of reproducing the public record; the 
public agency must provide at least one copy of 
the public record to the person. However, if a 
public agency does not have reasonable access 
to a machine capable of reproducing the record 
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or if the person cannot reproduce the record by 
use of enhanced access under section 3.5 of this 
chapter, the person is only entitled to inspect and 
manually transcribe the record. A public agency 
may require that the payment for copying costs 
be made in advance. 
(f) Notwithstanding subsection (b), (c), (d), (g), 
(h), or (i), a public agency shall collect any 
ce11ification, copying, facsimile machine 
transmission, or search fee that is specified by 
statute or is ordered by a com1. 
(g) Except as provided by subsection (h), for 
providing a duplicate of a computer tape, 
computer disc, microfilm, or similar or 
analogous record system containing information 
owned by the public agency or entrusted to it, a 
public agency may charge a fee, unifonn to all 
purchasers, that does not exceed the sum of the 
following: 
(I) The agency's direct cost of supplying the 

information in that form. 
(2) The standard cost for selling the same 

information to the public in the fonn of a 
publication if the agency has published the 
infonnation and made the publication available 
for sale. 

(3) In the case of the legislative services 
agency, a reasonable percentage of the agency's 
direct cost of maintaining the system in which 
the information is stored. However, the amount 
charged by the legislative services agency under 
this subdivision may not exceed the SUIll of the 
amounts it may charge under subdivisions (1) 
and (2). 
(h) This subsection applies to the fee charged by 
a public agency for providing enhanced access 
to a public record. A public agency may charge 
any reasonable fee agreed on in the contract 
under section 3.5 of this chapter for providing 
enhanced access to public records. 
(i) This subsection applies to the fee charged by 
a public agency for permitting a governmental 
entity to inspect public records by means of an 
electronic device. A public agency may charge 
any reasonable fee for the inspection of public 
records under this subsection or the public 
agency may waive any fee for the inspection. 
G) Except as provided in subsection (k), a public 
agency may charge a fee, unifonn to all 
purchasers, for providing an electronic map that 
is based upon a reasonable percentage of the 

agency's direct cost of maintaining, upgrading, 
and enhancing the electronic map and for the 
direct cost of supplying the electronic map in the 
form requested by the purchaser. If the public 
agency is within a political subdivision having a 
fiscal body, the fee is subject to the approval of 
the fiscal body of the political subdivision. 
(k) The fee charged by a public agency under 
subsection G) to cover costs for maintaining, 
upgrading, and enhancing an electronic map 
may be waived by the public agency if the 
electronic map for which the fee is charged will 
be used for a noncommercial purpose, including 
the following: 

(I) Public agency program support. 
(2) Nonprofit activities. 
(3) Journalism. 
(4) Academic research. 

(As added by P.L.19-1983, § 6; P.L.54-1985, § 
6; P.L.51-1986, § 2; P.L.58-1993, § 7; P.L. 78
1995, § 1; P.L.151-1999, § 1; P.L.89-2001, § 1; 
P.L.215-2007, § 1; P.L. 16-2008, § 1.) 

I.C. § 5-14-3-8.3 ENHANCED ACCESS 
FUND; ESTABLISHMENT BY ORDINANCE; 
PURPOSE 
(a) The fiscal body ofa political subdivision 
having a public agency that charges a fee under 
section 8(h) or 8(i) of this chapter shall adopt an 
ordinance establishing an enhanced access fund. 
The ordinance must specify that the fund 
consists of fees collected under section 8(h) or 
8(i) of this chapter. The fund shall be 
administered by the public agency or officer 
designated in the ordinance or resolution. Money 
in the fund must be appropriated and expended 
in the manner authorized in the ordinance. 
(b) The fund is a dedicated fund with the 
following purposes: 
(I) The replacement, improvement, and 

expansion of capital expenditures. 
(2) The reimbursement of operating expenses 

incurred in providing enhanced access to public 
information. 
(As added by P.L. 58-1993, § 8.) 

I.C. § 5-14-3-8.5 ELECTRONIC MAP 
GENERATION FUND; ESTABLISHMENT 
BY ORDINANCE; PURPOSE 
(a) The fiscal body of a political subdivision 
having a public agency that charges a fee under 
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section 8m of this chapter shall adopt an 
ordinance establishing an electronic map 
generation fund, The ordinance must specify that 
the fund consists of fees collected under section 
8m of this chapter, The fund shall be 
administered by the public agency that collects 
the fees, 
(b) The electronic map generation fund is a 
dedicated fund with the following purposes: 

(1) The maintenance, upgrading, and 
enhancement of the electronic map, 

(2) The reimbursement of expenses incurred by 
a public agency in supplying an electronic map 
in the form requested by a purchaser, (As added 
by P.L. 58-1993, § 9,) 

LC. § 5-14-3-9 DENIAL OF DISCLOSURE; 
ACTION TO COMPEL DISCLOSURE; 
INTERVENORS; BURDEN OF PROOF; 
ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS 
(a) This section does not apply to a request for 
information under section 4.4 of this chapter, 
(b) A denial of disclosure by a public agency 
occurs when the person making the request is 
physically present in the office of the agency, 
makes the request by telephone, or requests 
enhanced access to a document and: 
(I) the person designated by the public agency 

as being responsible for public records release 
decisions refuses to permit inspection and 
copying of a public record when a request has 
been made; or 

(2) twenty-four hours elapse after any 
employee of the public agency refuses to permit 
inspection and copying of a public record when 
a request has been made; 
whichever occurs first. 
(c) Ifa person requests by mail or by facsimile a 
copy or copies of a public record, a denial of 
disclosure does not occur until seven days have 
elapsed from the date the public agency receives 
the request. 
(d) If a request is made orally, either in person or 
by telephone, a public agency may deny the 
request orally. However, if a request initially is 
made in writing, by facsimile, or through 
enhanced access, or if an oral request that has 
been denied is renewed in writing or by 
facsimile, a public agency may deny the request 
if: 

(1) the denial is in writing or by facsimile; and 

(2) the denial includes: 
(A) a statement of the specific exemption or 

exemptions authorizing the withholding of all or 
part of the public record; and 

(B) the name and the title or position of the 
person responsible for the denial. 

(e) A person who has been denied the right to 
inspect or copy a public record by a public 
agency may file an action in the circuit or 
superior court of the county in which the denial 
occurred to compel the public agency to pennit 
the person to inspect and copy the public record. 
Whenever an action is filed under this 
subsection, the public agency must notifY each 
person who supplied any part of the public 
record at issue: 
(I) that a request for release of the public 

record has been denied; and 
(2) whether the denial was in compliance with 

an informal inquiry response or advisory opinion 
of the public access counselor, 
Such persons are entitled to intervene in any 
litigation that results from the denial. The person 
who has been denied the right to inspect or copy· 
need not allege or prove any special damage 
different from that suffered by the public at 
large. 
(f) The court shall determine the matter de novo, 
with the burden of proof on the public agency to 
sustain its denial. If the issue in de novo review 
under this section is whether a public agency 
properly denied access to a public record 
because the record is exempted under section 
4(a) of this chapter, the public agency meets its 
burden of proof under this subsection by 
establishing the content of the record with 
adequate specificity and not by relying on a 
conclusory statement or affidavit. 
(g) Ifthe issue in a de novo review under this 
section is whether a public agency properly 
denied access to a public record because the 
record is exempted under section 4(b) of this 
chapter: 

(1) the public agency meets its burden of proof 
under this subsection by: 

(A) proving that the record falls within any 
one (I) of the categories of exempted records 
under section 4(b) of this chapter; and 

(B) establishing the content of the record 
with adequate specificity and not by relying on a 
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conclusory statement or affidavit; and 
(2) a person requesting access to a pubIic 

record meets the person's burden of proof under 
this subsection by proving that the denial of 
access is arbitrary or capricious, 
(h) The court may review the public record in 
camera to determine whether any part of it may 
be withheld under this chapter. However, if the 
complaint alleges that a public agency denied 
disclosure of a public record by redacting 
information in the public record, the court shall 
conduct an in camera inspection of the public 
record with the redacted information included, 
(i) In any action filed under this section, a court 
shall award reasonable attorney's fees, court 
costs, and other reasonable expenses of litigation 
to the prevailing party if: 
(I) the plaintiff substantially prevails; or 
(2) the defendant substantially prevails and the 

court finds the action was frivolous or vexatious, 
The plaintiff is not eligible for the awarding of 
attorney's fees, court costs, and other reasonable 
expenses if the plaintiff filed the action without 
first seeking and receiving an informal inquiry 
response or advisory opinion from the public 
access counselor, unless the plaintiff can show 
the filing of the action was necessary because 
the denial of access to a public record under this 
chapter would prevent the plaintiff from 
presenting that public record to a public agency 
preparing to act on a matter of relevance to the 
public record whose disclosure was denied, 

G) A court may assess a civil penalty under 
section 9,5 of this chapter only if the plaintiff 
obtained an advisory opinion from the public 
access counselor before filing an action under 
this section as set forth in section 9.5 of this 
chapter. 
(k) A court shall expedite the hearing of an 
action filed under this section. (As added by 
P.L.19-1983, § 6; Amended by P.L.54-1985, § 7; 
P.L.50-1986, § 3; P.L.68-1987, § 2; P.L.58
1993, § 10; P.L.19-1997, § 4; P.L.70-1999, § 2; 
P.L.191-1999, § 2; P.L.1 73-2003, § 6; PL.261
2003, § 8; PL.22-2005, § 2;PLI. 134-2012, 
§19.) 

COMMENTARY 
If a coroner could not satisfj' one of the 
conditions listed in the autopsy statute, nor 
demonstrate that the requested records are 

otherwise related to a criminal investigation, the 
records are not "investigatOly records, " and the 
requesting party may have access to the records 
on the grounds that the coroner's denial of 
access was arbitrary and capricious. Althaus v. 
Evansville Courier Co., 6 I5 N .E.2d 441 (Ind. 
Ct. App. 1993). 

The attorney's fees provIsions of APRA are 
directed toward public agencies. There is no 
corollary provision for assessment of attorney's 
fees against a private party in the event of 
improper nondisclosure. Absent a fee shifting 
statute or contractual provision for the payment 
ofattorney's fees, the American Rule - that each 
party ordinarily must pay his or her own 
attorney's fees - is applicable. Indianapolis 
Newspapers v. Indiana State Lottery 
Commission, 739 N.E.2d 144, 156 (Ind. Ct. 
App.2001), 

I.e. § 5-14-3-9.5 CIVIL PENALTIES 
IMPOSED ON PUBLIC AGENCY, OFFICER, 
OR MANAGEMENT LEVEL EMPLOYEE 
(a) This section does not apply to any matter 
regarding: 

(I) the work product of the legislative 
services agency under personnel rules approved 
by the legislative council; or 

(2) the work product of individual members 
and the partisan staffs of the general assembly. 

(b) As used in subsections (c) through (k), 
"individual" means: 

(I) an officer ofa public agency; or 
(2) an individual employed in a 

management level position with a public agency. 
(c) Ifan individual: 

(I) continues to deny a request that 
complies with section 3(b) of this chapter for 
inspection or copying of a pub! ic record after the 
public access counselor has issued an advisory 
opinion: 

(A) regarding the request for inspection 
or copying of the public record; and 

(B) that instructs the public agency to 
allow access to the public record; and 

(2) denies the request with the specific 
intent to unlawfully withhold a public record 
that is subject to disclosure under this chapter; 
the individual and the public agency employing 
the individual are subject to a civil penalty under 
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subsection (h), 
(d) If an individual intentionally charges a 

copying fee that the individual knows exceeds 
the amount set by statute, fee schedule, 
ordinance, or court order, the individual is 
subject to a civil penalty under subsection (h), 

(e) A civil penalty may only be imposed as 
part of an action filed under section 9 of this 
chapter. A court may not impose a civil penalty 
under this section unless the public access 
counselor has issued an advisory opinion: 

(I) to the complainant and the publ ic 
agency; 

(2) that instructs the public agency to allow 
access to the public record; and 

(3) before the action under section 9 of this 
chapter is filed, 
Nothing in this section prevents both the person 
requesting the public record and the public 
agency from requesting an advisory opinion 
from the public access counselor. 

(f) [t is a defense to the imposition of a civil 
penalty under this section that the individual 
denied access to a public record in reliance on 
either of the following: 

(I) An opinion of the pubIic agency's legal 
counsel. 

(2) An opinion of the attorney generaL 
(g) A court may impose a civil penalty for a 

violation under subsection (c) against one (I) or 
more of the following: 

(I) The individual named as a defendant in 
the action. 

(2) The public agency named as a 
defendant in the action. 

(h) In an action under this section, a court 
may impose the following civil penalties: 

(I) Not more than one hundred dollars 
($100) for the first violation. 

(2) Not more than five hundred dollars 
($500) for each additional violation. 
A civil penalty imposed under this section is in 
addition to any other civil or criminal penalty 
imposed. However, in anyone (I) action 
brought under this section, a court may impose 
only one (I) civil penalty against an individual, 
even if the court finds that the individual 
committed multiple violations. This subsection 
does not preclude a court from imposing another 
civil penalty against an individual in a separate 
action, but an individual may not be assessed 

more than one (I) civil penalty in anyone (I) 
action brought under this section. 

(i) A court shall distribute monthly to the 
auditor of state any penalties collected under this 
section for deposit in the education fund 
established by IC 5-14-4-14. 

(j) An individual is personally liable for a 
civil penalty imposed on the individual under 
this section. A civil penalty imposed against a 
public agency under this section shall be paid 
from the public agency's budget. 

(k) If an officer of a public agency directs an 
individual who is employed in a management 
level position to deny a request as described in 
subsection (c)(I), the management level 
employee is not subject to civil penalties under 
subsection (h). 
(As added by P.L. 134-2012, §20.) 

I.e. § 5-14-3-10 CLASSIFIED 
CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION; 
UNA UTHORIZED DISCLOSURE OR 
FAILURE TO PROTECT; OFFENSE; 
D[SCIPLINE 
(a) A public employee, a public official, or an 
employee or officer of a contractor or 
subcontractor of a public agency, except as 
provided by IC 4-15-10, who knowingly or 
intentionally discloses information classified as 
confidential by state statute incl uding 
information declared confidential under: 

(I) section 4(a) of this chapter; or 
(2) section 4(b) of this chapter if the public 

agency having control of the information 
declares it to be confidential; commits a Class A 
infraction. 
(b) A public employee may be disciplined in 
accordance with the personnel policies of the 
agency by which the employee is employed if 
the employee intentionally, knowingly, or 
recklessly discloses or fails to protect 
information classified as confidential by state 
statute. 
(c) A public employee, a public official, or an 
employee or officer of a contractor or 
subcontractor of a publ ic agency who 
unintentionally and unknowingly discloses 
confidential or erroneous information in 
response to a request under IC 5-14-3-3(d) or 
who discloses confidential infonnation in 
reliance on an advisory opinion by the Public 
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Access Counselor is immune from liability for 
such a disclosure, 
(d) This section does not apply to any provision 
incorporated into state law from a federal 
statute. (As added by P.L. 17-1984, § 2. 
Amended byP.I. 54-1985, § 8; PI. 68-1987, § 
3; P.L. 77-1995, § 6; P.L. 191-1999, § 3;P.I. 
126-2012, §24) 

SECTION FIVE: OVERVIEW OF THE 
OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC ACCESS 
COUNSELOR; FORMAL COMPLAINTS 

INTRODUCTION 
Effective July I, 1999, the Indiana General 
Assembly created the Office of Public Access 
Counselor. This office serves as a resource for 
members of the public and public officials and 
their employees regarding Indiana's laws 
governing access to meetings of public bodies 
and to the records of public agencies. The office 
provides advice, assistance, training and 
education regarding the Open Door Law and 
Access to Public Records Act, as well as other 
state statutes or rules governing access to public 
meetings and public records. The office does not 
have binding authority but is intended to serve 
as a resource for members of the public as well 
as public agencies throughout the state. 

This section provides an overview of the office 
and its functions. For more detailed information, 
consult I.e. § 5- I4-4-1, et seq., and I.e. § 5-14
5-1, et seq., set forth at Section 6 of this 
handbook. 

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

What is the role ofthe Public Access Counselor? 
The Public Access Counselor has several 

powers and duties under I.e. § 5-14-4-10: 
I. To establish and administer a program to train 
public officials and educate the public on the 
rights of the public and the responsibilities of 
public agencies under public access laws. 
2. To conduct research. 
3. To prepare and distribute interpretative and 
education materials, such as this guide, and 
conduct programs in cooperation with the Office 
ofthe Attorney General. 
4. To respond to informal inquiries made by the 
public and public agencies concerning the public 

access laws. 
5. To interpret the public access laws and to 
issue advisory opinions upon the request of a 
person or a public agency. The counselor may 
not issue an advisory opinion concerning a 
matter if a lawsuit has been filed under the Open 
Door Law or the Access to Public Records Act. 
6. To make recommendations to the General 
Assembly concerning ways to improve public 
access. 

In addition to these powers and duties, the 
Public Access Counselor is required to prepare 
an annual report by June 30th concerning the 
activities of the office over the past year. This 
report is filed with the Legislative Services 
Agency. 

Who may utilize the services ofthe office? 
Members of the public, including the media, as 

well as representatives of public agencies may 
contact the office for the purpose of making an 
informal inquiry or filing a formal complaint. 

What is the process for filing a formal 
complaint? 

A formal complaint may be filed against any 
public agency for denial of access to a public 
record or denial of the right to attend a public 
meeting of a public agency in violation of the 
Access to Public Records Act, the Open Door 
Law or another statute or rule that governs 
access to public records or public meetings. A 
person denied the right to inspect documents 
under I.e. 5-14-3 or denied the right to attend an 
otherwise public meeting as defined in I.e. 5-14
1.5 may file a formal complaint with the 
counselor. 

A formal complaint must be filed within 30 
days after: 
I. the denial; or 
2. the person filing the complaint receives notice 
that a meeting was held by a public agency and 
that the meeting was held secretly or without 
notice. 

A complaint is considered filed on the date it 
is received by the Public Access Counselor or 
the date of the postmark, if the date of receipt is 
later than thirty days after the date of the denial. 

Once received, a copy of the complaint is 
forwarded to the public agency which is the 
subject of the complaint, and the counselor 
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requests a response from the agency. The 
counselor has thiI1y days to issue an advisory 
opinion on the complaint. 

If the complaint has priority, as determined 
under the administrative rules adopted by the 
counselor, an advisory opinion will be issued 
within seven days following receipt of the 
complaint. See Section 6 of this guide for the 
text of the administrative rule. See Appendix G 
for the Formal Complaint Form. 

NOTE: The filing of a formal complaint does 
not delay the running of any statute of 
limitations that applies to lawsuits filed under 
the ODL or the APRA concerning the subject 
matter of the complaint. 

Must 1 jile a formal complaint to obtain 
assistance? 

Members of the public and representatives of 
public agencies need not file a formal complaint 
against a public agency to seek assistance from 
the office. Informal inquiries and questions 
about rights to access or the responsibilities of 
public officials are submitted when there is no 
need for a formal written opinion. The informal 
inquiry may concern a general question about 
the state's public access laws or a question or 
complaint about a public agency. If necessary, 
the counselor will contact the public agency in 
question in an effort to resolve the matter 
without issuing a written formal opinion. 

Is the public access counselor ajinder offact? 
The public access counselor is not a finder of 

fact. Advisory and informal opinions are issued 
based upon the facts presented. If the facts are 
in dispute, the public access counselor opines 
based on both potential outcomes: A judge 
would have the authority to make factual 
determinations regarding complaints filed before 
the court. 

What is the significance of jiling a formal 
complaint or seeking an informal opinion from 
the counselor? 

Under the 1999 statutory amendments to the 
Open Door Law and the Access to Public 
Records Act, contacting the Public Access 
Counselor through an informal inquiry or by 
filing a formal complaint is significant for both 

members of the public and representatives of 
public agencies. A person or a public agency 
seeking access to a public meeting or public 
record may contact the counselor, but since the 
counselor's opinions are not binding on public 
agencies, the person may wish to file a civil 
action under I.e. § 5-14-1.5-7 (Open Door Law) 
or I.e. § 5-14-3-9 (Access to Public Records 
Act). If the person seeking access prevails in the 
court action, the judge must award reasonable 
attorney's fees, cou11 costs and cost of litigation. 
If the person has not contacted the counselor 
prior to filing a civil action, these fees and costs 
will not be awarded unless the person can show 
that the filing of an action was necessary: 
I. to prevent a violation of the Open Door Law; 
or 
2. because the denial of access to a public record 
would prevent the person from presenting that 
record to another public agency preparing to act 
on a related matter. See I.e. § 5- 14-1.5-7(f) and 
I.e. § 5-14-3-9(i). 

Further, A court may assess a civil penalty 
under I.e. § 5-14-3-9.5 if the plaintiff first 
obtained an advisory opinion from the public 
access counselor. See I.e. § 5-14-3-90). 

For public agencies it may also be significant 
to contact the counselor. Under the Open Door 
Law, a court will consider whether the public 
agency acted in accordance with an infonnal 
inquiry response or an advisory opinion in its 
determination as to whether to declare any 
action or policy void. I.e. § 5-14-1.5-7(d)(4). 

In cases concerning denial of access to public 
records, the public agency is required to notify 
any person who has suppl ied any part of the 
public record at issue and inform that person 
whether the denial was in compliance with an 
informal or formal response from the counselor. 
See I.e. § 5-14-3-9(e)(2). 

How do 1 contact the counselor? 
You may contact the Public Access Counselor 

by telephone, email, facsimile or mail with 
informal inquiries. Contact information appears 
at the back of this handbook. I f you wish to file 
a fonnal complaint, you must use the fonn 
prescribe by the counselor pursuant to I.e. § 5
14-5-11. A copy of the complaint form is 
included in this handbook and is available via 
the counselor's website: www.IN/gov/pac. 
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SECTION SIX: OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC 
ACCESS COUNSELOR AND FORMAL 
COMPLAINT ACT AND LEGAL 
COMMENTARY 

I.e. § 5-14-4-1 "COUNSELOR" DEFINED
 
As used in this chapter, "counselor" refers to the
 
public access counselor appointed under section
 
6 of this chapter. (As added by PL 70-1999 § 4
 
and PL 191-1999, § 4).
 

I.e. § 5-14-4-2 "OFFICE" DEFINED
 
As used in this chapter, "office" refers to the
 
office of the public access counselor established
 
under section 5 of this chapter. (As added by
 
PL 70-1999; § 4 and PI. 191-1999, § 4).
 

I.e. § 5-14-4-3 "PUBLIC ACCESS LA WS"
 
DEFINED
 
As used in this chapter, "public access laws"
 
refers to:
 
(I) Indiana Code 5-14-1.5;
 
(2) Indiana Code 5-14-3; or
 
(3) any other state statute or rule governing
 

access to public meetings or public records. (As
 
added by PL 70-1999, § 4 and PL 191-1999,
 
§ 4).
 

I.e. § 5-14-4-4 "PUBLIC AGENCY"
 
DEFINED
 
As used in this chapter, "public agency" has the
 
meaning set fOl1h in :
 

(1) I.e. §5-l4-1.5-2 for purposes of matters
 
concerning public meetings; and
 

(2) I.e. §5-14-3-2 for purposes of matters
 
concerning public records. (As added by PL 70

1999, § 4 and PL 191-1999, § 4.)
 

I.e. § 5-14-4-5 ESTABLISHMENT OF
 
OFFICE
 
The office of the public access counselor is
 
established. The office shall be administered by
 
the public access counselor appointed uncleI'
 
section 6 of this chapter. (As added by PL 70

1999, § 4 and PL 191-1999, § 4.) 

I.e. § 5-14-4-6 APPOINTMENT; TERM 
The governor shall appoint the public access 
counselor for a term of four years at a salary to 
be fixed by the governor. (As added by PL 70
1999, § 4, and PL 191-1999, § 4.) 
I.e. § 5-14-4-7 REMOVAL FOR CAUSE 
The governor may remove the counselor for 
cause. (As added by PL 70-1999, § 4, and PL 
191-1999, § 4.) 

I.e. § 5-14-4-8 VACANCIES IN OFFICE 
If a vacancy occurs in the office, the governor 
shall appoint an individual to serve for the 
remainder of the counselor's unexpired term. (As 
added by PL 70-1999, § 4, and PL 191-1999, 
§ 4.) 

I.e. § 5-14-4-9 REQUIREMENTS FOR 
POSITION 
(a) The counselor must be a practicing attorney. 
(b) The counselor shall apply the counselor's 
full efforts to the duties of the office and may 
not be actively engaged in any other occupation, 
practice, profession, or business. (As added by 
PL 70-1999, § 4, and PL 191-1999, § 4.) 

I.e. § 5-14-4-10 POWERS AND DUTIES 
The counselor has the following powers and 
duties: 

(1) To establish and administer a program to 
train public officials and educate the public on 
the rights of the public and the responsibilities of 
public agencies under the public access laws. 
The counselor may contract with a person or a 
public or private entity to fulfill the counselor's 
responsibility under this subdivision. 

(2) To conduct research. 
(3) To prepare interpretive and educational 

materials and programs in cooperation with the 
office of attorney general. 

(4) To distribute to newly elected or appointed 
public officials the public access laws and 
educational materials concerning the public 
access laws. 

(5) To respond to informal inquiries made by 
the public and public agencies by telephone, in 
writing, in person, by facsimile, or by electronic 
mail concerning the public access laws. 

(6) To issue advisory opinions to interpret the 
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public access laws upon the request of a person 
or a public agency, However, the counselor may 
not issue an advisory opinion concerning a 
specific matter with respect to which a lawsuit 
has been filed under IC 5-14-1,5 or IC 5-14-3. 

(7) To make recommendations to the general 
assembly concerning ways to improve public 
access. (As added by P.L. 70-1999, § 4 and P.L. 
191-1999, § 4.) 

COMMENTARY 
In Azhar v. Town of Fishers, the Court stated 
that Ie. §5-14-4-10(6) prohibits the issuance of 

. an advisory opinion concerning a matter with 
respect to which a lawsuit has been filed under 
Ie. 5-14-1,5 or Ie. 5-14-3. 744 N.E.2d 947, 
951 (Ind. Ct. App. 200 I). The Court, however, 
stated that I.e. §5-14-4-10(6) does not prohibit 
the filing of an affidavit by the counselor 
outlining the dictates of an advisory opinion 
issued prior to the filing ofsuch lawsuit. Id. 

A response as defined in I.e. § 5-14-1.5-7(f) 
does not mean that the public access counselor 
must state affirmatively whether the public 
access laws have been violated. Gary/Chicago 
AirpOli Board of Authority v. Maclin, 772 N.E. 
2d 463, 471 (Ind. Ct. App. 2002). 

I.C. § 5-14-4-11 ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL 
The counselor may employ additional personnel 
necessary to carry out the functions of the office 
subject to the approval of the budget agency. (As 
added by P.L. 70-1999, § 4 and P.L. 191-1999, 
§ 4.) 

I.C. § 5-14-4-12 ANNUAL REPORT BY 
COUNSELOR 
The counselor shall submit a repoli in an 
electronic format under IC 5-14-6 not later than 
June 30 of each year to the legislative services 
agency concerning the activities of the counselor 
for the previous year. The report must include 
the following information: 
(I) The total num ber of inq uiries and
 

complaints received.
 
(2) The number of inquiries and complaints
 

received each from the public, the media, and
 
government agencies.
 

(3) The number of inquiries and complaints
 
that were resolved.
 

(4) The number of complaints received about 
each of the following: 

(A) State agencies. 
(B) County agencies. 
(C) City agencies. 
(D) Town agencies. 
(E) Township agencies. 
(F) School corporations. 
(G) Other local agencies. 

(5) The number of complaints received 
concerning each of the following: 

(A) Public records. 
(B) Public meetings. 

(6) The total number of written advisory 
opinions issued and pending. (As added by 
P.L.70-1999, § 4; P.L.191-1999, § 4; P.L.28
2004, § 58.) 

I.e. § 5-14-4-13 STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS 
An informal inquiry or other request for 
assistance under this chapter does not delay the 
running of a statute of limitation that applies to a 
lawsuit under IC 5-14-1.5 or IC 5-14-3 
concerning the subject matter of the inquiry or 
other request. (As added by P.L. 70-1999, § 4 
and P.L. 191-1999, § 4.) 

I.e. § 5-14-4-14 EDUCATION FUND 
(a) An education fund is established to provide 
funds for the program established under section 
10(1) of this chapter. 

(b) The fund consists of the following: 
(1) Civil penalties collected under IC 5- I 4

1.5-7.5 and IC 5-14-3-9.5. 
(2) Money appropriated by the general 

assembly. 
(3) Grants, gifts, contributions, and money 

received from any other source. 
(c) The treasurer Df state shall administer the 

fund. The following may be paid from money in 
the fund: 

(1) Expenses of administering the fund. 
(2) Nonrecurring administrative expenses 

incurred to carry out the purposes of this section. 
(d) Money in the fund at the end of a state 

fiscal year does not revert to the state general 
fund. 

(e) The treasurer of state shall invest the 
money in the fund not currently needed to meet 
the obligations of the fund in the same manner 
as other public funds may be invested. Interest 
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that accrues from these investments shall be 
deposited in the fund. (As added by P.L. 134
2012, §21.) 

FORMAL .COMPLAINTS TO THE PUBLIC 
ACCESS COUNSELOR 

I.e. § 5- I4-5- I "COUNSELOR" DEFINED
 
As used in this chapter, "counselor" refers to the
 
public access counselor appointed under I.e. §5

14-4-6. (As added by P.L. 70-1999, § 5 and P.L.
 
191-1999, § 5.)
 

I.e. § 5-14-5-2 "PERSON" DEFINED
 
As used in this chapter, "person" means an
 
individual, a business, a corporation, an
 
association, or an organization. The term does
 
not include a public agency. (As added by P.L.
 
70-1999, § 5 and P.L. 191-1999, § 5.)
 

I.e. § 5-14-5-3 "PUBLIC AGENCY"
 
DEFINED
 
As used in this chapter, "public agency" has the
 
meaning set forth in:
 
(I) IC 5-14-1.5-2, for purposes of matters 

concerning public meetings; and 
(2) IC 5-14-3-2, for purposes of matters 

concerning public records. (As added by P.L. 70
1999, § 5 and P.L. 191-1999, § 5.) 

I.e. § 5-14-5-4 COMPLAINT NOT 
REQUIRED TO FILE ACTION 
A person or a public agency is not required to 
file a complaint under this chapter before filing 
an action under Ie 5-14-1.5 or IC 5-14-3. (As 
added by P.L. 70-1999, § 5 and P.L. 191-1999, 
§ 5.) 

I.e. § 5-14-5-5 COOPERATION FROM 
PUBLIC AGENCIES 
A public agency shall cooperate with the 
counselor in any investigation or proceeding 
under this chapter. (As added by P.L. 70-1999. § 
5 and P.L. 191-1999, § 5.) 

I.C. § 5-14-5-6 GROUNDS FOR COMPLAINT 
A person or a public agency denied: 

(1) the right to inspect or copy records under IC 
5-14-3; 

(2) the right to attend any public meeting of a 
public agency in violation of IC 5-14-1.5; or 

(3) any other right conferred by IC 5-14-3 or IC 
5-14-1.5 or any other state statute or rule 
governing access to public meetings or public 
records; 
may file a formal complaint with the counselor 
under the procedure prescribed by this chapter or 
may make an informal inquiry under I.C. §5-14
4-10(5). (As added by P.L. 70-1999, § 5 and 
P.L. 191-1999, § 5.) 

COMMENTARY
 
See Opinion of the Public Access Counselor 00

FC-II for a discussion of standing to file a
 
formal complaint.
 

I.C. § 5-14-5-7 TIME FOR FILING 
(a) A person or a public agency that chooses to 

file a formal complaint with the counselor must 
file the complaint not later than thirty days after: 
(I) the denial; or 
(2) the person filing the complaint receives 

notice in fact that a meeting was held by a public 
agency, if the meeting was conducted secretly or 
without notice. 

(b) A complaint is considered filed on the date 
it is: 

(1) received by the counselor; or 
(2) postmarked, if received more than thirty 

days after the denial that is the subject of the 
complaint. (As added by P.L. 70-1999, § 5 and 
P.L. 191-1999, § 5.) 

I.e. § 5-14-5-8 COMPLAINT FORWARDED 
TO PUBLIC AGENCY 
When the counselor receives a complaint under 
section 7 of this chapter, the counselor shall 
immediately forward a copy of the complaint to 
the public agency that is the subject of the 
complaint. (As added by P.L. 70-1995. § 5 and 
P.L. 191-1999, § 5.) 

I.e. § 5-14-5-9 ADVISORY OPINION
 
Except as provided in section 10 of this chapter,
 
the counselor shall issue an advisory opinion on
 
the complaint not later than thirty days after the
 
complaint is filed. (As added by P.L. 70-1995, §
 
5 and P.L. 191-1999, § 5.)
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I.e. § 5-14-5-10 PRIORITY OF COMPLAINTS
 
(a) Ifthe counselor determines that a complaint
 
has priority, the counselor shall issue an
 
advisory opinion on the complaint not later than
 
seven days after the complaint is filed.
 
(b) The counselor shall adopt rules under I.C. 4

22-2 establishing criteria for complaints that
 
have priority.
 
(As added by P.L. 70-1999,§ 5 and P.L.191

1999, § 5.)
 

I.C. § 5-14-5-11 FORM OF COMPLAINT
 
The public access counselor shall determine the
 
form of a formal complaint filed under this
 
chapter. (As added by P.L. 70-1999, § 5 and
 
P.L.191-1999, § 5.)
 

I.e. § 5-14-5-12 STATUTE OF LIM1TATIONS 

The filing of a formal complaint under this 
chapter does not delay the running of a statute of 
limitations that applies to a lawsuit under I.e. 5
14-1.5 or I.e. 5-14-3 concerning the subject 
matter of the complaint. (As added by P.L. 70
1999, § 5 and P.L. 191-1999, §5.).· 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIXA 

OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC ACCESS COUNSELOR ADMINISTRATIVE RULE 

62 lAC 1-1-1: DEFINITIONS 
Authority: IC 5-4-5-10 
Affected: IC 5-14-1.5; IC 5-14-3; IC 5-14-5 
Section I. The following definitions apply throughout this rule: 
(I) "Complainant" means a person who files a complaint under 5- I4-5. 
(2) "Formal complaint" means a complaint filed under IC 5- I4-5. 

62 lAC 1-1-2: FORMAL COMPLAINTS THAT HAVE 
PRIORITY; PROCEDURE 
Section 2. (a) Formal complaints may be filed with the public access counselor by hand delivery, United 
States Mail, facsimile, or electronic mail. 
(b) A complainant shall file a formal complaint on the form prescribed by the public access counselor. If 
any of the criteria for priority enumerated in section 3 of this rule are met, the complainant shall include 
the information in the complaint. 
(c) A fonnal complaint is considered received when date stamped by the office of the public access 
counselor. 
(d) If a formal complaint meets any of the criteria for priority listed under section 3 of this rule, the public 
access counselor shall issue a written advisory opinion within seven (7) days of receipt of that complaint. 

62 lAC 1-1-3 PRIORITY COMPLAINTS; CRITERIA
 
Section 3. A formal complaint has priority if one (I) of the following criteria are met:
 
(I) The complainant intends to file an action in circuit or superior court under IC 5-14- 1.5-7 to declare 
void any policy, decision, or final action of a governing body or seek an injunction that would invalidate 
any policy, decision, or final action based upon a violation of IC 5-14-1.5. A fonnal complaint must be 
filed under this subsection: 
(a) before the delivery of any wan'ants, notes, bonds, or obligations if the relief sought would have the 
effect of invalidating those warrants, notes, bonds, or obligations; or 
(b) within thirty (30) days of either: 
(i) the date of the act or failure to act complained of; or 
(ii) the date the complainant knew or should have known that the act or failure to act complained of had 
occun'ed, 
(2) The complainant has filed a complaint concerning the conduct of a meeting or an executive session of 
a publ ic agency for which notice has been posted, but the meeting or executive session has not yet taken 
place. 
(3) The complainant has filed a complaint concerning denial of access to public records and at least one 
(I) of the public records requested was sought for the purpose of presenting the public record in a 
proceeding to be conducted by another public agency. 

57 



Indiana Public Access Counselor 
llandbtHlk on Indiana's Public !\c(ess Laws 
Updated July 2013 

APPENDIX B 

CHECKLIST FOR PUBLIC AGENCIES RESPONDING TO REQUESTS FOR ACCESS TO 
OR COPIES OF PUBLIC RECORDS 

Time Periodfor Response 
If the request was made orally or a written request was hand-delivered, the public agency must
 
respond within 24 business hours after the request was received.
 
If a written request was received by the public agency by facsimile, mail, or electronic mail, the
 
publ ic agency must respond within 7 calendar days after the request was received.
 

Substance ofResponse 
Any or all of the following statements that apply to the request should be included in the 
response. If a statement does not apply, you need not include it in your response. 
(A) A statement identifying the public records maintained by the agency that will be provided in 
response to the request and the estimated date the records will be produced. 
(B) A statement indicating the record request is denied and the record will be withheld because 
the record is confidential or nondisclosable; include the statutory authority for the claim that the 
record is confidential or otherwise nondisclosable. 
(C) A statement that the public agency does not have a record responsive to the records request. 
(D) A statement that the public agency may have records responsive to the request and is in the 
process of 

(i) reviewing the agency's files; 
(ii) retrieving stored files; or 
(iii) both items (i) and (ii); 

in response to the request and an additional response will be provided on or before specific date 
to advise the requestor of the agency's progress on the request. 

Copy Fees 
Notify the requestor of the estimated copy fee, if any and whether the fee must be provided before 
the copies of public records will be produced, or if the fee can be paid upon delivery of the public 
records. 

Denial ofAccess to Any or All ofthe Public Records Requested 
If the public agency is denying access to any or all of the requested public records, the response 
should include the name and title of the person responsible for the nondisclosure of the records 
and how that person may be contacted. If the request was made in writing, or if an oral request 
was renewed in writing, any denial, even of only a portion of a record, must be made in writing 
by the public agency. 
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APPENDIXC 

SAMPLE LETTER 
Requesting Access or Copy of Public Record 

Date 

Public Official or Agency 
Title 
Address 
City, Indiana Zip Code 

Dear Public Official: 

Pursuant to the Access to Public Records Act (Ind. Code 5-14-3), I would like to (inspect or 
obtain a copy of) the following public records: 

(Be sure to describe the records sought with enough detail for the public agency to be able to 
respond.) 

I understand that if I seek a copy of this record, there may be a copying fee. Could you please 
inform me of that cost prior to making the copy? I can be reached at (phone number and/or email 
address). 

According to the statute, you have __ days to respond to this request. (If this letter was 
delivered personally to the public offiCial's office. the agency has 24 hours to respond to the 
request. If the letter is delivered by us. Mail, email or facsimile, the agency has seven days to 
respond to the request) If you choose to deny the request, you are required to respond in writing 
and state the statutory exception authorizing the withholding of all or part of the public record and 
the name and title or position of the person responsible for the denial. 

Thank you for your assistance on this matter. 

Respectfully, 
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APPENDIXD 

SAMPLE NOTICES 

Regula.' 0.' Special Meetings Open to the Public 

Meeting (or Special Meeting) of the 
Any Town City Council 
Wednesday, April 9,2008 
5:30 p.rn.
 
City Hall Meeting Room; Two North Main Street; Any Town, Indiana
 

Executive session 

Notice of Executive Session of the 
Anytown City Council 
Wednesday, April 9, 2009 
4:30 p.m.
 
City Hall Meeting Room; Two North Main Street, Anytown, Indiana
 

The Council will meet to discuss a job performance evaluation of an individual employee 
as authorized under I.e. §5-14-1.5-6.] (b)(9). 
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APPENDIXE 

Nonexclusive List of Helpful Indiana Code Statutes 

Records Access Restricted
 
4-6-9-4 Complaints and correspondence with Consumer Protection Division of the Attorney
 
General's Office are confidential with certain exceptions.
 
5-2-4-6 Criminal intelligence information is confidential.
 
5-2-9-6 County clerks' and sheriffs' information about a protected order is confidential.
 
6-1.1-35-9 All information concerning earnings, profits, losses or expenditures and which is
 
either given by a person to an assessing official is confidential.
 
6-4.1-12-12 The Department of Revenue shall not divulge any information disclosed concerning
 
inheritance taxes, with exceptions.
 
6-8.1-7-1 Department of Revenue may not divulge amount of tax paid, terms of settlement
 
agreement, investigation records/reports, or other information disclosed by reports filed under the
 
law relating to any ofthe listed taxes when it is agreed that the infonnation is to be confidential.
 
9-14-3.5-7 Personal information or social security number in connection with a motor vehicle
 
record may not be disclosed by the BMV.
 
9-26-3-4 Accident reports filed with the ISP by a driver involved in an accident are confidential.
 
10-13-3-27 Restrictions on the release of limited criminal histories.
 
31-39-1-2 Except under certain circumstances (see IC 31-39-2) juvenile court records are
 
confidential.
 
31-39-3-4 Except under certain circumstances (see IC 31-39-3-2, 31-39-3-3, and 31-39-4)
 
juvenile Jaw enforcement records are confidential.
 
35-38-1-13 Pre-sentence reports or memoranda; report of physical/mental exam are confidential,
 
except as provided by 35-38-1-13(b).
 
36-8-16-16 Unless under a court order, customer data provided to implement or update an
 
enhanced emergency telephone system may not be used or disclosed.
 

Records Specifically Required to be Disclosed
 
3-7-28-7 Voter registration lists are available for public access.
 
9-26-2-3 Accident reports filed with the Indiana State Police by a law enforcement agency
 
are disclosable public records.
 
15-5-9-4 List of dogs and names of dog owners must be made available for public inspection.
 
16-31-2-11 Ambulance report or record regarding an emergency patient that must be
 
disclosed if services provided by or under a contract with a public agency.
 
20-6.1-4-3 Contracts entered into by a teacher are open to inspection by the people of each
 
school corporation.
 
36-2-14-18 Information required to be disclosed by a coroner regarding the investigation of a
 
death.
 

Meetings
 
20-5-3-2 Limitation on location of school board meetings.
 
36-2-2-9 Limitations on the location of county commissioner meetings.
 

Fees
 
9-29-11-1 Sets a minimum of$5.00 as fee for accident reports.
 
36-2-7-10 Sets fee for county recorders.
 
33-37-5-1 Sets fees for county circuit court clerks and court records.
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APPEND1XF 

CONTACT INFORMATION FOR THE PUBLIC ACCESS COUNSELOR'S OFFICE 

If you have a question or concern about obtaining access to public meetings or to public 
records, you may contact the state's Public Access Counselor for advice or assistance. 

Public Access Counselor 
Indiana Government Center South 
402 West Washington Street, Room W470 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Toll Free: 800-228-6013 
Telephone: 317-234-0906 
Facsimile: 317-233-3091 

Email: pac@icpr.lN.gov 
Website: www.IN.gov/pac 

Handbook last updated July 2013 
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~, Glenda Ritz, NBCT 
Indiana Superintendent of Public Instruction 

Proposed Process Flow for Accountability Panel* 

Meeting 1
 

Building Background on Accountability-History
 

Federal and State Requirements
 

Lesson Learned
 

Build List of Model Elements
 

Meeting 2
 

Model Requirement Details
 

Growth Model Options
 

Presentations based on Meeting I Model Elements
 

Meeting 3 

Consider Model Options or Hybrids based on Inputs in Meeting I and 2 

Meeting 4 

Select Model Options and Begin Detailed Development 

Meeting 5 

Defining Select Model Details 

Meeting 6
 

Final Report & Recommendations
 

Meeting 7 &8
 

If Needed
 

*Process based on Rapid Staff Planning Process developed by the Department of Defense 



Glenda Ritz, NBCT 
Indiana Superintendent of Public Instruction 

Indiana 
Department of Education 

Accountability Systems Review Panel
 

Overview of Working Binder
 

TAB 1-8
 

ASRP Sessions-One for each meeting date
 

Agendas, Presentations and Notes for each meeting will be sent in advance
 

TAB 9
 

Statute, Rule & Federal Requirements
 

REA 1427
 

REA 1750
 

Indiana Code 20-31-8
 

Indiana Code 511 6.2-6
 

No Child Left Behind- NCLB
 

Federal Guidelines
 

MOD for ASRP Panel
 

TAB 10
 
Definitions
 

Key Defmitions
 

TAB 11
 

Indiana Model
 

Indiana Model Overview and Related Documents
 

Links to Models for Discussion
 



TAB 12 

Related Documents 

Accountability Model Timeline
 

Data Collections List by SEA
 

School Configurations
 

Key Deliverables- Lifecycle of an Accountability System
 

Examination ofIndiana Accountability System Report
 

No Child Left Behind-NCLB
 



Indiana 
Department of Education 

Glenda Ritz, NBCT 
Indiana Superintendent of Public Instruction 

AGENDA: Accountability System Review Panel
 

September 19, 2013
 

Working Meeting- State House Room 233
 

/10:30-10:50 Welcome and Mission and Operations of the Panel 

Co -Chairs State Superintendent Glenda Ritz & Superintendent Dr. Steve Yager 

~10:50-11:00 Open Door Law 

Legislative Services Agency StaffAttorneys 

/11:00-11:30 Historical Perspective on Indiana's Accountability System 

.; Debbie Daley, Assistant Director of Information Services 

I Amy Horton, Assistant Superintendent of Student Achievement and Improvement 

11:30-11:45 BREAK
 

J 11:45-12:45 Parameters for Model: Federal and State Requirements
 

Kirstie Andersen, Office of Legal Affairs Indiana Department of Education 

J12:45-2:00 Lessons Learned on Accountability Models (Working Lunch) 

Debbie Daley, Assistant Director of Information Services 

Amy Horton, Assistant Superintendent of Student Achievement and Improvement 

BREAK 2:00-2:15 

/2:15 Model Values 

Facilitation by Co-Chairs 

/2:45 Wrap Up, Expectations and Review ofBinder 

Facilitation by Co-Chairs 
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Glenda Rftz., NBCT 
Indiana Superintendent of PubDc lnmuction 

Accountability History 

Kc}'Points 

The Indiana Department of Educntion hns cnlculatcd Accounlnbilily for State and Fcderal
 
purposcs for sc\'cral decadcs,
 

Complexity hns incrcnscd wilh cnch rcvision.
 

Indiann hns lransitioned to Sintc and Federal Aceountabilily nlignment; one unified model.
 

NaChildlclLBchiad(l-'CtB)...ahAYf 
2OO1;~ 

"ZOll;Woil'ouallO'nd 
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• PL221 Scbool Years 1999 tbn 2011 

2IHo:.1t';";i21'fliMUb 

Perl;.. ~lSTE"'~ECA(plIIfcrmIr>cll).If.rt. 

P~pert~~~~ o.n 

PL 221 School YC:HS 1999 tbru 2011 

-Percent passing ISTEP and ECA (Performance) 

-Passing percentage improvement (Improycmcnt) 

• AYP School Years 200t tbru 2011 ..,...."'_alI""alI~ 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
,jgu Qj Q Qj 

g :J QJ QI'.' 
~ QI ~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ QI ~ g 
~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ 

~'-'.Q1.~~-~g.,-,--

~2. 

~~~ 
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AYP School Years 2001 tbru 2011 

-Goal status in foJlo"ing areas: 
-English Language Arts Performance 
-English Language Arts Participation 
-Math Performance 
-Math Participation 
-Ol.her Indicator Perforrnance(ElemenlarylMiddle School: Auendanee Rate; 
High School: Graduation Rate) 

-Safe Harbor for significant improvement 

A-F School Years 2012 thru 2013 

- Elementary/Middle School: 

"":.,....:,....::.. --:""..;:::r.;>:.
''''::=:'". ...~=:'......
-:--::.::::::r.: ~~::t::' .=_..... ~= .'...•o;.:;""..=::'.~.- ~=,;- .... 

A-F School Years 2012 thru 2013
 

- High School:
 

,"

1 __ 

~$;;;;-=--------"" 

;....~"=------~rir·· 
=:::.::..=;::.:;-~ •.-._._'-~ ",.. 

... , 
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A-F School Years 2012 tbru 2013 
oElcmcnllU)·Jl,liddle School mood primarily including following Cknl~'Ills: 

oEnglish languagc Arls
 
°Pc:rfonnancc rolc poinls
 
oSlUd~'Ilt Growth bonus and JlCIlIIlly points
 
oPlII1icip.1tion rolcpo.'1lIIhy points
 

o;\fam
 
opcrfonnancc rotc points
 
°SlUd~'Ilt Growth bonus and ",:nally points
 
oPlII1icip.1tion rolcpo.'1lIIhy points 

·High School mood primml)" lucludiug following c:l~'Ill~'IltS: 

-Engli~h language Arls 
-P~,fonn= role points 
oSlUdcntImprovcmcnl bonus and po.'JI.11ty poinls 

oMalh 
oP~"Ifomlancerale points 
-SlUd~'Illlmpro\'~'1tIcnt bonus and po.'1lIIlly poinls 

·Gtadualion
 
-Gradualionralepoints
 

-Colkge and CaR"''' Readin~-ss
 

·Collegco.ndCIII"~...,.Readincss poinls
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Glenda AJtz.. NBCT 
Indiana Superinlendent of PUNK Inm\Jc:tion 

Requirements Under Federal Law:
 
the Elementary and Secondary
 

Education Act (fiESEAJJL
 

a/k/a
 
the No Child Left Behind Act of
 

2001( flNCLBJJ )
 

An act to close the achievement gap 
with accountability, flexibility, and 

choice, so that no child is left behind. 

Basic Program Requirements 

Academic Standards, Academic Assessments, and 
Accountability 

http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/pg2.html 

1 
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Each State shall develop and implement a single, 
statewide accountability system that will be 

effective in ensuring that all local educational 
agencies, public elementary schools, and public 

secondary schools make adequate yearly progress. 

The accountability system shall: 

•	 be based on academic standards and academic 
assessments set forth in, and adopted under, 
NelB and take into account the achievement of 
all public school students; 

•	 be the same accountability system used for all 
public schools; and 

• include sanctions and rewards, such as bonuses 
and recognition, to hold schools accountable for 
student achievement and for ensuring that 
students make adequate yearly progress, as 
defined in ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C). 

Among other things, the Act requires that the 
timeline for AYP shall "ensure that not later than 
12 years after the end of the 2001-2002 school 
year, all students ... will meet or exceed the 

State's proficient level of academic achievement 
on the State's assessments ...." ESEA Sec. 

1111(b)(2)(F). 

~ Essentially, 100% of students were to be proficient 
by the end of the 2013-2014 school year. 

,,0 
~9.I.ffi,~ 
~::.:.._-
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•	 On November 14, 2011, the IDOE submitted its 
ESEA Flexibility Request, requesting flexibility 
through the waiver of several ESEA requirements, 
including the 100% proficiency requirement and 
funding restrictions. 

•	 The IDOE received approval of its waiver request 
in February of 2012. 

•	 See http://www2.ed.gov!policy/elsec/guid!esea
flexibility!map!in.html 

Highlights of the lODE's ESEA Flexibility 
Request 

A-F grading system based on an index that includes student 
achievement and growth with a focus on the growth of the 
lowest performing students. 
New performance targets for reading and math.
 
Identifying schools with the largest gaps between the
 
highest and lowest performing subgroups as "focus
 
schools" and requiring the schools to implement
 
interventions.
 
Identifying the lowest-performing schools as "priority
 
schools" and implementing interventions by the districts.
 
Increase accountability and support for the districts.
 
See http://www2.ed.gov!poliev!elsec/guid!esea

flexibility!map!in.html
 

Requirements for Accountability Under 
the Waiver 

State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, 
Accountability, and Support 
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Glenda Rttz., NBCT 
Indiana SupenntendentofPublic Inilruction 

The lODE's flexibility request is 
up for renewal ... 

• Under ESEA's flexibility requirements, a State Educational Agency 
must develop and implement a system of differentiated recognition, 
accountability, and support for alilocai educational agencies in the 
State and for all Title I schools in those LEAs. 

• The systems must look at student achievement in at least 
reading/language arts and math; graduation rates; and schooi 
performance and progress over time. 

• Once an SEA has adopted a high-quality assessment, it must take into 
account student growth. 

Set new ambitious but achievable annual measurable objectives ("AMOs") 
in at least reading/language arts and math. 
Provide incentives and recognition for success, including, if possible, 
rewarding Title Ischools making the most progress and identifying the 
schools as Title I "reward schools:' 
Effect dramatic, systematic change in the lowest-performing schools, 
identifying the schools as Title I "priority schools" and ensuring 
meaningful interventions. 
Work to close achievement gaps by identifying schools with the greatest 
achievement gaps as Title I "focus schools" and ensuring interventions 
based on reviews of the specific academic needs of the school and its 
students. 
Provide incentives and supports to ensure continuous improvement in 
Title Ischools that are not making progress in improving student 
achievement and narrowing achievement gaps. 
Build capacity to improve student learning in all schools. 
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Glenda RItz. NBCT 
lodianaSuperinlendentorpublklnltruc:tion 

Requirements Under Indiana Law 

•	 HEA 1427 amends Indiana Code ("IC") 20-31-8, 
which sets forth statutory law regarding assessing 
improvement in Indiana schools. 

•	 IC 20-31-8 requires the establishment of categories 
to designate school performance. See IC 20-31-8-3. 

•	 IC 20-31-8 requires new standards for assessing 
school performance. See IC 20-31-8-5. 

•	 IC 20-31-8 requires the promulgation of new rules 
regarding accountability. 

Establishing Categories of
 
Improvement under Indiana Law
 

•	 The State Board of Education ("SBGE") shall establish a 
number of categories to designate school performance. 

•	 The categories shall be based on an 'W' through "F" 
grading scale. 

•	 Performance is to be based on the individual student 
performance and growth to proficiency in each school. 

•	 Based on the Department of Education's findings from 
the assessment of performance and academic growth, 
the SBGE shall place each school in a category or 
designation of school performance. 

•	 See Ie 20-31-8-3; 20-31-8-3; 20-31-8-5(a). 

1 
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Requirements for New Standards of 
Assessing School Performance 

• The new standards must be based on a 
measurement of individual student academic 
performance. 

•	 The new standards must based on a 
measurement of individual student growth to 
proficiency. 

• The new standards may not be based on a 
measurement of student performance or growth 
compared to peers. 

•	 See Ie 20-31-8-5(a)(1), (2). 

Additional Statutory Considerations in 
Assessing a School's Performance 

IIPrimary and Majority Means" 
include:	 "Secondary Means" include: 

performance of a school's performance indicators 
students on the ISTEP examined by the 
program test; and Roundtable and 

recommended to the SBOE; 

recom mended by the 
other assessments 

and 

education roundtable (the benchmark and indicators 
"Roundtable") and of performance in each 
approved by the Indiana school corporation's annual 
State Board of Education performance report ("APR"). 
("SBOE"). See IC 20-31-8-1(b); 20-31
See IC 20-31-8-1(a). 8-2. 

Indiana Code and the Administrative
 
Code
 

What else did HEA 1427 require? 

2 
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• Statutes do not go into detail about how a law is 
to be applied or enforced or the procedures used. 

• Agencies that are granted rulemaking authority 
promulgate and administer the rules. 

•	 For example, the DOE and the SBOE promulgate 
rules regarding education in Indiana. 

• Title 511 of the Indiana Administrative Code 
contains the rules promulgated by the SBOE. 

• Current rules regarding the A-F system are 
codified at Chapter 6 of Article 6.2 ofTitle 511 of 
the Indiana Administrative Code ("511 lAC 6.2
6"): Assessing School Improvement and 
Performance. 

•	 Indiana Code 20-31-8-5{a) provides that the SBOE 
"shall establish new categories or designations of 
school performance ... to replace 511 lAC 6.2-6." 

• Replacing the current rule will require going 
through the rulemaking process. 

,0 
~~~~ 

What is the rulemaking process} and 
what does it have to do with us? 

3 



Emergency Rules 
Not later than November 15, 2013, 
the SBOE shall adopt emergency 
rules that cover the new A-F system. 
Emergency rules allows for the 
implementation of law while the final 
rulemaking process takes place.; 
essentially, acting as a placeholder 
until a final rule becomes effective. 
Emergency rulemaking only requires 
a vote by the SBOE. 
The emergency rules expire on the 
earlier of November 15, 2014, or the 
effective date of the final rule, 
whichever comes first. 

Final Rules 

•	 Final rules must be 
approved by the 
SBOE, the Attorney 
General, and the 
Governor, with public 
hearings and input 
from stakeholders. 

• The process usually 
takes at least one year 
from start to finish. 

Have emergency rule in place by 
November 15, 2013, and being the 
rulemaking process for the final rule 

9/19/2013
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Lessons Learned 

Glenda RItz" NBCT 
Indiana Superintendent of PUbrK Innl1J,tion 

Ovcn'icw or Lessons Learncd 

This document analyzes the experiences of those involved in previous Accountability 
projects: 

Indiana Department or Education
 
Education Associations
 
Other education stakeholders
 

Summarizing their accumulated knowledge or faetors that can promote successful 
implementation and identifying the obstacles that can hinder progress will ensure success in 
future Accountability projects. 

Policy Nccds 

There must be a balance belween policy and implementation. A robust poliey with a 
poor implementation will result in failure. A robust implementation with a weak policy 
will also result in railure. 

Transparency and communication are key to defining, de"eloping, and implementing a 
successful accountability S)'Slem. Education stakeholders should be engaged in the 
product lifecyc1e to ensure success. 

Accountability systems should be independent of a school's grade span configuration. 
There are on:r 90 different configurations in Indiana. These configurations do not neatly 
fit within the current model definitions. 

1 
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PoliC)' Needs Continued ... 

There must be a balancc bctwecn statistieal validity and simplieity Increased use of 
data points for slatistical validity \\ill increase the system complcxity. A reduction of 
data points will simplify thc systcm but could compromisc the integrity of the 
calculations. 

Rules must be consistent and equitablc for all schools. 

Employ bcst practiccs in statistical mcthodology. 

Independent data components should bc calculated and reported separately to ensurc 
transparency and trust in calculations 

De\'elopmcnt Needs 

An accountability system must havc a process for re"ie\\ing unusual circumstances and 
dctennining appropriate actions. 

World class business practices should be utilized to ensure best·practice, Adhere to a 
fonnal product development lifecycle including project managcment, business analysis, 
quality control, system pilot and formal documentation. 

Adequate mOE capacity and development time must be allotted to successfully complete 
the project. 

Implcmcntation Necds 

Success of a system is dependent upon proactive support of the field \\ith training. 
professional development and mOE internal capacity building to better support the field. 

Defmc a quality sampling plan including a list of eorporations to participate in quality 
assurance and pilot exercises. Final outcomes should be reviewed for accuracy in 
ealeulations as well as compliance with administrative rule. 

An accountability system must have a sustairunent process whieh allows for annual 
training review far new stakeholders, system monitoring, and a feedback cycle to inform 
potential re\isians 
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Olher Lessons Learned: 

Exmnple: There must be a data validation system in the school corporation in order 10 
ensure quality in the data submitted to IDOE. 

Please pro\'ide feedback on additional lessons leamed 

Amlllpt'bUjty §pkm J frrmlr 

ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM TIMELlNE? 

HU421 

flflOCl.;vo 

::':.:': FinalAdmlnl.!tat;vo 

Rulo":'&6r:o<lby 
IIo<;gmmol"lCNlfortl 

Today 

Current lSTEP / New Imp (SY 2015·2016) 
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Model Elements
 

Accountability Design
 

N on-Negotiable 

Federal Requirements 

A system that considers: 

Student achievement in at least readingllanguage arts and mathematics for all students and all 
subgroups of students identified in ESEA section llll(b)(2)(C)(v) (II) 

___ Graduation rates for all students and subgroups 

___ School performance and progress over time, including the performance and progress of all 
subgroups. (Annual Measurable Objectives, AMOs) 

___ Student growth 

State Requirements 

Categories based on an "A" through "F" grading scale to designate school performance 

___ Standards based on a measurement of individual student academic performance 

___ Standards based on a measurement of individual student growth to proficiency 

What we Value in a Model? 

Don'tDo's 



• A-F School Years 2012 thru 2013 

• Elementary/Middle School: 

Perfonnence 
% of Stud!nlS Passing the Math ISTEP, ISTAR & IMAST: 90.5% 

P_SCIio 
80.0-100% •••00 pol,"" 

05.1Hl9.9% = 3.50 polnl> 
80.0-64.9% = 3.00 pojm. 
75.8-79.9% = 2.50 polnl> 
70.8-74.9% = 2.00 polnl> 
65.o-aO.9% = '.50 poinlS 
80.0-64.9% = '.00 pojnl> 
00.0-59.9% := 0.00 poInts 

Growth 
Bottom 25% of stud!Ots with high growth: 

Bonus targ!t is ~ 44.9% 
26.9% 

Top 75% of students with high growth: 36.8% 
Bonus targ!t Is ~ 39.20/. 

Overaq .tud!nts with low growth: 33% 
P!nalty threshold Is ~ 42.4% 

Participation 
% of lowest performing students participating In Math: 99% 

Penalty threshold Is < 95% 
% of remaining students participation In Math: 99.8% 

Penalty threshold is < 95% 

Final 

PrtHmin,rv Store 

4.00 points 

Bonusll'!nelN Points 

0.00 points 

0.00 points 

0.00 points 

0.00 points 

0.00 points 

.. 
4.00 

Perfonnance
 
% of Students Passing the ElLA ISTEP.lM8B & J.MAB:
 

PoIntl Scale
 
90.1l-lOO% = •.00 points
 
85.0-88.9% • 3.60 pointe
 

80.G-84.9% = 3.00 point.
 
75.8-70.9% = 2.50 points
 
70.8-74.9% = 2.00 points
 
e5.o-e9.9~6 = 1.50 points
 

60.0-64.9% = 1.00 point'
 
00.0-59.9% =: 0.00 points
 

Growth 
Bottom 25% of stud!nts with high growth: 

Bonus target Is ~ 42.5% 
Top 75% of students with high growth: 

Bonus target Is ~ 36.2% 
Ov!raUstud!nts with low growth: 

Penalty threshold Is ~ 39.8% 

Participation 
% of lowest performing students participating In Math: 

Penalty threshold Is < 95% 
% of remaining students participation In Math: 

Penalty threshold Is < 95% 

Final 

PIfllminfN Sc9,. 

65.1% 3.50 points 

BMutlPtpdy P9'nt! 

25.3% 0.00 points 

30% 0.00 points 

38.6% 0.00 points 

100% 0.00 points 

99.8% 0.00 points 

I 3.50 .' 

Indiana~J'V!~~III~'I~I~
MAKING THEM HAPPEN. Department of Education 

Glendll Ritz, NBCT 
Indiana Superintendent of Public In' ·'On 



• A-F School Years 2012 thru 2013 

• High School: 

Performance PrtIImfn'ry SAADt 

% of Students Passing the Algebra I ~i\ and ISTAR: 89.5% 3.50 points 

Pol"'" 8001. 
90.0-100% =4.00 poin", 
86.0-llS.1l% • 3.60 poInto 
eo.Q-84.9% = 3.00 points 

75.0-79.9% = 2.50 poin", 
70.0-74.9% = 2.00 poin'" 
65.Q-89.9% = '.50 points 
eo.Q-84.9% = 1.00 poln'" 
OO.()'59.9% = 0.00 point9 

Improvament 

8'· grade to 10'" grade Improvement: 
Bonus target Is 2: 17.1% 

-3.6% 

SonuI!e"neltv PoInts 

-0.50 points 

10'· grade to 12'" grade Improvement: 
Bonus target Is 2: 62.8% 

100.0% 0.50 points 

final 3.50 po!irtS. 

Performance ~ 

4-Year Graduation Rate: 96.5% 4.00 points 
Pohttl leal. 

90.0-100% = 4.00 poInto 
85.0-ll9.9% =3.50 points 
1lO.Q-84.9% = 3.00 points 
75.0-79.9% = 2.50 poln", 
70.Q-74.9% = 2.00 poln'" 
65.0-69.9% = 1.50 poIn", 
00.0-64.9% = 1.00 poin'" 
00.0-59.9% = 0.00 poIn'" 

.Flnal .I .. ~.iIiI pointS 

Performance P1!Ifmln4ry Score 

% of Students Passing the English 10 ECA and ISTAR: 84.2% 3.00 points 
Polnto 8tlll 

90.0-100% = 4.00 pol"", 

85.0-89.9% =3.50 points 
SO.O-ll4.S'Y•• U8 polnto 

75.0-79.9% = 2.50 poln'" 
70.0-74.9% = 2.00 poin,s 

85.0-89.911 = 1.50 poi"", 
80.0-64.9% = 1.00 poin'" 

00.0-59.9% = 0.00 poln'" 

Improvement BolJUIIl'!n.1!lI PoInt! 

8'· grade to 10" grade Improvement: 
Bonus target Is 2: 10.3% 

-6.4% -0.50 points 

10" grade to 12'· grade Improvement: 
Bonus target Is 2: 59.3% 

100.0% 0.50 points 

Final 3.00 pointS . 

Performance 
Undupllcated % of graduates who passed an AP or IB Exam, or received at least 3 hours of 
college credit, or received an Industry Certification: 

Polntl SClle 

26.0-100% = 4.00 poInll 

18.4-249% = 3.00 pOints 

11.7-18.3% = 2.00 points 
5.0-11.8% = 1.50 points 

0.0·4.9% = 0.00 points 

53.7% 

Score 

4.00 points 

Final 
.. -:., 

4.ilopoltiti 

~.
 Indiana
'Y!~~.I.~'I~tg.
MAKING THEM HAPPEN. Department of Education 

Glenda Ritz, NBCT 
Indiana Superintendent of Public Instruction 



HEA 1427 A-F
 

SECTION 102. IC 20-31-8-2, AS ADDED BY P.L.1-2005, SECTION 15, IS AMENDED TO 
READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1,2013]: Sec. 2. (a) In addition to scores on the 
ISTEP program test and other assessments, the department shall use the performance indicators 
developed under section 1 of this chapter and the benchmarks and indicators of performance in 
each school corporation's annual performance report as a secondary means of assessing the 
improvement performance of each school and school corporation. 

(b) The department shall assess improvement school performance in the following manner: 
(1) Compare the academic performance and growth ofthe individual students in each 

school and each school corporation with its ewn the prior academic performance and growth of 
the individual students in the school or school corporation and not to the performance of 
other schools or school corporations. 

(2) Compare the results in the annual report under IC 20-20-8 with the benchmarks and 
indicators ofperformance established in the plan for the same school. 

(3) Compare the results for a school by comparing each student's results for each grade with 
the student's prior year results, with an adjustment for student mobility rate. The education 
roundtable shall make recommendations concerning the incorporation of a statistical adjustment 
for student mobility rates into the results. 

(4) Compare the results for a school with the state average and the ninety-fifth percentile 
level for all assessments and performance indicators. 

SECTION 103. IC 20-31-8-3, AS ADDED BY P.L.1-2005, SECTION 15, IS AMENDED TO 
READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1,2013]: Sec. 3. The state board shall establish a 
number of categories, er designations efwheel improvement using an "A" through "F" 
grading scale, to designate performance based on the improvement that a wheel makes in 
performanoe ef the measures determined by the 00ard with the ad¥iee ef the eduoation 
roundtable. +he categories er designations flffiSt reflect various le¥els ef improvement. 
individual student academic performance and growth to proficiency in each school. 

SECTION 104. IC 20-31-8-4, AS ADDED BY P.L.1-2005, SECTION 15, IS AMENDED TO 
READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2013]: Sec. 4. The state board shall place each 
school in a category or designation of school improvement performance based on the 
department's findings from the assessment ofthe improvement efeaeh wheel performance and 
academic growth under section 2 of this chapter. +he state 00ard flffiSt plaee these sohools that 
de Ret shew improvement and in whieh less than flinety percent ~ ef the students meet 
academio standards in the lewest oategory er designation. 

SECTION 105. IC 20-31-8-5 IS ADDED TO THE INDIANA CODE AS A NEW SECTION 
TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE UPON PASSAGE]: Sec. 5. (a) Not later than 
November 15,2013, the state board shall establish new categories or designations of school 
performance under the requirements ofthis chapter to replace 511 lAC 6.2-6. The new 
standards of assessing school performance: 

(1) must be based on a measurement of individual student academic performance and 
growth to proficiency; and 

(2) may not be based on a measurement of student performance or growth compared 

1 



with peers.
 
511 lAC 6.2-6 is void on the effective date of the emergency or final rules adopted under
 
this section.
 

(b) After July 1,2013, the state board: 
(1) shall adopt rules under IC 4-22-2; and 
(2) may adopt emergency rules in the manner provided in IC 4-22-2-37.1; 

to implement this chapter. 
(c) An emergency rule adopted under subsection (b) expires on the earlier of: 

(1) November 15, 2014; or 
(2) the effective date of a rule that establishes categories or designations of school 

improvement described in this section and supersedes the emergency rule. 
(d) Before beginning the rulemaking process to establish new categories or designations 

of school improvement, the state board shall report to the general assembly the proposed 
new categories or designations in an electronic format under IC 5-14-6. 

2 



First Regular Session 111 th General Assembly (1999) 

PRINTING CODE. Amendments: Whenever an existing statute (or a section of the Indiana 
Constitution) is being amended, the text of the existing provision will appear in this style type, 
additions will appear in this style type, and deletions will appear in tim ~ type: 

Additions: Whenever a new statutory provision is being enacted (or a new constitutional 
provision adopted), the text of the new provision will appear in this style type. Also, the 
word NEW will appear in that style type in the introductory clause ofeach SECTION that adds 
a new provision to the Indiana Code or the Indiana Constitution. 
Conflict reconciliation: Text in a statute in this style type orffm.1J'pe reconciles conflicts 

between statutes enacted by the 1998 General Assembly. 

HOUSE ENROLLED ACT No. 1750 

AN ACT to amend the Indiana Code concerning education. 

Be it enacted by the General Assembly ofthe State ofIndiana: 

SECTION 1. IC 20-1-1-6.3 IS AMENDED TO READ AS 
FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVEJULY 1, 1999]: Sec. 6.3. (a) As used in this 
section, "governing body" refers to the governing body of a school 
corporation. 

(b) As used in this section, "pIogIam" "plan" refers to an Indiana 
selwol: aeademic implo vetnent plOgI am established ttnder this seetion. 
a strategic and continuous school improvement and achievement 
plan developed under IC 20-10.2-3. 

te7 The board maH permit the govetning body to establish an 
Indiana sehool academie implo venlent pI OgI am 

(c) A plan must conform to the requirements of IC 20-10.2-3 
and include a professional development program that conforms to 
section 6.5 of this chapter. 

(d) The governing body may do the following for a school that 
participates in the plOgla1n. a plan: 

(1) Invoke a waiver of any rule adopted by the board texeePt a 
role adopted ttnder this seetion). in accordance with 
IC 20-10.2-3-4(b). 
(2) Develop a plan for the admission ofstudents to the school who 
do not reside in the school's attendance area but who have legal 
settlement within the school corporation. 
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fdJ (e) In approving school corporations under this section, the 
board shall consider whether the governing body has done the 
following: for patticipi'ttion in the program. 

(1) Established an Indiana sehoot aeademic impr 0 vement
 
program.
 
ffl Adopted aeademic eduei'ttion goals-:
 
f.37 Established a eOnlllltlllity - vv ide stlategy for achie ving those
 
academie goals-:
 
f47 De veloped a report eard for meastll ing a participating sehool's
 
pr ogr ess in aehie ving those academic goals-:
 
t5J Demonstrated conllnunity support for partieipation in the
 
program, including Approved a school's plan.
 
(2) Demonstrated the support of the exclusive representative
 
only for the professional development program component of
 
the plan.
 

W With the appr 0 val 'ltf the go verning body; the board tnftY 
designate a ~ school:; more than one ffi school:; m- every sehoot 
within a partieular sehoot eorpor i'ttion to partieipate tmder ~ seetion. 

(t) With the appr 0 val 'ltfthe go ver ning body; The board may waive 
any statute or rule relating to curriculum or textbook selection on 
behalf of a school m- sehoot eorporation p<'l.1tieipating tmder ~ 

section. in accordance with IC 20-10.2-3-4(c). 
tgJ Funds available for sehoot imprOvements under IC 20-10.1-26 

(tow enty -fit st eentury sehools pilot ptogtam) tnftY be expended to fund 
the program. 

tIt) (g) As part of the ptogtam, plan, the governing body may 
develop and implement a plan policy to do the following: 

(l) Allow for the transfer ofa student who resides in the school's 
attendance area but whose parent or legal guardian requests that 
the student attend another school within the school corporation of 
legal settlement. 
ffl :Mlow a sehoot that has established a pt ogt am to offer 
altemi'tti ves to participi'ttion in the pt ogt am. 
f.37 (2) Inform parents of their rights under this section. 

fi1 (h) The board shall adopt rules under IC 4-22-2 to implement this 
section. 

SECTION 2. IC 20-1-1-6.5 IS ADDED TO THE INDIANA CODE 
AS A NEW SECTION TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 
1, 1999]: Sec. 6.5. (a) As used in this section, "board" refers to the 
state board ofeducation established under section 1ofthis chapter. 

(b) As used in this section, "department" refers to the 
department of education established under IC 20-1-1.1-2. 
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(c) As used in this section, "governing body" has the meaning 
set forth in IC 20-10.1-1-5. 

(d) As used in this section, "plan" refers to an Indiana school 
academic plan established under section 6.3 of this chapter. 

(e) As used in this section, "program" refers to a professional 
development program. 

(t) As used in this section, "superintendent" has the meaning set 
forth in IC 20-10.1-1-6. 

(g) A school shall develop a program as a component of a plan 
established by the school. 

(h) The following apply to a program developed under this 
section: 

(1) The program must emphasize improvement of student 
learning and performance. 
(2) The program must be developed by the committee that 
develops the school's strategic and continuous improvement 
and achievement plan under IC 20-10.2-3-1. 
(3) The program must be integrated with the school's 
strategic and continuous improvement and achievement plan 
developed under IC 20-10.2-3. 

(i) A school committee shall submit the school's program to the 
superintendent for the superintendent's review. The 
superintendent: 

(1) shall review the plan to ensure that the program aligns 
with the school corporation's objectives, goals, and 
expectations; 
(2) may make written recommendations of modifications to 
the program to ensure alignment; and 
(3) shall return the program and any recommendations to the 
school committee. 

G) A school committee may modify the program to comply with 
recommendations made by the superintendent under subsection (i). 

(k) A school committee shall submit the program as part of its 
plan to the governing body. The governing body shall: 

(1) approve or reject the program as part ofthe plan; and 
(2) submit the program to the board as part ofthe plan for the 
school. 

(I) The board may approve a school's program only if the 
program meets the board's core principles for professional 
development and the following additional criteria: 

(1) To ensure high quality professional development, the 
program: 
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(A) is school based and collaboratively designed, and 
encourages participants to work collaboratively; 
(B) has a primary focus on state and local academic 
standards, including a focus on Core 40 subject areas; 
(C) enables teachers to improve expertise in subject 
knowledge and teaching strategies, uses of technologies, 
and other essential elements in teaching to high standards; 
(D) furthers the alignment of standards, curriculum, and 
assessments; and 
(E) includes measurement activities to ensure the transfer 
of new knowledge and skills to classroom instruction. 

(2) A variety of resources, including needs assessments, an 
analysis of data regarding student learning needs, 
professional literature, research, and school improvement 
programs, are used in developing the program. 
(3) The program supports professional development for all 
stakeholders. 
(4) The program includes ongoing professional growth 
experiences that provide adequate time and job embedded 
opportunities to support school improvement and student 
learning, including flexible time for professional development 
that provides professional development opportunities before, 
during, and after the regular school day and school year. 
(5) Under the program, teacher time for professional 
development sustains instructional coherence, participant 
involvement, and continuity for students. 
(6) The program includes effective, research based strategies 
to support ongoing developmental activities. 
(7) The program supports experiences to increase the effective 
use oftechnology to improve teaching and learning. 
(8) The program encourages diverse techniques, including 
inquiry, reflection, action research, networking, study groups, 
coaching, and evaluation. 
(9) The program includes a means for evaluating the 
effectiveness of the program and activities under the 
program. 

(m) The board shall approve an evaluation system for 
professional development based on recommendations from the 
department and the professional standards board. The department 
shall develop a means for measuring successful programs and 
activities in which schools participate. The measurements must 
include the following: 
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(1) A mechanism to identitY and develop strategies to collect 
multiple forms of data that reflect the achievement of 
expectations for all students. The data may include the results 
of ISTEP tests under IC 20-10.1-16, local tests, classroom 
work, and teacher and administrator observations. 
(2) A procedure for using collected data to make decisions. 
(3) A method ofevaluation in terms ofeducator's practice and 
student learning, including standards for effective teaching 
and effective professional development. 

(n) A school qualifies for a grant from the department when the 
school's program, developed and submitted under this section, is 
approved by the board upon recommendation of the department. 
For purposes ofdetermining whether a school qualifies for a grant 
under this chapter, the department shall: 

(1) review; 
(2) suggest changes to; and 
(3) recommend approval or rejection of; 

a school's program. 
(0) A school must use a grant received under this chapter to 

implement all or part ofthe school's program by funding activities 
that may include the following: 

(1) Partnership programs with other entities, including 
professional development schools. 
(2) Teacher leadership academies, research teams, and study 
groups. 
(3) Workshops, seminars, and site visits. 
(4) Cooperative programs with other school corporations. 
(5) National board certification for teachers. 

(p) A school may contract with private or public sector 
providers to provide professional development activities under this 
section. 

(q) A grant received under this section: 
(1) shall be expended only for the conduct of activities 
specified in the program; and 
(2) shall be coordinated with other professional development 
programs and expenditures of the school and school 
corporation. 

(r) A school shall report to the department concerning the use 
of grants received under this chapter. A school that fails to make 
a report under this section is not eligible for a subsequent grant. 

SECTION 3. IC 20-1-1.2-2 IS AMENDED TO READ AS 
FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1999]: Sec. 2. (a) A school in 
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Indiana may be accredited: 
(1) under the performance based accreditation system 
established by this chapter; or 
(2) by implementing a quality focused approach to school 
improvement such as the criteria for the Malcolm Baldrige 
National Quality Award for Education or for a national or 
regional accreditation agency that is recommended by the 
education roundtable and approved by the board. 

(b) The board shall establish the following: 
(1) A perfonnance-based accreditation system for accrediting 
schools in Indiana under this chapter. The accrcditation ~ 

adopted tinder tim chapter nn:m be the -only aeer editation ~ 

atrthor ized by the board; 

(2) A procedure for determining whether a school is making 
progress toward meeting the criteria for the Malcolm 
Baldrige National Quality Award for Education or a national 
or regional accreditation agency. 

fb7 (c) The department shall establish a schedule for accrediting 
schools under this chapter. 

SECTION 4. IC 20-1-1.2-6 IS AMENDED TO READ AS 
FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVEJULY 1, 1999]: Sec. 6. WEaeh'3ehool:~ 

sttbmit to the department the fullo~ing benelnnarks. 
tt1 6radtlation rate:
 
tz7 Attendance rate:
 
ffl fSTEP scores; tn"; for a freeway sehoot; ~ 'On a loeaHy
 
adopted aMessment pr ogtam, ifappr opr iate, inclttding the ntlmber
 
and per eentage cl' sttldents.
 

f*7 meeting an advanced standard, '(')l' 
fBJ meeting a pr oficient stalldald. 

fi7 *etttal class me: 
f57 The nttmber and peleentage cl' stttdents in the fullo\'Ving 
grottp3 '(')l' proglatns. 

f*7MmIe
 
fBJ Voeational edtleation.
 
t€7 Special edtlcation.
 
tB7 6ifted '(')l' talented.
 
$) Remediation/pre ventati vel emediation.
 
tF7 TeclnlOlogy prepatation.
 

t67 Advanced placement, incltlding the f(")llowing. 
f*7 For ad vaneed plaeement tests; the nttmbel and pel eentage 
cl' sttldents. 

ti7 ~ three ffl; futtr fi7; and f5t '(')l' 
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W participating. 
tB7 Pm' the Schola5tic Aptitudc Test; the numbcr and 
pcr ccntagc -of 5tttdcnt5. 

tt1 ttbO'V'e a dC5ignatcd proficicnt '5eOre; 

W ttbO'V'e a dC5ignatcd ad vanccd '5eOre; or 
tiiiJ participating. 

ffl €ottrse complction, inclttding the numbcr and pcrccntagc-of 
5tudcnt5 completing the follo~ing program5.
 

fA} Acadcmic ironor3 diploma.
 
tB7 €ore 46 cmr iculum.
 
t€J Vocational progratn5.
 

t87 The pcrcmtagc -of graduatc5 who ~ higher cdttcation.
 
ffl Sehool '3afety;- including the nttmbcr and pcrccntagc -of
 
5tttdcnt5 rccch ing 5u5pcn5ion or cxpttl5ion for the P055c55ion -of
 
alcohol, drugs; or vvcapon5.
 
tte7 Financial information rcle vant to pcrronnancc.
 

(b] The superintendent and board shall determine which of the 
benchmarks tmder 5ttb5cction fa] and indicators of performance 
listed in Ie 20-1-21-9 are appropriate benchmarks for performance 
based accreditation under IC 20-1-1.3-3. this chapter. 

SECTION 5. IC 20-1-1.2-7 IS AMENDED TO READ AS 
FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1999]: Sec. 7. fa] The department 
shall ffl re'V'iew the information 5ubmittcd tmder section 6 -of this 
chaptcr rclati vcto the 50cioccollollric faetor5 -ofand rC50ur CC5 a vailablc 
to that particular sehool tmder section -5 -of this chaptcr, and ffl 
determine whether the school has complied with the following legal 
standards for accreditation: 

fA} (1) Health and safety requirements.
 
tB7 (2) Minimum time requirements for school activity.
 
t€J (3) Staff-student ratio requirements.
 
fBJ (4) Curriculum offerings.
 
tEJ (5) Development and implementation of a staff evaluation
 
plan under IC 20-6.1-9.
 
fF7 (6) Development and implementation of a beginning teacher
 
internship program under IC 20-6.1-8.
 
f67 (7) Completion of a school improvement plan that:
 

tt1 (A) analyzes the strengths and weaknesses of the school; 
W (B) outlines goals of the school community to which 
school improvement activities will be directed; and 
tiiiJ (C) identifies objectives of the school and programs 
designed to achieve those objectives. 

(b] fn no 'C'V'ent may the objcctivc5 idcntificd tmder 5ttb5CCtioll 
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(a)(2)(G)(iii) be tess than the level of petformanee expeeted fur that 
selmot tmder ~ -5 oftlm ehaptet. 

SECTION 6. IC 20-1-1.2-8 IS AMENDED TO READ AS 
FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1999]: Sec. 8. (a) Ifthe department 
detennines that: 

(1) a school has complied with all of the legal standards under 
see-ti:M~ section 7 of this chapter; and 
(2) the school's perfonnance has met the expectations for that 
school in the areas described in section 6 of this chapter; 

the board shall make a detennination that the school has acquired full 
accreditation status. 

(b) The next review under this chapter ofa school described under 
subsection (a) shall be conducted no later than five (5) years after the 
board's detennination of full accreditation. 

SECTION 7. IC 20-1-1.2-9 IS AMENDED TO READ AS 
FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1999]: Sec. 9. (a) Ifthe department 
verifies that: 

(1) a school has not complied with all ofthe legal standards under 
~~ section 7 of this chapter; or 
(2) the school's perfonnance has not met the expectations for that 
school in the areas described in section 6 of this chapter; 

a review panel of at least three (3) members shall conduct an onsite 
evaluation of that school in order to make a recommendation to the 
board as to the accreditation status of that school. 

(b) The department may not publish or otherwise make available for 
public inspection any infonnation concerning a school's compliance 
with legal standards undersee-ti:M~ section 7 ofthis chapter, the 
meeting ofperfonnance expectations under section 6 of this chapter, 
the assignment of an onsite review panel under section 9 of this 
chapter, or the recommended accreditation status ofthe school until all 
onsite reviews have taken place and recommendations to the board 
concerning the accreditation status of schools have been made. 

SECTION 8. IC 20-1-1.2-11 IS AMENDED TO READ AS 
FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1999]: Sec. 11. (a) During its 
on=site onsite evaluation, a review panel shall review the following for 
a school: 

(l) Teaching practices and administrative leadership in 
instruction. 
(2) Parental and community involvement. 
(3) Implementation of the ISTEP remediation program under 
IC 20-10.1-17 and the educational opportunity program for at-risk 
children. 
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(4) The homework policy. 
(b) In addition to its review under subsection (a), the review panel 

shall verify compliance with the legal standards for accreditation set 
out in -seetron ~ section 7 of this chapter. 

SECTION 9. IC 20-1-1.3-3 IS AMENDED TO READ AS 
FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1999]: Sec. 3. The board shall 
implement the performance-based award and incentive program to 
recognize and reward schools that have exhibited relative improvement 
toward the performance benchmarks and indicators of performance 
listed in Ie 20-1-21-9 that are determined to be appropriate for the 
school by the superintendent and board. inelttding the following 
benehmalh. 

tt7 Gladtl1rlion rate:
 
tz7 Attendanee rate:
 
f.37 tSffiP ~ tmder the tSffiP plogtam or a foeaHy adopted 
assessment ploglam med by a fteeway ~ ineltlding the 
ntllMel and pel eentage 'Of sttldents. 

fA? meeting an ad vaneed standal d, or 
tB7 meeting a plofieient standald. 

ffl1retmd ehm' size; 

f57 The nmnbel and peleentage 'Of sttldents in the following 
~ or ploglatns. 

fA?AtmIe
 
tB7 Voeational edneation.
 
t€J Special edtteatioll.
 
tB16ifted or talented.
 
tE1 Remediation/pI e ventati vel emediation.
 
tF7 Teehnolog) pi epal ation.
 

t6J Ad vaneed plaeement, inelnding the fullovvillg. 
fA? For ad vaneed plaeement tests; the nnmbel and pel eentage 
'Of stndents. 

ffl seoring three ffl; fonr f47; and f5t or 
fii7 partieipating. 

tB7 For the Seholastie Aptitnde Test; the linmbet and 
peleentage 'Of stttdellts. 

ffl abo'v'e a designated pi ofieient ~ 

fii7 abo'v'e a designated ad vaneed ~ or 
fiii1 partieipating. 

ffl €onrse eOlnpletion, inelnding the lttllnbel and peleentage 'Of 
stndents eompleting the follovving ploglams.
 

fA? Aeademie honors diploma.
 
tB7 €ore ..w enn ienlnliI.
 

HEA 1750 

•
 



10 

f€7 Vocational ploglams. 
fS7 The pelcentage -of gl adtlates who pnrsne higher edtlcation. 
(97 School safety; incltlding the ntltnbel and pel centage -of 
sttldents Iecci 9ing stlspension or exptllsion for the possession -of 
alcohol, drttgs; or weapons. 
tte7 Financial infeJl tnation I cle 9ant ttl pel fOt mance. 

SECTION 10. IC 20-1-21-7 IS AMENDED TO READ AS 
FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1,2001]: Sec. 7. A report must 
contain the following: 

(1) The benchmarks and indicators of performance listed in 
section 9 ofthis chapter for each ofthe preceding three (3) years. 
(2) Additional components determined under section 8(4) of this 
chapter. 
(3) A comparison of the benchmarks described in section 9(1) 
through 9(3) of this chapter to performance based accreditation 
goals developed under IC 20-1-1.2. 
(4) Additional information or explanation that the governing body 
wishes to include, including results of assessments of students 
under programs other than the ISTEP program that a school 
corporation uses to determine if students are meeting or 
exceeding academic standards in grades that are not tested 
under the ISTEP program. 

SECTION 11. IC 20-1-21-8 IS AMENDED TO READ AS 
FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2001]: Sec. 8. The state 
superintendent and the Indiana state board ofeducation, in consultation 
with school corporations, educational organizations, and appropriate 
state agencies, and other organizations and individuals having an 
interest in education, shall develop and periodically revise the 
following for the benchmarks and indicators of performance under 
section 9 of this chapter and the additional components of the 
performance report: 

(1) Reporting procedures, including the following: 
(A) A determination of the information that a school 
corporation must compile and the information that the 
department must compile. 
(B) A determination ofthe information required on a school by 
school basis and the information required on a school 
corporation basis. 
(C) A common format suitable for publication, including 
tables, graphics, and explanatory text. 

(2) Operational definitions. 
(3) Standards for implementation. 
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(4) Additional components for the report that may be benchmarks, 
indicators of performance, or other information. 
(5) Targets identified in performance based accreditation goals 
developed under IC 20-1-1.2 for certain benchmarks and a 
reporting system that measures schools and school corporations 
against the targets. 

SECTION 12. IC 20-1-21-9, AS AMENDED BY SEA 235-1999, IS 
AMENDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1,2001]: 
Sec. 9. The report must include the following benchmarks or 
indicators of performance: 

(l) Graduation rate. 
(2) Attendance rate. 
(3) The following test scores, including the number and 
percentage ofstudents meeting academic standards: 

(A) ISTEP test scores. 
(B) Scores for assessments under IC 20-10.1-16-15, if 
appropriate. 
(C) For a freeway school, scores on a locally adopted 
assessment program, if appropriate. 

(4) Actual class size. 
(5) The number and percentage of students in the following 
groups or programs: 

(A) At risk. 
(B) Vocational education. 
(C) Special education. 
(D) Gifted or talented. 
(E) Remediation and preventive remediation. 

(6) Advanced placement, including the following: 
(A) For advanced placement tests, the number and percentage 
of students: 

(i) scoring three (3), four (4), and five (5); m and 
(ii) participating. 

(B) For the Scholastic Aptitude Test: 
(i) test scores; and 
(ii) the number and percentage of students participating. 

(7) Course completion, including the number and percentage of 
students completing the following programs: 

(A) Academic honors diploma. 
(B) Core 40 curriculum. 
(C) Vocational programs. 

(8) The percentage of graduates who pursue higher education. 
(9) School safety, including the number and percentage of 
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students receiving suspension or expulsion for the possession of 
alcohol, drugs, or weapons. 
(10) Financial information and various school cost factors 
relevant to performance. 
(11) Technology accessibility and use of technology in 
instruction. 
(12) Staff professional development, including the type and 
extent of opportunities available. 
(13) Student mobility rates. 
(14) Number and types of partnerships with the community, 
business, or higher education. 
(15) Teacher licensing, certification, and preparation, 
including the number of teachers with national board 
certification. 
(16) The percentage of grade 3 students reading at or above 
grade 3 level. 
(17) A comparison ofiSTEP scores and the dropout rate. 
(18) Other indicators ofperformance as recommended by the 
education roundtable (IC 20-1-20.5-3). 

SECTION 13. IC 20-10.2 IS ADDED TO THE INDIANA CODE 
AS A NEW ARTICLE TO READ AS FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 
1,2001 ]: 

ARTICLE 10.2. Accountability for School Performance and 
Improvement 

Chapter 1. Applicability 
Sec. 1. The provisions in this article concerning schools apply 

only to the following: 
(1) Public schools. 
(2) Except as provided in IC 20-10.2-4 and IC 20-10.2-6, 
nonpublic schools that voluntarily become accredited under 
IC 20-1-1-6. 

Chapter 2. Definitions 
Sec. 1. The definitions in this chapter apply throughout this 

article. 
Sec. 2. "Annual report" refers to the school corporation annual 

performance report required by IC 20-1-21. 
Sec. 3. "Board" has the meaning set forth in IC 20-10.1-1-17. 
Sec. 4. "Department" has the meaning set forth in 

IC 20-10.1-1-18. 
Sec. 5. "Education roundtable" refers to the education 

roundtable established by IC 20-1-20.5-3. 
Sec. 6. "Governing body" has the meaning set forth in 
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IC 20-10.1-1-5. 
Sec. 7. "Nonpublic school" has the meaning set forth in 

IC 20-10.1-1-3. 
Sec. 8. "Parent" has the meaning set forth in IC 20-10.1-1-9. 
Sec. 9. "Plan" refers to a strategic and continuous school 

improvement and achievement plan established under this article 
for a school or a school corporation. 

Sec. 10. "Public school" has the meaning set forth in 
IC 20-10.1-1-2. 

Sec. 11. "School" refers to a public or an accredited nonpublic 
school. 

Sec. 12. "School corporation" has the meaning set forth in 
IC 20-10.1-1-1. 

Sec. 13. "Superintendent" has the meaning set forth in 
IC 20-10.1-1-6. 

Chapter 3. Strategic and Continuous School Improvement and 
Achievement Plan 

Sec. 1. The principal of each school must coordinate the 
development of an initial three (3) year strategic and continuous 
school improvement and achievement plan and coordinate annual 
review of the plan. The initial plan and annual review must be 
made with input from a committee of persons interested in the 
school, including administrators, teachers, parents, and community 
and business leaders appointed by the principal. Teacher 
appointments to the committee must be made in accordance with 
IC 20-7.5-1. 

Sec. 2. (a) The committee described in section 1 ofthis chapter 
must submit a school's initial plan to the superintendent by March 
1 of the school year before the year of implementation. The 
superintendent: 

(1) shall review the plan to ensure thatthe plan aligns with the 
school corporation's objectives, goals, and expectations; 
(2) may make written recommendations of modifications to 
the plan to ensure alignment; and 
(3) shall return the plan and any recommendations to the 
school committee by April 1 ofthe school year before the year 
of implementation. 

(b) A school committee may modify the plan to comply with 
recommendations made by the superintendent under subsection 
(a). 

(c) A school committee shall sUbmit: 
(1) the plan; and 
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(2) the written recommendations of the superintendent; 
to the governing body by May 1 of the school year before the year 
of implementation. 

(d) An initial plan must be established by June 1 ofthe school 
year before the year of implementation. A plan is established by 
approval ofthe governing body. The governing body shall approve 
a plan for each school in the school corporation. When a plan is 
presented to the governing body, the governing body must either 
accept or reject the plan and may not revise the plan. A plan is 
established when written evidence of approval is attached to the 
plan. 

Sec. 3. (a) A plan: 
(1) shall lay out objectives for a three (3) year period; and 
(2) must be annually reviewed and revised to accomplish the 
achievement objectives of the school. 

(b) A plan must establish objectives for the school to achieve. 
These achievement objectives must be consistent with academic 
standards and include improvement in at least the following areas: 

(1) Attendance rate. 
(2) The percentage of students meeting academic standards 
under the ISTEP program (IC 20-10.1-16). 
(3) For a secondary school, graduation rate. 

(c) A plan must specify how and to what extent the school 
expects to make continuous improvement in all areas of the 
education system where results are measured by setting 
benchmarks for progress on an individual school basis. 

(d) A plan must note specific areas where improvement is 
needed immediately. 

Sec. 4. (a) A plan may include a request for a waiver of 
applicability of a rule or statute to a school. 

(b) The governing body may waive any rule adopted by the 
board for which a waiver is requested in a plan, except for a rule 
that is characterized as follows: 

(1) The rule relates to the health or safety of students or 
school personnel. 
(2) The rule is a special education rule under 511 lAC 7. 
(3) Suspension of the rule brings the school into 
noncompliance with federal statutes or regulations. 
(4) The rule concerns curriculum or textbooks. 

(c) Upon request ofthe governing body and pursuant to a plan, 
the board may waive for a school or a school corporation any 
statute or rule relating to the following: 
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(1) Curriculum. 
(2) Textbook selection. 

Sec. 5. (a) A plan must contain the following components for the 
school: 

(1) A list of the statutes and rules that the school wishes to 
have suspended from operation for the school. 
(2) A description of the curriculum and information 
concerning the location of a copy of the curriculum that is 
available for inspection by members ofthe public. 
(3) A description and name of the assessments that will be 
used in the school in addition to [STEP assessments. 
(4) A plan to be submitted to the governing body and made 
available to all interested members of the public in an easily 
understood format. 
(5) A provision to maximize parental participation in the 
school. 
(6) For a secondary school, a provision to do the following: 

(A) Offer courses that allow all students to become eligible 
to receive an academic honors diploma. 
(B) Encourage all students to earn an academic honors 
diploma or complete the Core 40 curriculum. 

(7) A provision to maintain a safe and disciplined learning 
environment for students and teachers. 
(8) A provision for the coordination oftechnology initiatives 
and ongoing professional development activities. 

(b) If, for a purpose other than a plan under this chapter, a 
school has developed materials that are substantially similar to a 
component listed in subsection (a), the school may substitute those 
materials for the component listed in subsection (a). 

Sec. 6. The department shall act as a clearinghouse for plans 
and make effective plans available to school corporations as models 
to use in developing and carrying out plans. 

Chapter 4. Student Educational Achievement Grants 
Sec. 1. This chapter does not apply to a nonpublic school. 
Sec. 2. As used in this chapter, "fund" refers to the student 

educational achievement fund established under section 4 of this 
chapter. 

Sec. 3. As used in this chapter, "grant" refers to a student 
educational achievement grant from the fund. 

Sec. 4. (a) The student educational achievement fund is 
established to provide funds to stimulate and recognize improved 
student performance in meeting academic standards under the 

REA 1750 

•
 



16 

ISTEP program. The fund is administered by the department. 
(b) The fund consists of appropriations from the general 

assembly. 
(c) Money in the fund at the end of a state fiscal year does not 

revert to the state general fund. 
Sec. 5. The general assembly shall determine the statewide 

amount available for grants in appropriations beginning during the 
2001-2003 biennium. The maximum amount available to a school 
is determined by referencing the number of full-time certified 
teaching positions for the school. The department, under the 
direction ofthe state superintendent, shall determine the available 
amounts and distribute the grants earned. 

Sec. 6. (a) The education roundtable shall recommend to the 
board a system for awarding and distributing grants under this 
chapter. A system recommended under this section must be based 
on graduated levels of improvement based on ISTEP program 
standards and other assessments recommended and approved by 
the education roundtable. 

(b) The department shall begin distributing grants during the 
2002-2003 school year. 

Sec.. 7. (a) The education roundtable shall study the use of 
assessment data by individual student who is assessed for purposes 
ofimplementing this chapter, analyzing student performance over 
time on various assessments, and other purposes developed by the 
roundtable. The roundtable shall make initial recommendations on 
the use of assessment data by individual student to the board by 
June 30, 2000. 

(b) Any recommendation ofthe roundtable concerning the use 
of assessment data by individual student must be tested in a pilot 
project before the recommendation may be implemented on a 
statewide basis. 

Chapter 5. Assessing Improvement 
Sec. I. (a) The performance ofa school's students on ISTEP and 

other assessments recommended by the education roundtable and 
approved by the board are the primary and majority means of 
assessing a school's improvement. 

(b) The education roundtable shall examine and make 
recommendations to the board concerning: 

(1) performance indicators that shall be used as secondary 
means of determining school progress; 
(2) expected progress levels, continuous improvement 
measures, distributional performance levels, and absolute 
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performance levels for schools; and 
(3) an orderly transition from the performance based 
accreditation system to the assessment system set forth in this 
article. 

(c) The education roundtable shall consider methods of 
measuring improvement and progress used in other states in 
developing recommendations under this section. 

(d) The education roundtable shall make recommendations to 
the board byJune 30, 2000. 

(e) The board shall adopt rules under IC 4-22-2 to implement 
the recommendations of the education roundtable by January 1, 
2001. 

Sec. 2. (a) In addition to scores on ISTEP and other assessments, 
the department shall use the performance indicators developed 
under section 1 ofthis chapter and the benchmarks and indicators 
of performance in each school corporation's annual performance 
report as secondary means of assessing the improvement of each 
school and school corporation. 

(b) The department shall assess improvement in the following 
manner: 

(1) Compare each school and each school corporation to its 
own prior performance and not to the performance of other 
schools or school corporations. 
(2) Compare the actual results in the annual report under 
IC 20-1-21 with the benchmarks and indicators of 
performance established in the plan for the same school. 
(3) Compare the results for a school by comparing each 
student's results for each grade with the student's prior year 
results, with an adjustment for student mobility rate. The 
roundtable shall make recommendations concerning the 
incorporation ofa statistical adjustment for student mobility 
rates into the results. 
(4) Compare the results for a school to the state average and 
the ninety-fifth percentile level for all assessments and 
performance indicators. 

Sec. 3. The board shall establish a number of categories or 
designations of school improvement based on the improvement 
that a school makes in performance on the measures determined 
by the board with the advice of the education roundtable. The 
categories or designations must reflect various levels of 
improvement. 

Sec. 4. The board shall place each school in a category or 
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designation of school improvement based upon the department's 
findings from the assessment of the improvement of each school 
under section 3 ofthis chapter. The board must place those schools 
that do not show improvement and in which less than ninety 
percent (90%) of the students meet academic standards in the 
lowest category or designation. 

Chapter 6. Consequences 
Sec. 1. This chapter does not apply to a nonpublic school. 
Sec. 2. (a) This section applies the first year that a school is 

placed in the lowest category or designation of school 
improvement. 

(b) The board shall place the school and the school corporation 
on notice that the school is in the lowest category or designation of 
school improvement. Upon receiving the notice, the governing body 
shall: 

(1) issue a public notice ofthe school's lack of improvement; 
and 
(2) hold a public hearing in which public testimony is received 
concerning the lack of improvement. 

(c) The committee that developed the school's plan under 
IC 20-10.2-3 shall revise the school's plan. A revision under this 
subsection may include any ofthe following: 

(1) Shifting resources. 
(2) Changing personnel. 
(3) A request to the board to appoint an outside team to 
manage the school or assist in the development ofa new plan. 

(d) If the governing body approves a request for the board to 
appoint an outside team under subsection (c)(3), the school is 
considered to be placed under section 3 of this chapter. 

Sec. 3. (a) This section applies if, in the third year after initial 
placement in the lowest category or designation, a school still 
remains in the lowest category or designation. 

(b) The board shall establish and assign an expert team to the 
school. The expert team: 

(1) must include representatives from the community or 
region that the school serves; and 
(2) may include: 

(A) school superintendents, members ofgoverning bodies, 
and teachers from school corporations that are in high 
categories or designations; and 
(B) special consultants or advisers. 

(c) The expert team shall: 

HEA 1750 

•
 



19 

(1) assist the school in revising the school's plan; and 
(2) recommend changes, including the reallocation of 
resources or requests for technical assistance, in the school 
that will promote improvement. 

Sec. 4. (a) This section applies if in the fifth year after initial 
placement in the lowest category or designation, a school still 
remains in the lowest category or designation. 

(b) The board shall do the following: 
(1) Hold at least one (1) public hearing in the school 
corporation where the school is located to consider and hear 
testimony concerning the following options for school 
improvement: 

(A) Merging the school with a nearby school that is in a 
higher category. 
(B) Assigning a special management team to operate all or 
part of the school. 
(C) The department's recommendations for improving the 
school. 
(D) Other options for school improvement expressed at the 
public hearing, including closing the school. 
(E) Revising the school's plan in any ofthe following areas: 

(i) Changes in school procedures or operations. 
(ii) Professional development. 
(iii) Intervention for individual teachers or 
administrators. 

(2) Ifthe board determines that intervention will improve the 
school, implement one (1) or more of the options listed in 
subdivision (1). 

Chapter 7. Rules 
Sec. I. The board may adopt rules under IC 4-22-2 to implement 

this article. 
SECTION 14. IC 20-10.1-26-4 IS AMENDED TO READ AS 

FOLLOWS [EFFECTIVE JULY 1,1999]: Sec. 4. A pilot program 
eligible to be funded under this chapter must include all of the 
following: 

(1) School based management models. 
(2) Parental involvement strategies. 
(3) Innovative integration of curricula, individualized education 
programs, nonstandard courses, or textbook adoption in the 
school improvement plan described under IC 20-1-1.2-7(a)(2)(G). 
IC 20-1-1.2-7(7). 
(4) Training for participants to become effective members on 
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school/community improvement councils. 
SECTION 15. THE FOLLOWING ARE REPEALED [EFFECTIVE 

JULY 1, 1999]: IC 20-1-1.2-5; IC 20-10.1-4.1. 
SECTION 16. [EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1999] (a) Before June 30, 

2000, the Indiana state board of· education (as defined in 
IC 20-10.1-1-17) shall obtain an independent evaluation ofall state 
education programs and policies for the purpose of: 

(1) strengthening the state accountability program; and 
(2) aligning the accountability program with state education 
goals as expressed in the state standards and assessment 
programs. 

(b) The evaluation must do the following: 
(1) Focus on analyzing: 

(A) whether state programs and policies are aligned with 
the state's educational goals; and 
(B) whether and to what degree each state program or 
policy produces the intended results. 

(2) Include recommendations and analysis of program 
funding compared to outcomes. 
(3) Include recommendations on how state programs or 
policies may be improved or restructured. 

SECTION 17. [EFFECTIVE UPON PASSAGE] (a) 
Notwithstanding IC 20-1-1-6.3, as amended by this act, a school 
that is designated an Indiana school academic improvement school 
on June 30, 1999, continues as an Indiana school academic 
improvement school until June 30, 2002, if the school continues to 
meet the requirements of IC 20-1-1-6.3 as it existed on June 30, 
1999. 

(b) This SECTION expires July 1,2002.
 
SECTION 18. An emergency is declared for this act.
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IC 20-31-8 
Chapter 8. Assessing Improvement 

IC 20-31-8-1 
ISTEP scores and other assessments 

Sec. 1. (a) The performance of a school's students on the ISTEP 
program test and other assessments recommended by the education 
roundtable and approved by the state board are the primary and 
majority means of assessing a school's improvement. 

(b) The education roundtable shall examine and make 
recommendations to the state board concerning: 

(I) performance indicators to be used as a secondary means of 
determining school progress; 
(2) expected progress levels, continuous improvement 
measures, distributional performance levels, and absolute 
performance levels for schools; and 
(3) an orderly transition from the performance based 
accreditation system to the assessment system set forth in this 
article. 

(c) The education roundtable shall consider methods ofmeasuring 
improvement and progress used in other states in developing 
recommendations under this section. 

(d) The education roundtable may consider: 
(1) the likelihood that a student may fail a graduation exam and 
require a graduation waiver under IC 20-32-4-4 or IC 20-32-4-5; 
and 
(2) remedial needs of students who are likely to require 
remedial work while the students attend a postsecondary 
educational institution or workforce training program; 

when making recommendations under this section. 
AsaddedbyP.L.I-2005, SEC.I5. Amended by P.L. 268-2013, SEC.4. 

IC 20-31-8-2 
Secondary means of assessing performance 

Sec. 2. (a) In addition to scores on the ISTEP program test and 
other assessments, the department shall use the performance 
indicators developed under section 1 of this chapter and the 
benchmarks and indicators of performance in each school 
corporation's annual performance report as a secondary means of 
assessing the performance of each school and school corporation. 

(b) The department shall assess school performance in the 
following manner: 

(l) Compare the academic performance and growth of the 
individual students in each school and each school corporation 
with the prior academic performance and growth of the 
individual students in the school or school corporation and not 
to the performance of other schools or school corporations. 
(2) Compare the results in the annual report under IC 20-20-8 
with the benchmarks and indicators ofperformance established 
in the plan for the same school. 



(3) Compare the results for a school by comparing each 
student's results for each grade with the student's prior year 
results, with an adjustment for student mobility rate. The 
education roundtable shall make recommendations concerning 
the incorporation ofa statistical adjustment for student mobility 
rates into the results. 
(4) Compare the results for a school with the state average and 
the ninety-fifth percentile level for all assessments and 
performance indicators. 

As added by P.L.1-2005, SEC. 15. Amended by P.L.286-2013, 
SEC. 102. 

IC 20-31-8-3 
Establishment of categories of performance 

Sec. 3. The state board shall establish a number of categories, 
using an "A" through "F" grading scale, to designate performance 
based on the individual student academic performance and growth to 
proficiency in each school. 
As added by P.L.1-2005, SEC. 15. Amended by P.L.286-2013, 
SEC. 103. 

IC 20-31-8-4 
Placement of school in category or designation of school 
performance 

Sec. 4. The state board shall place each school in a category or 
designation of school performance based on the department's 
findings from the assessment of performance and academic growth 
under section 2 of this chapter. 
As added by P.L.1-2005, SEC. 15. Amended by P.L.286-2013, 
SEC. 104. 

IC 20-31-8-4.5 
Alternative assessment methodology for schools focused exclusively 
on students with developmental, intellectual, or behavioral 
challenges 

Sec. 4.5.ln addition to other benchmarks, performance indicators, 
and accountability standards developed under this article, the state 
board shall develop alternative benchmarks, performance indicators, 
and accountability standards to be used in the assessment of schools 
that focus exclusively on providing an academic program for 
students with developmental, intellectual, or behavioral challenges. 
As added by P.L.205-2013, SEC.255. 

IC 20-31-8-5 Version a 
Establishment ofcategories or designation ofschool performance; 
replacement of existing categories or designations; basis for new 
categories or designations 

Note: This version ofsection added by P.L.286-2013, SEC.105. 
See also following version of this section added by P.L.205-2013, 
SEC.256. 



Sec. 5. (a) Not later than November 15,2013, the state board shall 
establish new categories or designations ofschool performance under 
the requirements of this chapter to replace 511 lAC 6.2-6. The new 
standards of assessing school performance: 

(1) must be based on a measurement of individual student 
academic performance and growth to proficiency; and 
(2) may not be based on a measurement ofstudent performance 
or growth compared with peers. 

511 lAC 6.2-6 is void on the effective date of the emergency or final 
rules adopted under this section. 

(b) After July 1,2013, the state board: 
(1) shall adopt rules under IC 4-22-2; and 
(2) may adopt emergency rules in the manner provided in 
IC 4-22-2-37.1; 

to implement this chapter. 
(c) An emergency rule adopted under subsection (b) expires on 

the earlier of: 
(1) November 15, 2014; or 
(2) the effective date of a rule that establishes categories or 
designations of school improvement described in this section 
and supersedes the emergency rule. 

(d) Before beginning the rulemaking process to establish new 
categories or designations of school improvement, the state board 
shall report to the general assembly the proposed new categories or 
designations in an electronic format under IC 5-14-6. 
As added by P.L.286-2013, SECl05. 

IC 20-31-8-5 Version b 
Alternative accountability system for recovery schools and 
accelerated learning centers sponsored by the state board 

Note: This version ofsection added by P.L.205-20l3, SEC256. 
See also preceding version of this section added by P.L.286-2013, 
SEClO5. 

Sec. 5. The state board shall establish an altemative accountability 
system to assess the performance of a charter school that is 
sponsored by the Indiana charter school board established by 
IC 20-24-2.1-1 and designated as a recovery school or an accelerated 
learning center. 
As added by P.L.205-2013, SEC256. 

IC 20-31-8-6 
Change in category or designation of school performance; duty of 
department 

Sec. 6. (a) This section applies to a school that has appealed the 
school's placement in a category or designation under section 4 of 
this chapter. 

(b) Ifas a result ofan appeal a school's placement in a category or 
designation under section 4 of this chapter changes, the department 
shall: 

(1) change the category or designation in the department's 



records; 
(2) notify the school of the change; and 
(3) disseminate information concerning the change in the 
school's placement in the same manner as information 
concerning the school's original placement was disseminated. 

As added by P.L.286-2013, SEC.106. 



ARTICLE 6.2. SCHOOL PERFORMANCE AND IMPROVEMENT; ACCOUNTABILITY 

Rule 1. Applicability 

511 lAC 6.2-1-1 Applicability to schools 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-7; IC 20-31-9
 

Sec. 1. The provisions in this article concerning schools apply only to the following: 
(1) Public schools. 
(2) Except as provided in IC 20-31-7 and IC 20-31-9, nonpublic schools that voluntarily become accredited under IC 20-1-1-6 
[IC 20-1 was repealed by P.L.I-2005, SECTION 240, effective July 1,2005. See IC 20-19-2-8.]. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 5I1 lAC 6.2-I-I;filedJun 28,2001,4:15 p.m.: 24 IR 3648; erratafiledJul II, 2005,10:00 a.m.: 
28IR 3307; readoptedfiled Nov 20,2007, 11:36 a.m.: 2007I2I9-IR-5I I070386RFA) 

Rule 2. Definitions 

511 lAC 6.2-2-1 Applicability 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC 20-31
 

Sec. 1. The definitions in this rule apply throughout this article. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-2-1 ;filedJun 
28, 2001, 4:15 p.m.: 24 IR 3648; readoptedfiled Nov 20, 2007, I1:36 a.m.: 20071219-IR-5I1070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-2-2 "Annual report" defined 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-20-8; IC 20-31 

Sec. 2. "Annual report" refers to the school corporation annual performance report required by IC 20-20-8. (Indiana State 
Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-2-2;filedJun 28,2001,4:15 p.m.: 24IR 3648; erratafiledJul11, 2005, 10:00 a.m.: 28IR 3307; 
readoptedfiledNov 20,2007,11:36 a.m.: 20071219-IR-511070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-2-3 "Board" defined 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC 20-18-2-9; IC 20-31
 

Sec. 3. "Board" has the meaning set forth in IC 20-10.1-1-17 [IC 20-1 0.1 was repealedby P.L.1-2005, SECTION240, effective 
July 1, 2005. See IC 20-18-2-9.]. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 5I1 lAC 6.2-2-3;filedJun 28,2001, 4:15 p.m.: 24IR 3648; 
readoptedfiledNov20, 2007, I1:36 a.m.: 20071219-IR-5I1070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-2-4 "Department" defined 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC 20-18-2-3; IC 20-31
 

Sec. 4. "Department" has the meaning set forth in IC 20-18-2-3. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-2-4; filed 
Jun 28,2001,4:15 p.m.: 24 IR 3648; erratafiledJul II, 2005, 10:00 a.m.: 28 IR 3307; readoptedfiled Nov 20,2007, I1:36 a.m.: 
20071219-IR-511070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-2-5 "Governing body" defined 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC 20-18-2-5; IC 20-31
 

Sec. 5. "Governing body" has the meaning set forth in IC 20-18-2-5. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-2-5;filed 
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Jun 28,2001, 4: 15 p.m.: 241R 3648; erratafiledJullI, 2005, 10:00 a.m.: 28 IR 3307; readoptedfiled Nov 20,2007, 1I:36 am.: 
20071219-IR-511070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-2-6 "Nonpublic school" defined 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-18-2-12; IC 20-31 

Sec. 6. "Nonpublic school" has the meaning set forth in IC 20-18-2-12. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-2-6; 
filed Jun 28, 2001, 4: 15 p.m.: 24 IR 3648; errata filed JullI, 2005, 10:00 a.m.: 28 IR 3307; readoptedfiled Nov 20,2007, 1I:36 
a.m.: 20071219-1R-511070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-2-7 "Parent" defined 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-18-2-13; IC 20-31 

Sec. 7. "Parent" has the meaning set forth in IC 20-18-2-13. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 51I lAC 6.2-2-7; filed Jun 
28, 2001, 4: 15 p.m.: 24 IR 3648; errata filed Jul11, 2005, 10:00 a.m.: 28 IR 3307; readoptedfiled Nov 20, 2007, 11:36 a.m.: 
20071219-1R-511070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-2-8 "Plan" defined 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-5 

Sec. 8. "Plan" refers to a strategic and continuous school improvement and achievement plan established under IC 20-31-5 
for a school or a school corporation. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 51IlAC 6.2-2-8;filedJun 28,2001,4: 15p.m.: 24 IR 3648; 
erratafiledJul11, 2005,10:00 a.m.: 281R 3307; readoptedfiled Nov 20,2007,11:36 a.m.: 20071219-IR-511070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-2-9 "Public school" defined 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-18-2-15; IC 20-31 

Sec. 9. "Public school" has the meaning set forth in lC 20-18-2-15. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511lAC 6. 2-2-9; filed 
Jun 28,2001,4: 15 p.m.: 24 IR 3648; erratafiled JulIl, 2005, 10:00 am.: 28 IR 3307; readoptedfiledNov 20,2007, 1I:36 a.m.: 
20071219-IR-511070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-2-10 "School" defined 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31 

Sec. 10. "School" refers to a public or an accredited nonpublic school. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-2-10; 
filedJun 28,2001,4:15 p.m.: 24 IR 3648; readoptedfiledNov 20,2007, 1I:36 am.: 20071219-IR-51I070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-2-11 "School corporation" defined 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-18-2-16; IC 20-31 

Sec. 11. "School corporation" has the meaning set forth in IC 20-18-2-16. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-2
II;filedJun 28,2001,4:15 p.m.: 24 IR 3648; erratafiledJul11, 2005, 10:00 a.m.: 28lR 3307; readoptedfiledNov 20,2007, Jl:36 
a.m.: 20071219-IR-511070386RFA) 
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511 lAC 6.2-2-12 "Superintendent" defined 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-18-2-21; IC 20-31 

Sec. 12. "Superintendent" has the meaning set forth in IC 20-18-2-21. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 IAC 6.2-2-12; 
jiled Jun 28,2001, 4: 15 p.m.: 24IR 3648; erratajiled Jul11, 2005, 10:00 a.m.: 28IR 3307; readoptedjiled Nov 20, 2007, 11:36 
a.m.: 20071219-IR-511070386RFA) 

Rule 2.5. Graduation Rate Determination 

511 lAC 6.2-2.5-1 "Cohort" defined (Expired) 

Sec. 1. (Expired under IC 4-22-2.5, effective January 1, 2011.) 

511 lAC 6.2-2.5-2 "Enrollment" defined (Expired) 

Sec. 2. (Expired under IC 4-22-2.5, effective Janumy 1, 2011.)
 

511 lAC 6.2-2.5-3 "Expected graduation year" defined (Expired)
 

Sec. 3. (Expired under IC 4-22-2.5, effective Janumy 1, 2011.)
 

511 lAC 6.2-2.5-4 "Graduation" defined 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC 20-26-13; IC 20-31; IC 20-32-5
 

Sec. 4. As used in this rule, "graduation" means the successful completion by a student of:
 
(1) a sufficient number of academic credits, or the equivalent of academic credits; and 
(2) the graduation examination or waiver process required under IC 20-32-5; 

resulting in the awarding of a high school diploma or an academic honors diploma. The term does not include the granting of a 
general educational development diploma under IC 20-20-6 {IC 20-20-6 was repealed by P.L. 7-2011, SECTION 26, effective April 
1,2011.]. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 IAC 6.2-2.5-4;jiledJuI14, 2004, 9:30 a.m.: 27 IR 4008; erratajiledJulll, 2005, 
10:00 a.m.: 28IR 3307; readoptedjiledNov 28,2011,3:20 p.m.: 20111228-IR-511110558RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-2.5-5 "Graduation rate" defined (Expired) 

Sec. 5. (Expired under IC 4-22-2.5, effective January 1, 2011.) 

511 lAC 6.2-2.5-6 "Reporting year" defined (Expired) 

Sec. 6. (Expired under IC 4-22-2.5, effective January 1, 2011.) 

511 lAC 6.2-2.5-7 "Retention" defined (Expired) 

Sec. 7. (Expired under IC 4-22-2.5, effective January 1, 2011.) 

511 lAC 6.2-2.5-8 Determination of graduation rate (Expired) 

Sec. 8. (Expired under IC 4-22-2.5, effective January 1, 2011.) 
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511 lAC 6.2-2.5-9 Calculation of graduation rate 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-26-13; IC 20-31; IC 20-33-2-28 

Sec. 9. The graduation rate for a cohort in a high school is the percentage detennined under STEP SEVEN of the following 
fonnula: 

STEP ONE: Determine the grade 9 enrollment at the beginning of the reporting year three (3) years before the reporting year 
for which the graduation rate is being detennined. 
STEP TWO: Add: 

(A) the number detennined under STEP ONE; and 
(B) the number of students who: 

(i) have enrolled in the high school after the date on which the number detennined under STEP ONE was 
detennined; and 
(ii) have the same expected graduation year as the cohort.
 

STEP THREE: Add:
 
(A) the sum detennined under STEP TWO; and 
(B) the number of retained students from earlier cohorts who became members of the cohort for whom the graduation 
rate is being detennined.
 

STEP FOUR: Add:
 
(A) the sum detennined under STEP THREE; and 
(B) the number of students who: 

(i) began the reporting year in a cohort that expects to graduate during a future reporting year; and 
(ii) graduate during the current reporting year. 

STEP FIVE: Subtract from the sum detennined under STEP FOUR the number of students who have left the cohort for any 
of the following reasons: 

(A) Transfer to another public or nonpublic school. 
(B) Removal by the student's parents under IC 20-33-2-28 to provide instruction equivalent to that given in the public 
schools. 
(C) Withdrawal because of a long tenn medical condition or death. 
(D) Detention by a law enforcement agency or the department of correction. 
(E) Placement by a court order or the division of family and children. 
(F) Enrollment in a virtual school. 
(G) Graduation before the beginning of the reporting year. 
(H) Students who have attended school in Indiana for less than one (1) year and whose location cannot be detennined. 
(I) Students who cannot be located within the boundaries ofthe school corporation and have been reported to the Indiana 
clearinghouse for missing and exploited children.
 

STEP SIX: Detennine the total number of students who have graduated during the current reporting year.
 
STEP SEVEN: Divide:
 

(A) the number detennined under STEP SIX; by 
(B) the remainder detennined under STEP FIVE. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 5II IAC 6.2-2.5-9; filed Jul 14, 2004, 9:30 a.m.: 27 IR 4009; erratafiled Jul II, 2005, 10:00 
a.m.: 28IR 3307; readoptedfiled Nov 28, 20II, 3:20 p.m.: 20II I228-IR-5I II I0558RFA) 

Rule 3. Strategic and Continuous School Improvement and Achievement Plan 

511 lAC 6.2-3-1 Plan objectives 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31; IC 20-32-5 

Sec. 1. (a) A plan: 
(1) shall lay out objectives for a three (3) year period; and 
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(2) must be annually reviewed and revised to accomplish the achievement objectives of the school. 
(b) A plan must establish objectives for the school to achieve. These achievement objectives must be consistent with academic 

standards and include improvement in at least the following areas: 
(1) Attendance rate. 
(2) The percentage of students meeting academic standards under the Indiana statewide testing for educational progress 
(ISTEP) program (IC 20-32-5). 
(3) For a secondary school, graduation rate. 
(c) A plan must specifY how and to what extent the school expects to make continuous improvement in all areas of the 

education system where results are measured by setting benchmarks for progress on an individual school basis. 
(d) A plan must note specific areas where improvement is needed immediately. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 IAC 

6.2-3-1;jiledJun 28,2001,4: 15 p.m.: 24IR 3648; erratajiledJulll, 2005, 10:00 a.m.: 28IR 3307; readoptedjiled Nov 20,2007, 
11:36 a.m.: 20071219-IR-511070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-3-2 Waivers 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31 

Sec. 2. (a) A plan may include a request for a waiver of applicability of a rule or statute to a school. 
(b) The governing body may waive any rule adopted by the board for which a waiver is requested in a plan, except for a rule 

that is characterized as follows: 
(1) The rule relates to the health or safety of students or school personnel. 
(2) The rule is a special education rule under 511 lAC 7. 
(3) Suspension of the rule brings the school into noncompliance with federal statutes or regulations. 
(4) The rule concerns curriculum or textbooks. 
(c) Upon request of the governing body and pursuant to a plan, the board may waive for a school or a school corporation any 

statute or rule relating to the following: 
(1) Curriculum. 
(2) Textbook selection. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 IAC 6.2-3-2;jiledJun 28, 2001, 4:15p.m.: 24IR3649; readoptedjiledNov20, 2007,11:36 
a.m.: 20071219-IR-511070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-3-3 Plan components 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-19-2-11; IC 20-20-31; IC 20-31 

Sec. 3. (a) A plan must contain the following components for the school: 
(1) A list ofthe statutes and rules that the school wishes to have suspended from operation for the school. 
(2) A description of the curriculum and information concerning the location of a copy of the curriculum that is available for 
inspection by members of the public. 
(3) A description and name of the assessments that will be used in the school in addition to Indiana statewide testing for 
educational progress (ISTEP) assessments. 
(4) A plan to be submitted to the governing body and made available to all interested members of the public in an easily 
understood format. 
(5) A provision to maximize parental participation in the school. 
(6) For a secondary school, a provision to do the following: 

(A) Offer courses that allow all students to become eligible to receive an academic honors diploma. 
(B) Encourage all students to earn an academic honors diploma or complete the Core 40 curriculum. 

(7) A provision to maintain a safe and disciplined learning environment for students and teachers. 
(8) A provision for the coordination of technology initiatives. 
(9) A professional development program pursuant to IC 20-19-2-11 and IC 20-20-31. The professional development program 
should include the following: 
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(A) A narrative that includes the following: 
(i) A summary of analysis of data regarding student learning. 
(ii) Strategies, programs, and services to address student learning needs. 
(iii) Activities to implement the strategies, programs, and services. 
(iv) Evaluation that will be conducted ofthe impact of the activities. 

(B) An assurance that the program complies with the board's core principles for professional development. 
(10) The professional development program must be signed by the exclusive representative as indication of support only for 
the professional development program component of the plan. 
(b) If, for a purpose other than a plan under this rule, a school has developed materials that are substantially similar to a 

component listed in subsection (a), the school may substitute those materials for the component listed in subsection (a). (Indiana State 
Board o/Education; 511 IAC 6.2-3-3;filedJun 28,2001,4:15 p.m.: 24IR 3649; erratafiledJulll, 2005, 10:00 a.m.: 28IR 3307; 
readoptedfiledNov20, 2007,11:36 a.m.: 20071219-IR-511070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-3-4 Additional information 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31 

Sec. 4. In order to have a more complete strategic planning process and a written plan that is free from gaps, a school may 
include, but is not required to include, additional information, including, without limitation, the following: 

(1) A narrative description ofthe school, the community, and the educational programs. 
(2) A statement of mission, vision, and beliefs. 
(3) Data, including graphs, from the annual performance report. 
(4) Data related to performance indicators other than those included in the annual performance report. 
(5) Other information about educational programming and the learning environment. 
(6) Information about how the school's curriculum and instructional strategies support the achievement ofIndiana academic 
standards. 
(7) Analysis of student achievement based on Indiana statewide testing for educational progress plus (ISTEP+) and other 
assessment strategies. 
(8) Proposed interventions based on school improvement goals. 

(Indiana State Board o/Education; 511 IAC 6.2-3-4;filedJun 28,2001,4:15 p.m.: 24IR 3649; readoptedfiledNov 20,2007,11:36 
a.m.: 20071219-IR-511070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-3-5 Plan development 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31 

Sec. 5. (a) A plan must be submitted to the department by June 30 of the school year before the year of implementation. 
(b) The department shall act as a clearinghouse for plans and make effective plans available to school corporations as models 

to use in developing and carrying out plans. (Indiana State Board 0/Education; 511 IAC 6. 2-3-5; filed Jun 28,2001,4: 15 p.m.: 24 
IR 3650; readoptedfiled Nov 20, 2007, 11:36 a.m.: 20071219-IR-511070386RFA) 

Rule 3.1. Reading Plan 

511 lAC 6.2-3.1-1 Definitions 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-32-8.5-4 
Affected: IC 20-31; IC 20-32-8.5 

Sec. 1. The following definitions apply throughout this rule: 
(1) "Core reading program" means a scientifically-based program that provides a scope and sequence that scaffolds instruction 
in accordance with state academic standards. 
(2) "Dedicated time" means that scientifically-based reading research is the primary basis for the instruction provided during 
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that time period. 
(3) "Differentiated instruction" means the process of matching instruction to meet the different needs of students. 
(4) "English learner" means a student whose native language is not English and who is classified as a Level 1-4 limited English 
proficient or Level 5 fluent English proficient based on the LAS Links English proficiency assessment. 
(5) "Individual learning plan" means the record keeping document developed for each English leamer, outlining the student's 
level of English proficiency and instructional and assessment adaptations. 
(6) "IREAD-3" is the reading test approved by the board to test reading proficiency. 
(7) "Job-embedded time" means professional development that occurs during the course of the work day. 
(8) "Parent-guided home reading program" means a guidebook on how to promote reading at home. 
(9) "Principles ofresponse to instruction" means the systemic process ofmeeting the educational needs ofall students through 
the following: 

(A) Professional accountability to ensure delivery of scientific research-based core curriculum and instruction. 
(B) Ongoing monitoring of student data to assess instruction effectiveness. 
(C) Determination and delivery of targeted and intensive individualized student supports.
 

Response to instruction guidance is available at the department's website.
 
(10) "Reading deficiency" means reading at a level not equivalent to grade-level reading proficiency. 
(11) "Reading instruction" means instruction on the five (5) components of scientifically-based reading, which includes the 
following: 

(A) Phonics. 
(B) Phonemic awareness. 
(C) Fluency. 
(D) Vocabulary. 
(E) Comprehension. 

(12) "Scaffolding" means instruction that builds on a student's prior knowledge and internalizes new information. 
(13) "Scientifically-based reading research" means research that includes the following: 

(A) Scientific methods with an emphasis on experimental control or comparison groups. 
(B) Replication of results, using multiple studies by different investigators. 
(C) Ability to generalize results from one (1) sample to other children in the general population. 
(D) Fulfillment of rigorous standards with an emphasis on peer review. 
(E) Consistency of results between studies. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-3.I-I;jiled Mar 25, 2011, 10:26 a.m.: 20110420-IR-511100635FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-3.1-2 Applicability 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-32-8.5-4 
Affected: IC 20-24-8-5; IC 20-26-15; IC 20-31; IC 20-32-8; IC 20-32-8.5; IC 20-35-5; IC 36-1-7 

Sec. 2. (a) This rule applies to: 
(I) elementary schools, including charter schools as set forth under IC 20-24-8-5(18), with exemptions for charter schools 
noted; 
(2) elementary schools organized by an interlocal agreement underIC 36-1-7; 
(3) special education cooperative organized under IC 20-35-5; and 
(4) accredited nonpublic school under IC 20-26-15 or 511 lAC 6.1-1-1. 
(b) A school is an elementary school under this rule if any students in the school attend kindergarten, first, second, or third 

grade. 
(c) Each school shall submit the details of a reading plan that includes components set forth in section 3 of this rule to the 

department on the June 30 before the school year of implementation. 
(d) If an entity under subsection (a) receives funding under IC 20-32-8, the entity shall prioritize that funding on resources for 

students who have a reading deficiency in grades 1 through 3. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-3.1-2;jiled Mar 25, 
2011, 10:26 a.m.: 20110420-IR-511100635FRA;jiled Mar 21,2012, 11:28 a.m.: 20120418-IR-511110561FRA) 
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511 lAC 6.2-3.1-3 Reading plan; components 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-32-8.5-4 
Affected: IC 20-20-31; IC 20-31; IC 20-32-8.5 

Sec. 3. (a) A reading plan includes the following: 
(1) Membership of the reading leadership team. 
(2) Measurable student achievement goals for each grade level. 
(3) Reading instruction in accordance with section 4 ofthis rule. 
(4) Details of the manner in which the school plans to use formative and summative assessments for the following: 

(A) Students in kindergarten through grade 2 that measure the following: 
(i) Phonemic awareness. 
(ii) Phonics. 
(iii) Fluency. 
(iv) Vocabulary. 
(v) Comprehension. 

(B) Students in grade 3 and higher that measure vocabulary and comprehension in relation to content knowledge. 
(5) Intervention in accordance with section 5 of this rule. 
(6) A requirement that all students taking ISTEP and IMAST assessments take the IREAD-3 assessment. 
(7) Beginning with the 2012-2013 school year, retention ofa student in grade 3 ifthe student does not achieve a passing score 
on the IREAD-3 assessment during the previous school year or during a subsequent attempt at passing IREAD-3. The student 
shall not be retained if one (1) of the following applies to the student: 

(A) The student has been retained two (2) times prior to promotion to grade 4. 
(B) The student has a disability and a case conference committee has determined that promotion is appropriate. 
(C) The student is an English learner and a committee consisting of: 

(i) the student's parent; 
(ii) a building level administrator or designee; 
(iii) a classroom teacher of service; 
(iv) an English learner teacher, if one exists; and 
(v) an English learner district administrator, if one exists; 

determines that promotion is appropriate based on the implementation of researched-based instructional practices 
outlined in the student's individual learning plan. 

(8) Promotion of students retained under subdivision (6) when the student achieves grade-level reading proficiency as 
demonstrated by passing IREAD-3. 
(9) Professional development for teachers that includes the following: 

(A) Utilizing assessment data to target the measurable student achievement goals for each grade level. 
(B) Development differentiated for teachers based on classroom data. 
(C) Development ofmodel classrooms within the school. 
(D) When possible, job-embedded time for professional development and collaboration. 

(10) A monitoring plan that evaluates the implementation ofthe reading plan. 
(b) A reading plan for a charter school will be collected by a charter school's sponsor, and must include the general information 

required in this section, but does not need to meet the form prescribed by the department. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 
lAC 6.2-3.1-3; filed Mar 25,2011, 10:26 a.m.: 20110420-1R-511100635FRA; filed Mar 21,2012, 11:28 a.m.: 20120418-IR
511110561FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-3.1-4 Reading plan; instruction 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-32-8.5-4 
Affected: IC 20-31; IC 20-32-8.5 

Sec. 4. (a) Reading instruction for all students in kindergarten through third grade must include the following: 
(1) A research-based core reading program that provides a scope and sequence in order to scaffold the instruction of 
scientifically-based reading, including the following: 
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(A) Phonemic awareness. 
(B) Phonics. 
(C) Fluency. 
(D) Vocabulary 
(E) Comprehension. 

(2) A dedicated, uninterrupted minimum ninety (90) minute block of time daily to all students. The time must include whole 
group instruction using a core reading program and small-group differentiated instruction. Half-day kindergarten programs 
must provide ninety (90) minutes of instruction but do not have to provide the instruction during an uninterrupted block of 
time. The following exemptions apply: 

(A) charter schools are exempt from this subdivision; and 
(B) public schools and accredited nonpublic schools in which ninety percent (90%) of students pass IREAD-3 are 
exempt from this subdivision. 

(b) A school is not required to offer a research-based core reading program under subsection (a)(1) if: 
(1) the state board determines that the school falls within one (1) ofthe top two (2) performance categories under 511 lAC 6.2
6-5; and 
(2) ninety percent (90%) ofstudents pass IREAD-3 during the school year immediately preceding the submission ofthe plan. 
(c) A sponsor of a charter school whose students do not pass IREAD-3 at ninety percent (90%) or higher shall require that 

charter school to implement scientifically-based reading instruction. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 IAC 6.2-3. 1-4; jiled 
Mar25, 2011, 10:26 a.m.: 20110420-IR-511 I00635FRA;jiled Mar 21,2012, 11:28 a.m.: 20120418-IR-511 110561FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-3.1-5 Reading plan; intervention 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-32-8.5-4 
Affected: IC 20-31; IC 20-32-8.5 

Sec. 5. (a) A school shall intervene with students who have reading deficiency as determined by assessment results. 
(b) Intervention for students prior to the retention determination under section 3(a)(6) [section 3(6)Jofthis rule must include, 

but is not limited to, the following types of remediation: 
(1) Research-based materials that address reading deficiencies as determined by the assessment results. 
(2) Principles of response to instruction. 
(c) If a school intervenes, the school shall notifY and involve the student's parent or guardian. The notice must include the 

following: 
(1) A description and explanation of the deficiency. 
(2) Proposed supplemental instruction services. 
(3) Strategies for parents to use to assist the student. 
(4) Notice that the student will be retained if the student does not achieve a passing score on the IREAD-3 assessment. 
(d) Intervention for students retained under section 3(a)(6) [section 3(6)] of this rule must include, but is not limited to, the 

following types of remediation: 
(1) Scientifically-based reading strategies that meet the student's needs. 
(2) Instruction by an effective teacher as measured by student performance results. 
(3) At least ninety (90) minutes of reading instruction each school day. 
(4) At least one (1) of the following instructional options: 

(A) Tutoring before or after school. 
(B) Parent workshops and a parent-guided home reading program. 
(C) A mentor or tutor with specialized reading training and may include volunteers or school staff. 
(D) Extended-day programs. 
(E) Supplemental instruction services. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 IAC 6.2-3.1-5; jiled Mar 25, 2011, 10:26 a.m.: 20110420-IR-511100635FRA) 

Rule 4. Professional Development Program 
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511 lAC 6.2-4-1 "Program" defined 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-11; IC 20-20-31 
Affected: IC 20-31-5 

Sec. 1. As used in this rule, "program" refers to a professional development program developed pursuant to IC 20-19-2-11 and 
IC 20-20-31-1. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 5II lAC 6. 2-4-1; filed Aug 28,2001, II:20 a.m.: 25IR 82; erratafiled Jul II, 
2005, 10:00 a.m.: 28 IR 3307; readoptedfiled Nov 20, 2007, 11:36 a.m.: 20071219-IR-51 I070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-4-2 Program approval 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-11; IC 20-20-31 
Affected: IC 20-31-5-1 

Sec. 2. (a) In approving a program, the board shall consider whether the governing body has done the following: 
(I) Approved a school's plan. 
(2) Demonstrated the support of the exclusive representative only for the professional development program component of 
the plan. 
(b) The following apply to a program developed under this section: 
(1) The program must emphasize improvement of student learning and performance. 
(2) The program must be developed by the committee that develops the school's strategic and continuous improvement and 
achievement plan under IC 20-31-5-1 and 511 lAC 6.2-3. 
(3) The program must be integrated with the school's strategic and continuous improvement and achievement plan developed 
underIC 20-31-5 and 511 lAC 6.2-3. 
(c) The board may approve a school's program only if the program meets the board's core principles for professional 

development and the following additional criteria: 
(1) To ensure high quality professional development, the program: 

(A) is school based and collaboratively designed, and encourages participants to work collaboratively; 
(B) has a primary focus on state and local academic standards, including a focus on Core 40 subject areas; 
(C) enables teachers to improve expertise in subject knowledge and teaching strategies, uses oftechnologies, and other 
essential elements in teaching to high standards; 
(D) furthers the alignment of standards, curriculum, and assessments; and 
(E) includes measurement activities to ensure the transfer of new knowledge and skills to classroom instruction. 

(2) A variety of resources, including needs assessments, an analysis of data regarding student learning needs, professional 
literature, research, and school improvement programs, are used in developing the program. 
(3) The program supports professional development for all stakeholders. 
(4) The program includes ongoing professional growth experiences that provide adequate time andjob embedded opportunities 
to support school improvement and student learning, including flexible time for professional development that provides 
professional development opportunities before, during, and after the regular school day and school year. 
(5) Under the program, teacher time for professional development sustains instructional coherence, participant involvement, 
and continuity for students. 
(6) The program includes effective, research-based strategies to support ongoing developmental activities. 
(7) The program supports experiences to increase the effective use of technology to improve teaching and learning. 
(8) The program encourages diverse techniques, including inquiry, reflection, action research, networking, study groups, 
coaching, and evaluation. 
(9) The program includes a means for evaluating the effectiveness of the program and activities under the program. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 5II IAC 6.2-4-2;filedAug 28,2001, II:20 a.m.: 25IR 82; erratafiledJul II, 2005, 10:00 a.m.: 
28IR 3307; readoptedfiled Nov 20, 2007, II :36 a.m.: 20071219-IR-5II 070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-4-3 Core principles of professional development 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-11; IC 20-20-31 
Affected: IC 20-31-5 
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Sec. 3. The following are core principles of professional development: 
(1) Professional development programs will address issues that are relevant to the priorities of education improvement and 
reflect the knowledge base of the profession by doing the following: 

(A) Reflecting research-based approaches to effective adult learning, student learning, and organizational change to 
support ongoing developmental activities. While tapping educators'life experiences and drawing on the knowledge base 
from effective research, a variety of modes of learning are used to foster self-directed professional development 
opportunities. 
(B) Integrating education improvement priorities. Consistent and continuous links are made with the school 
improvement plan, the Indiana professional standards board, and the Indiana state board of education policy. 
(C) Incorporating both discipline-specific and interdisciplinary approaches to teaching, assessment, and preparation for 
the world ofwork. Professional growth experiences enhance educators' knowledge within and across subject areas and 
their ability to foster and assess students' problem solving and critical thinking skills. 
(D) Including explicit strategies for setting high expectations and meeting the diverse learning needs of all students. 
Training activities increase educators' capacity to implement developmentally-appropriate practices to establish 
challenging learning goals and respond to the uniqueness of each student. 
(E) Receiving adequate resources. Every public school in Indiana must receive the financial resources and support 
services needed to provide the most effective professional development program, as described within these principles. 

(2) Professional development program will engage educators in an effective learning process that impacts practice by doing 
the following: 

(A) Actively involving participants in program design, delivery, and implementation. Professional growth opportunities 
reflect educators' needs as determined from multiple data sources grounded in and linked with the school improvement 
plan. All stakeholders shall be engaged in meaningful job-embedded opportunities to effectively support practice that 
lead to improved student learning. 
(B) Promoting multiple strategies that model recommended strategies. Opportunities for professional development 
incorporate varied approaches, such as theory, demonstration, reflection, practice, mentoring, technology applications, 
and peer dialogue and coaching. 
(C) Incorporating follow-up activities that are sustained overtime and provide educators with ongoing feedback. The 
professional development program provides a range ofopportunities for staffto integrate the new strategies into their 
work with children through practice, feedback, and reflection. 
(D) Continuously evaluating impact on educators' practice and student learning. The effectiveness of professional 
development is determined by its impact on staff performance and student learning. 

(3) Professional development programs will contribute to developing an environment that support educators' professional 
growth by doing the following: 

(A) Fostering collegiality and collaboration. Professional growth opportunities encourage staffto build a community 
of educators, parents, business, and community partners who exchange ideas for innovation, cooperate in developing 
curricula, and discuss approaches to strengthening student learning by focusing on the school community as a culture 
of inquiry. 
(B) Building capacity through a continuum of ongoing improvement activities. Professional development activities 
maintain a focus on the improvement ofpractices that increase student learning and link to the school improvement plan 
and the standards developed by the Indiana professional standards board and the Indiana state board ofeducation policy. 
(C) Integrating staffdevelopment into educators' practice. The professional development program incorporates supports 
for staff to implement newly acquired strategies and assess them for their impact on student learning. 
(D) Encouraging innovation and risk-taking. As a result of staff development activities, the school community 
recognizes the need for action research which assists educators, leading toward innovations improving student learning. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 IAC 6.2-4-3;jiledAug 28,2001, 11:20 a.m.: 25 IR 83; readoptedjiledNov 20,2007, 11:36 
a.m.: 200712I9-IR-511070386RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-4-4 Grant requirements 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-11; IC 20-20-31 
Affected: IC 20-31-5 
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Sec. 4. A grant received under IC 20-20-31 and this rule: 
(1) shall be expended only for the conduct of activities specified in the program; and 
(2) shall be coordinated with other professional development programs and expenditures ofthe school and school corporation. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 IAC 6.2-4-4;filedAug 28,2001,11:20 a.m.: 25 IR 84; erratafiledlull1, 2005,10:00 a.m.: 
28 IR 3307; readoptedfiled Nov 20, 2007, 11:36 a.m.: 20071219-IR-511070386RFA) 

Rule 5. (Reserved) 

Rule 6. Assessing School Improvement and Performance 

511 lAC 6.2-6-0.5 Definitions 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-26-13-6; IC 20-31-8; IC 20-32-4-4; IC 20-32-4-5; IC 20-36-3-2 

Sec. 0.5. The following definitions apply throughout this rule: 
(1) "Advanced placement examination" or "AP exam" means the examination defined in IC 20-36-3-2. 
(2) "Algebra I end of course assessment" means the assessment required under 511 lAC 5-2-3(b)(4)(A). 
(3) "College credit" means credit awarded by a regionally accredited postsecondary institution in a department approved liberal 
arts or career or technical education dual credit course verifiable by a transcript. 
(4) "Elementary feeder school" means an elementary school having any combination ofkindergarten, grade 1, or grade 2. 
(5) "Elementary school" means a school that includes: 

(A) grade 1, 2, or 3; 
(B) grade 1,2, or 3 in combination with other grades; or 
(C) any school that has a grade 6 as its highest grade. 

(6) "English 10 end of course assessment" means the assessment required under 511 lAC 5-2-3(b)(4)(B). 
(7) "General diploma" means a diploma awarded pursuant to the minimum graduation requirements established in 511 lAC 
6-7.1-4. 
(8) "Grade 8 English/language arts test" means the English language arts test required under 511 lAC 5-2-3(b)(1) for grade 
8 administered through ISTEP+, !MAST, or ISTAR. 
(9) "Grade 8 mathematics test" means the mathematics test required under 511 lAC 5-2-3(b)(1) for grade 8 administered 
through ISTEP+, !MAST, or ISTAR. 
(10) "Grade 10 cohort" means the class of students who are in their second year of high school. 
(11) "Graduation cohort" means a class of students that is: 

(A) considered to have entered grade 9 in the same year; and 
(B) expected to graduate three (3) years after entering grade 9. 

(12) "Graduation rate" has the meaning set forth in IC 20-26-13-6. 
(13) "High growth" means student growth that is equal to or greater than the sixty-sixth percentile. 
(14) "High school" means a school with grade 9, 10, 11, and/or 12. 
(15) "High school feeder school" means a high school with grade 9 only. 
(16) "!MAST" means the Indiana modified achievement standard test. 
(17) "Industry certification" means a certificate or credential that is: 

(A) developed or supported by business and industry to verify student mastery oftechnical skills competencies in an 
occupational area; and 
(B) approved by the department. 

(18) "International Baccalaureate exam" or "IB exam" means the examination created and administered by International 
Baccalaureate, a nonprofit educational foundation headquartered at Route des Morillons 15, Grand-Saconnex, Geneve, CH
1218, Switzerland. 
(19) "ISTAR" means the Indiana standards tool for alternate reporting. 
(20) "Limited English Proficient" shall have the definition provided in the No Child Left Behind Act of2001, 20 U.S.c. 7801 
(25), ofTitIe IX, and means, when used with respect to an individual, an individual who: 

(A) is aged 3 through 21; 
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(B) is enrolled or preparing to enroll in an elementary school or secondary school;
 
(C)(i) was not born in the United States or whose native language is a language other than English;
 
(ii)(I) is a Native American or Alaska Native, or a native resident of the outlying areas; and
 
(2) comes from an environment where a language other than English has had a significant impact on the individual's 
level of English language proficiency; or 
(iii) is migratory, whose native language is a language other than English, and who comes from an environment where 
a language other than English is dominant; and 
(D) whose difficulties in speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the English language may be sufficient to deny 
the individual: 
(i) the ability to meet the State's proficient level of achievement on State assessments described in section 1111(b)(3); 
(ii) the ability to successfully achieve in classrooms where the language of instruction is English; or 
(iii) the opportunity to participate fully in society. 

(21) "Low growth" means student growth that is equal to or less than the thirty-fourth percentile. 
(22) "Mandatory annual assessments" means the assessments required under 511 lAC 5-2-3(b), and any alternatives to those 
assessment instruments including 1STAR and the IMAST. 
(23) "Middle school" means a school that includes any grades or combination of grades that is not defined as an elementary 
school or a high school. 
(24) "Performance and improvement category" means the letter grade assigned to a school based on student performance and 
improvement on the mandatory annual assessments and other criteria established in this rule. 
(25) "Receiving school" means an elementary school or a high school that has at least thirty (30) students who were enrolled 
in the: 

(A) feeder school for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days in the year preceding the year being assessed; and 
(B) receiving school for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days in the year being assessed. 

(26) "School" refers to any public, nonpublic, or charter school that the board is required to place in a performance and 
improvement category. 
(27) "Small elementary school" means an elementary school that has fewer than thirty (30) students who: 

(A) were enrolled for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days in the year being assessed; 
(B) were assessed on ISTEP+, IMAST, or ISTAR English/language arts and mathematics; 
(C) obtained a valid test result; and 
(D) were not excluded based on being a Limited English Proficient student that has been enrolled in school in the United 
States for less than 12 months. 

(28) "Small high school" means a high school that: 
(A) does not offer grade 12; and 
(B) has fewer than thirty (30) students in the grade 10 cohort who were: 

(i) enrolled for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days in the year being assessed; 
(ii) tested on both the English 10 and Algebra I end of course assessments or 1STAR; and 
(iii) not excluded based on being a Limited English Proficient student that has been enrolled in school in the 
United States for less than 12 months. 

(29) "Waiver diploma" means a diploma awarded pursuant to the alternative graduation requirements in IC 20-32-4-4 or IC 
20-32-4-5. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6. 2-6-0. 5; jiled Apr 16,2012,3:45 p.m.: 20120516-IR-511110051FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-1 Relationship to academic standards 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-19-4-2; IC 20-24; IC 20-26-15-6; IC 20-31-8; IC 20-32-5; IC 20-32-8 

Sec. 1. New more rigorous, clear, and concise academic standards were adopted in 2000 in mathematics and language arts. 
These standards will first be tested in 2002 for grades 3, 6, and 8 and in 2004 for grade 10. The scores to pass these tests will be set 
at the levels necessary for students to demonstrate solid academic performance on the standards. These scores will not be set or 
skewed for the reason to cause more or fewer students to pass or more or fewer schools to rise or fall in category placements. The 
education roundtable may recommend and the board may set additional higher levels of proficiency to encourage increased 
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achievement for advanced students. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 5IIIAC 6.2-6-1 ;jiledFeb 20, 2002, 10:55 a. m.: 25IR 2227; 
readoptedjiled Nov 12,2008,10:15 a.m.: 20081203-IR-511080524RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-2 Primary indicators of improvement and performance; required administration of mandatory annual 
assessments (Expired) 

Sec. 2. (Expired under IC 4-22-2.5, effective January 1, 2009.) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-3	 Requirements for mandatory annual assessments; state provided tests; approval oflocally adopted tests 
at certain grade levels (Expired) 

Sec. 3. (Expired under IC 4-22-2.5, effective January 1, 2009.) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-4 School performance and improvement categories; placement of school and school corporation in 
categories; growth percentages and passing rate targets 

Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-8 

Sec. 4. (a) The board annually shall place a school and school corporation in a school performance and improvement category 
based on results of mandatory annual assessments and other criteria as set forth in this rule. 

(b) Beginning with the 2011-12 school year, performance and improvement categories shall be designated by the letter grades 
A, B, C, D, and F as determined under this rule. 

(c) Beginning with the 2011-2012 school year and until the board determines new targets and scoring weights in accordance 
with this rule, the targets and scoring weights set forth in this rule shall be utilized in the determination of school and school 
corporation performance and improvement categories. 

(d) For each ofthe 2012-13, 2013-14, and 2014-15 school years, the board shall do the following: 
(1) Increase the weight ofthe college and career readiness score by at least five (5) percentage points and reduce the weight 
ofthe English 10 and Algebra I end ofcourse assessment scores equally to correspond to the increase in the college and career 
readiness score so that the total for the combined weights equals 1.0. By 2014-15, the weight afforded the college and career 
readiness score shall be at least .30. 
(2) Establish new target percentages for the following: 

(A) Section 5.3(h)(2)(C) of this rule. 
(B) Section 5.3(m)(2)(C) ofthis rule. 
(C) Section 53(s)(2)(B) ofthis rule. 

(e) Except as otherwise provided in this rule, at least every three (3) years the board shall review and, if necessary, establish 
the following: 

(1) New targets for the following: 
(A) Section 5.1 ofthis rule. 
(B) Section 5.2 ofthis rule. 
(C) Section 53 ofthis rule. 

(2) New weights for the following: 
(A) English 10 and Algebra I end of course assessment scores. 
(B) Graduation rate scores. 
(C) College and career readiness scores. 

(f) New targets and scoring weights shall be published on the department's website no later than December 31 of the school 
year in which the new targets and weights will be applied. 

(g) A school that includes elementary and middle school grades but not high school grades will receive a single performance 
and improvement category grade under this rule. 

(h) A school that includes elementary or middle school grades and high school grades will receive a single performance and 
improvement category grade as described in subsections (i) through (k). 

(i) The performance and improvement category grade for a school described in subsection (h) shall be based on the elementary, 
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middle, and high school scores weighted by the percentages determined by the following: 
(1) The number of students enrolled in grades 3 through 8 as reported for pupil enrollment (PE report) divided by the sum of
 
the number of students reported on the PE report for grades 3 through 8 and the cohorts for grades 9 through 12.
 
(2) The number of students in the cohorts for grades 9 through 12 as reported on the PE report divided by the sum of the
 
number of students reported on the PE report for grades 3 through 8 and the cohorts for grades 9 through 12.
 
mA school's performance and improvement category grade assigned by the board shall be determined by:
 
(1) multiplying the average ofthe English/language arts and mathematics points for the elementary and middle school grades
 
by the percentage in subsection (i)(1);
 
(2) multiplying the sum of the four (4) weighted scores for the high school by the percentage in subsection (i)(2); and
 
(3) adding the products of subdivisions (1) and (2). 
(k) The board shall assign the performance and improvement category grade based on the final score resulting from the 

application of subsections (i) and min accordance with the following: 
3.51 - 4.00 points = A 
3.00 - 3.50 points = B 
2.00 - 2.99 points = C 
1.00 - 1.99 points = D 
0.00 - 0.99 points = F. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6. 2-6-4; filed Feb 20,2002, 10:55 a.m.: 25IR 2228; filed Aug 26,2003, 4: I 5 p.m.: 27 
IR 162; readopted filed Nov 4, 2009, 12:03 p.m.: 20091202-IR-51109070IRFA; filed Apr 16, 2012, 3:45 p.m.: 20120516-IR
511110051FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-5 Categories of school improvement and performance (Repealed) 

Sec. 5. (Repealed by Indiana State Board ofEducation; filed Apr 16,2012, 3:45 p.m.: 20120516-IR-511110051FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-5.1 Elementary and middle schools open four years or more; performance and improvement category 
grade determination
 

Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC 20-31-8
 

Sec. 5.1. (a) Except as provided in subsection (b), this section applies to the following elementary and middle schools 
beginning with the 2011-2012 school year: 

(1) Schools that have been open four (4) years or more. 
(2) Schools that have been open three (3) years or less that elect to have this section applied. 
(b) This section does not apply to a feeder school or a small school. 
(c) The process for a school to elect application of this section includes the following: 
(1) The department shall calculate a new school's performance and improvement category grade under this section and section 
5.2 of this rule and notify the school of the results. 
(2) The school shall choose the section under which the school's final grade will be determined. 
(3) Ifthe school elects a grade determination under this section, the school shall be subject to this section in subsequent years 
and may not elect out. 
(4) Ifthe school elects a grade determination under section 5.2 ofthis rule, the process described in this section will be repeated 
each year until the school has been open more than three (3) years. 
(d) Except as provided in subsection (e), the results ofthe mandatory annual assessments ofstudents who were enrolled in the 

school for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days of the school year being assessed shall be used in determining the school's 
English/language arts and mathematics grades. 

(e) The test results for Limited English Proficient students who have been enrolled in schools in the United States for less than 
12 months shall not be included. 

(f) To obtain a preliminary English/language arts score, the school must have at least thirty (30) students who: 
(1) were enrolled for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days in the school year being assessed; 
(2) were tested in English/language arts on ISTEP+, IMAST, or ISTAR; 
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(3) were not excluded under subsection (e); and 
(4) obtained a valid test result. 
(g) A school's English/language arts grade shall be detennined by the following: 
(1) A preliminary score is established, based on the combined ISTEP+, IMAST, and 1STAR English/language arts test passing 
percentage ofthe students described in subsection (d), in accordance with the following: 

90.0 - 100.0% = 4.00 points 
85.0 - 89.9% = 3.50 points 
80.0 - 84.9% = 3.00 points 
75.0 - 79.9% = 2.50 points 
70.0 - 74.9% = 2.00 points 
65.0 - 69.9% = 1.50 points 
60.0 - 64.9% = 1.00 points 
0.00 - 59.9% = 0.00 points. 

(2) Except as provided in subsections (h) and (i), points shall be added to or deducted from the preliminary score based on the 
following: 

(A) One (1.00) point shall be added ifat least forty-two and five-tenths percent (42.5%) of the lowest twenty-five 
percent (25%) of students taking the ISTEP+ English/language arts test and obtaining a valid test result demonstrated 
high growth. 
(B) One (1.00) point shall be added if at least thirty-six and two-tenths percent (36.2%) ofthe top seventy-five percent 
(75%) of students taking the ISTEP+ English/language arts test and obtaining a valid test result demonstrated high 
growth. 
(C) One (1.00) point shall be deducted ifat least thirty-nine and eight-tenths percent (39.8%) of all students taking the 
ISTEP+ English/language arts test and obtaining a valid test result demonstrated low growth. 
(D) One (1.00) point shall be deducted iffewer than ninety-five percent (95%) ofthe students perfonning in the lowest 
twenty-five percent (25%) on the prior year's ISTEP+ English/language arts assessment were tested on the 
English/language arts component ofthe mandatory annual assessments in the year being assessed. 
(E) One point (1.00) shall be deducted if: 

(i) there are at least forty (40) students perfonning in the lowest twenty-five percent (25%) on the prior year's 
ISTEP+ English/language arts assessment; and 
(ii) fewer than ninety-five percent (95%) of the students not included in that lowest twenty-five percent (25%) 
subgroup were tested on the English/language arts component ofthe mandatory annual assessments in the year 
being assessed. 

(F) One (1.00) point shall be deducted if: 
(i) no points were deducted pursuant to clauses [clause] (D) or (E); and 
(ii) fewer than ninety-five percent (95%) of the students enrolled in the school were tested on the 
English/language arts component of the mandatory annual assessments in the year being assessed. 

(h) Points shall not be added or deducted as described in subsection (g)(2)(A), (g)(2)(B), or (g)(2)(C) ifa school has fewer than 
ten (10) students who were: 

(1) enrolled for at least 162 days in the year being assessed; 
(2) tested in English/language arts on ISTEP+; 
(3) not excluded pursuant to subsection (e); and 
(4) assessed for growth. 
(i) Points shall not be deducted as described in subsection (g)(2)(D), (g)(2)(E), or (g)(2)(F) ifthe identified group has fewer 

than forty (40) students. 
G) The school's English/language arts grade shall be detennined by the final score resulting from the application ofsubsection 

(g) in accordance with the following: 
3.51 - 4.00 points = A 
3.00 - 3.50 points = B 
2.00 - 2.99 points = C 
1.00 - 1.99 points = D 
0.00 - 0.99 points = F. 
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(k) To obtain a preliminary mathematics score, the school must have at least thirty (30) students who: 
(I) were enrolled for at least 162 days in the school year being assessed; 
(2) were tested in math on ISTEP+, IMAST, or ISTAR; 
(3) were not excluded pursuant to subsection (e); and 
(4) obtained a valid test result. 
(I) A school's mathematics grade shall be determined by the following: 
(1) A preliminary score is established, based on the combined ISTEP+, IMAST, and ISTAR mathematics test passing 
percentages for the students described in subsection (d) in accordance with the scale in subsection (g)(I). 
(2) Except as provided in subsections (m) and (n) points shall be added to or deducted from the preliminary score based on 
the following: 

(A) One (1.00) point shall be added if at least forty-four and nine-tenths percent (44.9%) of the lowest twenty-five 
percent (25%) of students taking the ISTEP+ mathematics test and obtaining a valid test result demonstrated high 
growth. 
(B) One (1.00) point shall be added ifat least thirty-nine and two-tenths percent (39.2%) ofthe top seventy-five percent 
(75%) of students taking the ISTEP+ mathematics test and obtaining a valid test result demonstrated high growth. 
(C) One (1.00) point shall be deducted if at least forty-two and four-tenths percent (42.4%) of all students taking the 
ISTEP+ math test and obtaining a valid test result demonstrated low growth. 
(D) One (1.00) point shall be deducted iffewer than ninety-five percent (95%) ofthe students performing in the lowest 
twenty-five percent (25%) on the prior year's ISTEP+ mathematics assessment were tested on the mathematics 
component of the mandatory annual assessments in the year being assessed. 
(E) One (1.00) point shall be deducted if: 

(i) there are at least forty (40) students performing in the lowest twenty-five percent (25%) on the prior year's 
ISTEP+ mathematics assessment; and 
(ii) fewer than ninety-five percent (95%) of the students not included in that lowest twenty-five percent (25%) 
subgroup were tested on the mathematics component of the mandatory annual assessments in the year being 
assessed. 

(F) One (1.00) point shall be deducted if: 
(i) no points were deducted under clause (D) or (E); and 
(ii) fewer than ninety-five percent (95%) ofthe students enrolled in the school were tested on the mathematics 
component ofthe mandatory annual assessments in the year being assessed. 

(m) Points shall not be added or deducted as described in subsection (I)(2)(A), (I)(2)(B), or (I)(2)(C) ifa school has fewer than 
ten (10) students who were: 

(1) enrolled for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days in the year being assessed; 
(2) tested in mathematics on ISTEP+; 
(3) not excluded under subsection (e); and 
(4) assessed for growth. 
(n) Points shall not be deducted as described in subsection (I)(2)(D), (I)(2)(E), or (1)(2)(F) ifthe identified group has fewer than 

forty (40) students. 
(0) The school's mathematics grade shall be determined by the final score resulting from the application of subsection (I) in 

accordance with the scale in subsection 0). 
(p) Except as provided in section 4 ofthis rule, the school's final performance and improvement category grade assigned by 

the board shall be determined by the average ofthe school's English/language arts and mathematics final scores in accordance with 
the following: 

3.51 - 4.00 points = A 
3.00 - 3.50 points = B 
2.00 - 2.99 points = C 
1.00 - 1.99 points = D 
0.00 - 0.99 points = F. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-6-5.1; filed Apr 16, 2012, 3:45 p.m.: 20120516-IR-511110051FRA) 
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511 lAC 6.2-6-5.2 Elementary and middle schools open three years or less; performance and improvement category 
grade determination
 

Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC20-31-8
 

Sec. 5.2. (a) Except as provided in subsection (b), this section applies to elementary and middle schools, beginning with the 
2011-2012 school year, that have: 

(I) been open three (3) years or less; and 
(2) not elected application of section 5.1(a)(2) of this rule. 
(b) This section does not apply to a feeder school or a small school. 
(c) The results of the mandatory annual assessments of the students described in section 5.1(d) of this rule shall be used in 

determining the school's English/language arts and math grades. 
(d) To obtain an English/language arts grade, a school must have at least thirty (30) students who were: 
(I) enrolled for at least 162 days in the year being assessed; 
(2) tested in English/language arts on ISTEP+; 
(3) not excluded under section 5.I(e) of this rule; and 
(4) assessed for growth. 
(e) A school's English/language arts grade shall be determined by the following: 
(I) A preliminary English/language arts score is established, based on the percentage ofstudents showing high growth on the 
ISTEP+ English/language arts test in accordance with the following: 

40.7 - 100% = 4.00 points 
34.6 - 40.6% = 3.00 points 
29.4 - 34.5% = 2.00 points 
00.0 - 29.3% = 1.00 point 

(2) Except as provided in subsection (t), points shall be deducted from the preliminary score based on the following: 
(A) One (1.00) point shall be deducted if both of the following apply: 

(i) At leastthirty-nine and eight-tenths percent (39.8%) ofthe top seventy-five percent (75%) of students taking 
the ISTEP+ English/language arts test and obtaining a valid test result demonstrated low growth. 
(ii) At least thirty-nine and nine-tenths percent (39.9%) ofthe lowest twenty-five percent (25%) ofstudents taking 
the ISTEP+ English/language arts test and obtaining a valid test result demonstrated low growth. 

(B) One (1.00) point shall be deducted iffewer than ninety-five percent (95%) ofthe students performing in the lowest 
twenty-five percent (25%) of the prior year's ISTEP+ English/language arts assessment were tested on the 
English/language arts component of the mandatory annual assessments in the year being assessed. 
(C) One (1.00) point shall be deducted if: 

(i) there are at least forty (40) students performing in the lowest twenty-five percent (25%) on the prior year's 
ISTEP+ English/language arts assessment; and 
(ii) fewer than ninety-five percent (95%) of the students not included in that lowest twenty-five percent (25%) 
were tested on the English/language arts component of the mandatory annual assessments in the year being 
assessed. 

(D) One (1.00) point shall be deducted if: 
(i) no points were deducted under clauses [clause] (B) or (C); and 
(ii) fewer than ninety-five percent (95%) of the students enrolled in the school were tested on the 
English/language arts component ofthe mandatory annual assessments in the year being assessed. 

(t) Points shall not be deducted as described in subsection (e)(2)(B), (e)(2)(C), or (e)(2)(D) ifthe identified group has fewer 
than forty (40) students. 

(g) The school's English/language arts grade shall be determined by the final score resulting from the application ofsubsection 
(e) and in accordance with the scale in section 5.IG) of this rule. 

(h) To obtain a mathematics grade, the school must have at least thirty (30) students who were: 
(I) enrolled for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days in the year being assessed; 
(2) tested in mathematics on ISTEP+; 
(3) not excluded under section 5.I(e) of this rule; and 

Indiana Administrative Code Page 18 



SCHOOL PERFORMANCE AND IMPROVEl\1ENT; ACCOUNTABILITY 

(4) assessed for growth. 
(i) A school's mathematics grade shall be determined by the following: 
(I) A preliminary math score is established, based on the percentage of students showing high growth on the ISTEP+ math 
test, in accordance with the following: 

44.1 - 100% = 4.00 points 
34.0 - 44.0% = 3.00 points 
25.8 - 34.8% = 2.00 points 
00.0 - 25.7% = 1.00 point 

(2) Except as provided in subsection 0), points shall be deducted from the preliminary score based on the following: 
(A) One (1.00) point shall be deducted ifboth of the following apply: 

(i) At least forty-two and four-tenths percent (42.4%) ofthe top seventy-five (75%) ofstudents taking the ISTEP+ 
mathematics test and obtaining a valid test result demonstrated low growth. 
(ii) At least forty percent (40.0%) of the lowest twenty-five percent (25%) of students taking the ISTEP+ 
mathematics test and obtaining a valid test result demonstrated low growth. 

(B) One (1.00) point shall be deducted iffewer than ninety-five percent (95%) ofthe students performing in the lowest 
twenty-five percent (25%) of the prior year's ISTEP+ mathematics assessment were tested on the mathematics 
component of the mandatory annual assessments in the year being assessed. 
(C) One (1.00) point shall be deducted if: 

(i) there are at least forty (40) students performing in the lowest twenty-five percent (25%) on the prior year's 
ISTEP+ mathematics assessment; and 
(ii) fewer than ninety-five percent (95%) of the students not included in that lowest twenty-five percent (25%) 
were tested on the mathematics component of the mandatory annual assessments in the year being assessed. 

(D) One (1.00) point shall be deducted if: 
(i) no points were deducted under clause (B) or (C); and 
(ii) fewer than ninety-five percent (95%) of the students enrolled in the school were tested on the mathematics 
component of the mandatory annual assessments in the year being assessed. 

0) Points shall not be deducted as described in subsection (i)(2)(B), (i)(2)(C), and (i)(2)(D) if the identified group has fewer 
than forty (40) students. 

(k) The school's mathematics grade shall be determined by the final score resulting from the application of subsection (i) and 
in accordance with scale in section 5.10) of this rule. 

(I) Except as provided in section 4 of this rule, the school's final performance and improvement category grade assigned by 
the board shall be determined by the average of the school's English/language arts and mathematics scores in accordance with the 
following: 

3.51 - 4.00 points = A 
3.00 - 3.50 points = B 
2.00 - 2.99 points = C 
1.00 - 1.99 points = D 
0.00 - 0.99 points = F. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 5II lAC 6.2-6-5. 2; filed Apr 16,2012,3:45 p.m.: 20I20516-IR-5IIII005JFRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-5.3 High schools; end of course assessment scores; graduation rate scores; college and career 
readiness scores; performance and improvement category grade
 

Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC 20-31-8
 

Sec. 5.3. (a) This section does not apply to a feeder school or a small school. 
(b) Except as provided in subsections (c) and (d), a high school's performance and improvement grade shall be based on the 

following: 
(I) English 10 end of course assessment score. 
(2) Algebra 1 end of course assessment score. 
(3) Graduation rate score. 
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(4) College and career readiness score. 
(c) The performance and improvement category grade ofa high school that does not include grade 12 shall be based solely 

on the English 10 and Algebra 1 end ofcourse assessment scores as determined under this section. Each score shall be weighted with 
a multiplier of 0.50. The grade assigned by the board shall be determined by the sum of the two (2) weighted scores in accordance 
with the scale in subsection (y). 

(d) The performance and improvement category grade of a high school that includes only grades 11 and 12 shall be based 
solely on the graduation rate and college and career readiness scores as determined under this section. The graduation rate score shall 
be weighted with a multiplier of 0.70. The college and career readiness score shall be weighted with a multiplier of 0.30. The grade 
assigned by the board shall be determined by the sum ofthe two (2) weighted scores in accordance with the scale in subsection (y). 

(e) Except as provided in subsection (f), the end of course assessment and 1STAR results of students in the grade 10 cohort 
who were enrolled in the school for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days of the school year being assessed shall be used in 
determining a school's English 10 and Algebra I end of course assessment scores. The results of the end of course assessments 
administered during the summer testing window will be included only in the school year subsequent to that administration. 

(f) The test results for Limited English Proficient students who have been enrolled in schools in the United States for less than 
12 months shall not be included. 

(g) To obtain an English 10 end of course assessment score, the school must have at least thirty (30) students in the grade 10 
cohort who: 

(1) were enrolled for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days in the school year being assessed; 
(2) were tested on the English 10 end of course assessment; 
(3) were not excluded under subsection (f); and 
(4) obtained a valid test result. 
(h) A school's English 10 end of course assessment score shall be determined by the following: 
(1) A preliminary score is established, based on the percentage of students passing the English 10 end of course assessment 
or ISTAR by the end of grade 10, in accordance with the following: 

90.0 - 100.0% = 4.00 points 
85.0 - 89.9% = 3.50 points 
80.0 - 84.9% = 3.00 points 
75.0 - 79.9% = 2.50 points 
70.0 - 74.9% = 2.00 points 
65.0 - 69.9% = 1.50 points 
60.0 - 64.9% = 1.00 points 
0.00 - 59.9% = 0.00 points. 

(2) Subject to subsections (i) and 0), points shall be added to or deducted from the preliminary score based on the following: 
(A) One-half (0.50) point shall be added ifthe percentage ofstudents passing the English 10 end ofcourse assessment 
or 1STAR is at least 10.3 percentage points higher than the passing percentage for the same students on the grade 8 
English/language arts test who meet all of the following: 

(i) Were enrolled in the school for at least 162 days during the year being assessed. 
(ii) Were not excluded under section 5.1(e) of this rule. 
(iii) Have valid English 10 end of course assessment or 1STAR results for the current year or passed the English 
10 end of course assessment in a prior year. 
(iv) Have valid 8th grade English/language arts test results. 

(B) One-half(0.50) point shall be deducted ifthe percentage ofstudents passing the English 10 end ofcourse assessment 
or ISTAR is at least one-tenth (0.1) percentage point lower than the same students on the grade 8 English/language arts 
test who meet the criteria in clause (A). 
(C) One-half (0.50) point shall be added if: 

(i) at least ten (10) students in the graduation cohort are identified as not passing the English 10 end of course 
assessment or ISTAR by the end of grade 10; and 
(ii) at least fifty-nine and three-tenths percent (59.3%) of the students in the graduation cohort identified as not 
passing the English 10 end ofcourse assessment or 1STAR by the end ofgrade 10 passed the assessments by the 
time the cohort graduates from high school. 

(i) Points shall not be added or deducted as described in subsection (h) ifa school has fewer than ten (10) students in the grade 
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10 cohort who were: 
(1) enrolled for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days in the year being assessed; 
(2) assessed on the English 10 end of course assessment; 
(3) not excluded under subsection (f); and 
(4) assessed for improvement.
 
U) The maximum English 10 end of course assessment score is four (4.00) points.
 
(k) The score resulting from the application of subsection (h) constitutes the school's English 10 end of course assessment 

score. 
(I) To obtain an Algebra I end of course assessment score, the school must have at least thirty (30) students in the grade 10 

cohort who: 
(I) were enrolled for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days in the school year being assessed; 
(2) were assessed on the Algebra I end of course assessment; 
(3) were not excluded under subsection (f); and 
(4) obtained a valid test result. 
(m) A school's Algebra I end of course assessment score shall be determined by the following: 
(I) A preliminary score is established, based on the percentage ofstudents passing the Algebra I end ofcourse assessment or 
1STAR by the end ofthe grade 10, in accordance with section 5.3(h)(I) ofthis rule [subsection (h)(l)). 
(2) Subject to subsections (n) and (0), points shall be added to or deducted from the preliminary score based on the following: 

(A) One-half (0.50) point shall be added ifthe percentage of students passing the Algebra I end of course assessment 
or ISTAR is at least seventeen and one-tenth (17.1) percentage points higher than the passing percentage for the same 
students on the grade 8 mathematics test who meet all of the following: 

(i) Were enrolled in the school at least 162 days during the year being assessed. 
(ii) Were not excluded under section 5.1 (e) of this rule. 
(iii) Have valid Algebra I end of course assessment or 1STAR results for the current year or passed the Algebra 
I end of course assessment in a prior year. 
(iv) Have valid grade 8 mathematics test results. 

(B) One-half(0.50) point shall be deducted ifthe percentage ofstudents passing the Algebra I end ofcourse assessment 
or 1STAR is at least one-tenth (0.1) percentage point lower than the same students on the grade 8 mathematics test who 
meet the criteria in clause (A). 
(C) One-half (0.50) point shall be added if: 

(i) at least ten (10) students in the graduation cohort are identified as not passing the Algebra I end of course 
assessment or 1STAR by the end of grade 10; and 
(ii) at least sixty-two and eight-tenths percent (62.8%) of the graduation cohort identified as not passing the 
Algebra I end of course assessment or 1STAR passed the assessments by the time the cohort graduates. 

(n) Points shall not be added or deducted as described in subsection (m) ifa school has fewer than ten (10) students in the grade 
10 cohort who were: 

(I) enrolled for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days in the year being assessed; 
(2) assessed on the Algebra I end of course assessment; 
(3) not excluded under subsection (f); 
(4) assessed for improvement. 
(0) The maximum Algebra I end of course assessment score is four (4.00) points. 
(p) The score resulting from the application ofsubsection (m) constitutes the school's Algebra I end ofcourse assessment score. 
(q) The graduation cohort shall be used in determining a school's graduation rate score. To obtain a graduation rate score, a 

school must have at least ten (10) students in the graduation cohort. 
(r) A school's graduation rate score shall be determined by the following: 
(I) A preliminary score is established, based on the percentage ofstudents that graduated from high school in four (4) years, 
in accordance with the following: 

90.0 - 100.0% = 4.00 points 
85.0 - 89.9% = 3.50 points 
80.0 - 84.9% = 3.00 points 
75.0 - 79.9% = 2.50 points 
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70.0 - 74.9% = 2.00 points 
65.0 - 69.9% = 1.50 points 
60.0 - 64.9% = 1.00 points 
0.0 - 59.9% = 0.00 points. 

(2) Beginning with the 2014-2015 school year, points shall be added to or deducted from the preliminary score based on the 
following: 

(A) One (1.00) point shall be added ifat leastthirty-four and four-tenths percent (34.4%) offour-year graduates received 
one (1) of the following nonwaiver diplomas: 

(i) Academic honors. 
(ii) Technical honors. 
(iii) Academic and technical honors. 
(iv) International Baccalaureate. 

(B) One (1.00) point shall be deducted if at least thirty-two and eight-tenths percent (32.8%) of four-year graduates 
received either a general diploma or a waiver diploma, unless the percentage offour-year graduates receiving a general 
or waiver diploma concurrently with an industry certification is equal to or greater than the percentage established by 
the board under section 4 of this rule. 
(C) One (1.00) point shall be added if: 

(i) at least ten (10) students in the graduation cohort failed to graduate in four (4) years; and 
(ii) at least thirteen and two-tenths percent (13.2%) ofthe students in the graduation cohort who failed to graduate 
in four (4) years graduated in five (5) years in accordance with the graduation rate calculations. 

(s) The maximum graduation rate score is four (4.00) points. 
(t) For the 2011-2012,2012-2013, and 2013-2014 school years, the preliminary score under subsection (r)(l) constitutes the 

school's graduation rate score. Beginning with the 20 14-2015 school year, the score resulting from the application ofsubsection (r)(2) 
constitutes the school's graduation rate score. 

(u) The graduation cohort, exclusive ofany students who did not graduate in four (4) years or less shall be used in determining 
a school's college and career readiness score. To obtain a college and career readiness score, as school must have at least ten (10) 
students in the graduation cohort described in this subsection. 

(v) A school's college and career readiness score shall be based on the percentage ofstudents described in subsection (u) who 
accomplished any ofthe following: 

(1) Passed an AP exam with a score of3, 4, or 5. 
(2) Passed an IB exam with a score of 4,5,6, or 7. 
(3) Earned three (3) college credits as defined in section 0.5 ofthis rule. 
(4) Obtained an industry certification as defined in section 0.5 of this rule. 
(5) Any other benchmarks approved by the board and published in accordance with section 4 of this rule. 
(w) A school's college and career readiness score shall be determined by the percentage of students described in subsection 

(v) in accordance with the following: 
25.0 - 100% = 4.00 points 
18.4 - 24.9% = 3.00 points 
11.7 - 18.3% = 2.00 points 
5.0 - 11.6% = 1.00 points 
0.0 - 4.9% = 0.00 points. 
(x) The end of course assessment, graduation rate, and college and career readiness scores shall be weighted in accordance 

with the following: 
(1) The English 10 end of course assessment score multiplied by thirty-hundredths (0.30). 
(2) The Algebra I end of course assessment score multiplied by thirty-hundredths (0.30). 
(3) The graduation rate score multiplied by thirty-hundredths (0.30). 
(4) The college and career readiness score multiplied by ten-hundredths (0.10). 
(y) Except as provided in section 4 ofthis rule, the high school's final performance and improvement category grade assigned 

by the board shall be determined by the sum of the four (4) weighted scores in accordance with the following: 
3.51 - 4.00 points = A 
3.00 - 3.50 points = B 
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2.00 - 2.99 points = C 
1.00 - 1.99 points = D 
0.00 - 0.99 points = F. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 5II lAC 6.2-6-5.3;jiled Apr 16, 2012, 3:45 p.m.: 201205I6-IR-51I II 0051FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-5.4 Elementary feeder schools; performance and improvement category grade 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-8 

Sec. 5.4. (a) This section applies to elementary feeder schools. 
(b) A feeder school's English/language arts and mathematics grades shall be based on the English/language arts and 

mathematics grades of the receiving schools. 
(c) If more than five (5) receiving schools are identified for the feeder school, the five (5) schools with the highest census of 

feeder school students will be used to determine the feeder school's performance and improvement category grade. 
(d) A feeder school's English/language arts grade is the average of the sum of the scores used as the basis of the receiving 

schools' English/language arts grades. 
(e) A feeder school's mathematics grade is the average of the sum of the scores used as the basis of the receiving schools' 

mathematics grades. 
(f) A feeder school's final performance and improvement category grade, as assigned by the board, shall be determined by the 

average of the feeder school's English/language arts and mathematics scores in accordance with the following: 
3.51 - 4.00 points = A 
3.00 - 3.50 points = B 
2.00 - 2.99 points = C 
1.00 - 1.99 points = D 
0.00 - 0.99 points = F. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 5II IAC 6.2-6-5. 4; jiledApr 16,2012,3:45 p.m.: 20I205I6-IR-5II 1I005IFRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-5.5 High school feeder schools; performance and improvement category grade 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC 20-31-8
 

Sec. 5.5. (a) This section applies to high school feeder schools. 
(b) A feeder school's performance and improvement category grade shall be based solely on end ofcourse assessment scores. 
(c) A feeder school's English 10 and Algebra I end of course assessment scores shall be based on the English 10 and Algebra 

I end of course assessment scores of the receiving schools. 
(d) If more than five (5) receiving schools are identified for the feeder school, the five (5) schools with the highest census of 

feeder school students will be used to determine the feeder school's performance and improvement category grade. 
(e) A feeder school's English 10 end of course assessment score is the average of the sum of the receiving schools' English 

10 end of course assessment scores. 
(f) A feeder school's Algebra I end of course assessment score is the average ofthe sum ofthe receiving schools' Algebra I 

end of course assessment scores. 
(g) A feeder school's end of course assessment scores shall each be weighted with a multiplier of 0.50. 
(h) A feeder school's final performance and improvement category grade, as assigned by the board, shall be determined by 

the average of the feeder school's end of course assessment scores in accordance with the following: 
3.51 - 4.00 points = A 
3.00 - 3.50 points = B 
2.00 - 2.99 points = C 
1.00 - 1.99 points = D 
0.00 - 0.99 points = F. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 5II lAC 6.2-6-5. 5; jiledApr 16,2012,3:45 p.m.: 20I205I6-IR-5II 1I005IFRA) 
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511 lAC 6.2-6-5.6 Small elementary and middle schools; performance and improvement category grade 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-8 

Sec. 5.6. (a) This section applies to small elementary and middle schools as defined in this rule. 
(b) A small school shall not receive an English/language arts grade until it has at least thirty (30) students who meet the criteria 

in section 5.1(f) of this rule. 
(c) A small school shall not receive a mathematics grade until it has at least thirty (30) students who meet the criteria in section 

5.I(k) of this rule. 
(d) Ifa school does not have at least thirty (30) students who meet the criteria in section 5.1(f) or 5.1(k) of this rule in the 

school year being assessed, the school's English/language arts and mathematics grades will be based on the results ofthe mandatory 
annual assessments of a cumulative aggregate of students who meet the criteria. 

(e) The cumulative aggregate shall be comprised of students who meet the criteria in the school year being assessed and in 
each school year immediately preceding the year being assessed until the cumulative aggregate is equal to or greater than thirty (30) 
students. 

(f) A small school's English/language arts preliminary score shall be based on the combined ISTEP+, IMAST, and ISTAR 
passing percentages for the cumulative aggregate in accordance with the following: 

90.0 - 100.0% = 4.00 points 
80.0 - 89.9% = 3.00 points 
70.0 - 79.9% = 2.00 points 
60.0 - 69.9% = 1.00 points 
0.00 - 59.9% = 0.00 points. 
(g) One (1.00) point shall be deducted from a small school's preliminary English/language arts score if: 
(1) the cumulative aggregate described in subsection (f) includes at least forty (40) students; and 
(2) fewer than ninety-five percent (95%) ofthe students in the cumulative aggregate were tested on the English/language arts 
component of the mandatory annual assessments. 
(h) A small school's English/language arts grade shall be determined by the final score resulting from the application of 

subsections (f) and (g) in accordance with the following: 
3.51 - 4.00 points = A 
3.00 - 3.50 points = B 
2.00 - 2.99 points = C 
1.00 - 1.99 points = D 
0.00 - 0.99 points = F. 
(i) A small school's preliminary mathematics score shall be based on the combined ISTEP+, IMAST, and ISTAR passing 

percentages for the cumulative aggregate in accordance with the scale in subsection (f). 
0) One (1.00) point shall be deducted from a small school's preliminary mathematics score if: 
(1) the cumulative aggregate described in subsection (f) includes at least forty (40) students; and 
(2) fewer than ninety-five percent (95%) ofthe students in the cumulative aggregate were tested on the mathematics component 
of the mandatory annual assessments. 
(k) A small school's mathematics grade shall be determined by the final score resulting from the application of subsections 

(i) and 0) in accordance with the scale in subsection (h). 
(I) The board shall assign the small school's performance and improvement category grade as determined by one (1) ofthe 

following: 
(1) The grade in the subject area ifonly one (1) subject area is graded. 
(2) The average of the sum of the points for the English/language arts and mathematics grades in accordance with the 
following:
 

3.51- 4.00 points = A
 
3.00 - 3.50 points = B 
2.00 - 2.99 points = C 
1.00 - 1.99 points = D 
0.00 - 0.99 points = F. 
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(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 51 I lAC 6.2-6-5.6; filed Apr 16, 2012, 3:45 p.m.: 201 20516-IR-51 I I I005IFRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-5.7 Small high schools; performance and improvement category grade 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-8 

Sec. 5.7. (a) This section applies to small high schools as defined in this rule. 
(b) The perfonnance and improvement category grade ofa small high school shall be based on student perfonnance on English 

10 and Algebra I end of course assessments. 
(c) A small school shall not receive an English 10 or Algebra 1 end of course assessment score until it has at least thirty (30) 

students in the grade 10 cohort who meet the criteria in section 5.3(g) of this rule. 
(d) If a school does not have at least thirty (30) students who meet the criteria in section 5.3(g) of this rule in the school year 

being assessed, the school's end of course assessment scores will be based on the end of course assessment and 1STAR results of 
a cumulative aggregate of students who meet the criteria. 

(e) The cumulative aggregate shall be comprised of students who meet the criteria in the school year being assessed and in 
each school year immediately preceding the year being assessed until the cumulative aggregate is equal to or greater than thirty (30) 
students. 

(f) A small high school's English 10 end of course assessment score shall be based on the percentage of the cumulative 
aggregate of students passing the English 10 end of course assessment or ISTAR by the end of grade 10, in accordance with the 
following: 

90.0 - 100.0% = 4.00 points 
80.0 - 89.9% = 3.00 points 
70.0 - 79.9% = 2.00 points 
60.0 - 69.9% = 1.00 points 
0.00 - 59.9% = 0.00 points. 
(g) A small high school's Algebra I end of course assessment score shall be based on the percentage of the cumulative 

aggregate of students passing the Algebra I end ofcourse assessment or ISTAR by the end of grade 10, in accordance with the scale 
in subsection (f). 

(h) A small high school's perfonnance and improvement category grade, as assigned by the board, shall be detennined by the 
average of the small high school's English 10 and Algebra I end of course assessment scores, in accordance with the following: 

3.51 - 4.00 points = A 
3.00 - 3.50 points = B 
2.00 - 2.99 points = C 
1.00 - 1.99 points = D 
0.00 - 0.99 points = F. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-6-5. 7; filed Apr 16, 2012, 3:45 p.m.: 20120516-IR-511110051FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-5.8 Schoo) corporations; performance and improvement category grade 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-8 

Sec. 5.8. (a) The board shall assign each school corporation: 
(1) an elementary and middle school perfonnance and improvement category grade; 
(2) a high school perfonnance and improvement category grade; and 
(3) a corporation perfonnance and improvement category grade. 
(b) The results of the mandatory annual assessments of the students in grades 3 through 12 who were enrolled in one (1) or 

more schools within the school corporation for at least one hundred sixty-two (162) days of the school year being assessed shall be 
used in detennining the school's English/language arts and mathematics grades. 

(c) Detenninations of proficiency from the ISTAR and IMAST exams shall not exceed the following percentages: 
(1) No more than one percent (1%) of the total tested population of students in the corporation may be counted as proficient 
on the ISTAR exam. 
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(2) No more than two percent (2%) of the total tested population of students in the corporation may be counted as proficient 
on the IMAST exam. 
(d) A corporation's elementary and middle school English/language arts and mathematics scores and grades shall be determined 

in accordance with section 5.1 ofthis rule. 
(e) A corporation's elementary and middle school performance and improvement category grade assigned by the board shall 

be based on the average ofthe corporation's English/language arts and mathematics scores in accordance with section 5.1 (p) ofthis 
rule. 

(f) A corporation's high school performance and improvement grade assigned by the board shall be determined in accordance 
with section 5.3 ofthis rule. 

(g) The performance and improvement category grade for a school corporation shall be based on the elementary, middle, and 
high school scores weighted by the percentages determined by the following: 

(1) The number of students enrolled in grades 3 through 8 as reported for pupil enrollment (PE report) divided by the sum of 
the number of students reported on the PE report for grades 3 through 8 and the cohorts for grades 9 through 12. 
(2) The number of students in the cohorts for grades 9 through 12 as reported on the PE report divided by the sum of the 
number of students reported on the PE report for grades 3 through 8 and the cohorts for grades 9 through 12. 
(h) A school corporation's performance and improvement category grade assigned by the board shall be determined by: 
(1) multiplying the average ofthe English/language arts and mathematics points for the elementary and middle school grade 
by the percentage in subsection (g)(1); 
(2) multiplying the sum ofthe four (4) weighted scores for the high school by the percentage in subsection (g)(2); and 
(3) adding the products of subdivisions (1) and (2). 
(i) The board shall assign the performance and improvement category grade for the school corporation based on the final score 

resulting from the application of subsections (g) and (h) in accordance with the following: 
3.51 - 4.00 points = A 
3.00 - 3.50 points = B 
2.00 - 2.99 points = C 
1.00 - 1.99 points = D 
0.00 - 0.99 points = F. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-6-5.8; jiledApr 16, 2012, 3:45 p.m.: 20120516-IR-511110051 FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-5.9 School changes due to opening, reopening, reconfiguring, or redistribution of students; new 
accountability baselines
 

Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC20-31-8
 

Sec. 5.9. (a) Beginning with the 2011-2012 school year, this section applies to schools that: 
(1) open; 
(2) reopen; 
(3) reconfigure; or 
(4) redistribute students. 
(b) To obtain a new accountability baseline, a school described in subsection (a) must clearly demonstrate all ofthe following: 
(1) A change of at least seventy percent (70%) of the student population from the previous year, either by elimination or 
addition. 
(2) A significant change in educational philosophy, curriculum, or staffing. 
(3) A change is not being made to avoid accountability. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-6-5.9; jiledApr 16, 2012, 3:45 p.m.: 20120516-IR-511110051FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-6 Additional requirements for category placement for high schools (Expired) 

Sec. 6. (Expired under IC 4-22-2.5, effective January 1, 2009.) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-6.1 Additional requirements for category placement (Repealed) 
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Sec. 6.1. (Repealed by Indiana State Board ofEducation; filed Apr 16, 2012, 3:45 p.m.: 20120516-IR-511110051FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-7 Support to schools (Expired) 

Sec. 7. (Expired under IC 4-22-2.5, effective January 1, 2009.) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-8 Disaggregated data and category placement 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-8 

Sec. 8. Disaggregated data shall be used to determine if a school or school corporation has made adequate yearly progress 
under 511 lAC 6.2-7-5. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-6-8;filedFeb 20,2002,10:55 a.m.: 25 IR 2230;filedAug 
26,2003,4:15 p.m.: 27 IR 163; readoptedfiled Nov 4,2009,12:03 p.m.: 20091202-IR-511090701RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-9 Study of effects of mobility (Expired) 

Sec. 9. (Expired under IC 4-22-2.5, effictive January 1, 2009.) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-10 Comprehensive assessment system; incentives for participation (Expired) 

Sec. 10. (Expired under IC 4-22-2.5, effective January 1, 2009.) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-11 Reporting other data 
Authority: IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-8 

Sec. 11. The school performance report card requires public reporting ofspecified data by grade and subject. The school report 
card also will include the school improvement and performance category and detail the percentage of students meeting academic 
standards, percentage of improvement, and percentage of students receiving free lunches. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 
lAC 6.2-6-11;jiledFeb 20,2002, 10:55 a.m.: 25 IR 2230; readoptedjiledNov 12,2008, 10: 15 a.m.: 20081203-IR-511080524RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-6-12 Appeal of category placement 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-8 

Sec. 12. The board shall develop criteria for a school or school corporation to appeal its category placement based on objective 
factors the school considers relevant because the annual assessment data does not provide an accurate picture ofschool improvement 
and performance, including significant demographic changes in the student population, errors in data, or other significant issues. 
(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 IAC 6.2-6-12; filed Feb 20,2002, 10:55 a.m.: 25 IR 2230; jiledAug 26,2003, 4:15 p.m.: 
27IR 163; readoptedjiledNov 4,2009,12:03 p.m.: 20091202-IR-511090701RFA) 

Rule 7. Adequate Yearly Progress 

511 lAC 6.2-7-1 Elementary and secondary education act goals adopted 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31 

Sec. 1. The board adopts the elementary and secondary education act goals and indicators, including the goal that, by 2013
2014, all students will reach high standards, at a minimum attaining proficiency or better in English/language arts and mathematics. 
(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 IAC 6.2-7-1;jiledAug 26,2003,4:15 p.m.: 27 IR 163; readoptedjiledNov 4,2009, 12:03 
p.m.: 20091202-IR-511090701RFA) 
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511 lAC 6.2-7-2 Adequate yearly progress integrated into state accountability system 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31 

Sec. 2. The board integrates adequate yearly progress, as defined by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) into the school accountability system created by IC 20-31 and this article. (Indiana State Board of 
Education; 511 IAC 6.2-7-2;filedAug 26,2003,4:15 p.m.: 27 IR 163; erratafiledJulll, 2005,10:00 a.m.: 28 IR 3307; readopted 
filed Nov 4,2009,12:03 p.m.: 20091202-IR-511090701RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-7-3 Starting point determined 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31 

Sec. 3. The department, using data for the 2001-2002 school year, shall establish separate starting points for measuring the 
percentage ofstudents meeting the pass level ofacademic achievement on the ISTEP+ English and mathematics assessments. Each 
starting point shall be based on the higher of the percentage of students at the pass level who are in: 

(1) the state's lowest achieving group of students described in section 6 of this rule; or 
(2) the school at the twentieth percentile in the state, based on enrollment, among all schools ranked by the percentage of 
students at the pass level. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-7-3;filedAug 26,2003,4: 15 p.m.: 27 IR 163; readoptedfiledNov 4,2009, 12:03 
p.m.: 20091202-IR-511090701RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-7-4 Measurable annual objectives and intermediate goals 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31 

Sec. 4. (a) The objectives described in this section shall be the same for each of the following: 
(1) School corporation. 
(2) Public school. 
(b) The initial measurable objective shall be the starting point. 
(c) The annual measurable objective shall increase with each intermediate goal. 
(d) Equal increments in achievement, to ensure that all students become proficient by the 2013-2014 school year, shall be 

calculated as follows: 
STEP ONE: Subtract the starting point from one hundred percent (100%). 
STEP TWO: Divide the remainder by six (6). 
(e) Intermediate goals shall be determined by adding the STEP TWO ofsubsection (d) resultto the initial measurable objective 

and to the resulting objective for the following school years: 
(1) 2004-2005. 
(2) 2007-2008.
 
(3)2010-2011.
 
(4) 2011-2012. 
(5) 2012-2013. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-7-4;filedAug 26,2003,4:15 p.m.: 27 IR 164; readoptedfiledNov 4,2009, 12:03 
p.m.: 20091202-IR-511090701RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-7-5 Annual improvement needed to make adequate yearly progress; participation in assessments; counting 
date
 

Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC 20-31
 

Sec. 5. (a) Beginning with data for the 2001-2002 school year and each subsequent year, for a school or school corporation 

Indiana Administrative Code Page 28 



SCHOOL PERFORMANCE AND IMPROVE~NT;ACCOUNTABILITY 

to make adequate yearly progress under this section: 
(1) each group of students described in section 6 of this rule must meet or exceed the measurable objectives in English and 
the measurable objectives in mathematics under section 4 ofthis rule, except that ifany group does not meet those objectives 
in any particular year, the school or school corporation shall be considered to have made adequate yearly progress if the 
percentage of students in that group who did not meet the pass level of academic achievement on ISTEP+ for that year 
decreased by ten percent (10%) ofthat percentage from the preceding school year and that group made progress on the other 
academic indicators described in section 8 of this rule; 
(2) the school or school corporation meets or exceeds the other academic indicators under section 8 of this rule; and 
(3) not less than ninety-five percent (95%) of each group of students described in section 6 of this rule who are enrolled in 
the school are required to take state assessments in English and not less than ninety-five percent (95%) of each group of 
students described in section 6 of this rule who are enrolled in the school are required to take state assessments in 
mathematics, including an alternate: 

(A) assessment for students with disabilities; and 
(B) form of assessment for limited English proficient students; 

except that the ninety-five percent (95%) requirement shall not apply in a case in which the number of students in a group 
is fewer than forty (40). 
(b) The ninety-five percent (95%) requirement for each subject area shall be calculated using the number of students in the: 
(1) group who participated in the assessments as the numerator; and 
(2) group enrolled in the school or school corporation on the ADM count date established under 511 lAC 1-3-1. 
(c) Consecutive years of failing to make adequate yearly progress shall be based on failing to meet the measurable annual 

objective in the same subject (English or mathematics) for consecutive years. Ifa school or school corporation in a given year fails 
to meet the annual objective in English but meets the objective in mathematics and in the next year one (1) or more student groups 
under section 6 ofthis rule fails to meet the objective in English, the school or school corporation has failed to make adequate yearly 
progress for two (2) consecutive years. If, however, the school or school corporation meets the annual objective in English for all 
student groups in the second year, then the timeline restarts. Ifthe school or school corporation fails to meet the annual objective 
in mathematics, it has now failed to make adequate yearly progress for one (I) year. Ifthe school or school corporation meets the 
annual objective in mathematics, the school or school corporation has no consecutive years ofnot making adequate yearly progress. 
(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6. 2-7-5;jiledAug 26,2003, 4:15 p.m.: 27 IR 164; readoptedjiled Nov 4, 2009, 12:03 
p.m.: 20091202-IR-511090701RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-7-6 Groups of students; minimum group size 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31 

Sec. 6. (a) The following groups of students are established for determining if a school or school corporation has made 
adequate yearly progress: 

(I) All students. 
(2) Economically disadvantaged students. 
(3) Students with disabilities as defined under Section 602(3) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 
(4) Limited English proficient students, who will be included as part of the group until they score at the proficient level on 
the test ofEnglish proficiency for two (2) consecutive years. 
(5) Students from the following groups: 

(A) American Indian. 
(B) Asian. 
(C) Black. 
(D) Hispanic. 
(E) White. 

(b) Disaggregation of data under subsection (a) is not required if: 
(I) a group has fewer than thirty (30) students; 
(2) the failure ofthe group ofstudents to make adequate yearly progress is not statistically significant, as determined by a one
tailed binomial test of significance using an alpha level of .0 1. 
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(c) Provisions ofsection 5 ofthis rule or this section notwithstanding, groups ofstudents as small as ten (10) shall be reported 
for information purposes only. 

(d) To protect the confidentiality of individual data, percentages close to zero (0) shall be reported as "less than five percent 
(5%)" and percentages close to one hundred (100) shall be reported as "greater than ninety-five percent (95%)". (Indiana State Board 
ofEducation; 511 lAC 6. 2-7-6; jiledAug 26,2003, 4: 15 p.m.: 27 lR 164; readoptedfiled Nov 4,2009, 12:03 p.m.: 20091202-IR
511090701RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-7-7 Inclusion of students who have been enrolled for full academic year; full academic year defined 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31 

Sec. 7. (a) Adequate yearly progress shall be calculated using data for students who have been enrolled in a school corporation 
or charter school for a full academic year, but performance of students who have attended more than one (1) school in a school 
corporation in any academic year shall be used only in determining the progress of the school corporation. 

(b) A full academic year for purposes ofthis section is one hundred sixty-two (162) days. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 
5111AC 6. 2-7-7;jiledAug 26,2003,4: 15 p.m.: 27 IR 165; readoptedjiledNov 4,2009,12:03 p.m.: 20091202-1R-511090701RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-7-8 Other indicators 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31 

Sec. 8. The following other academic indicators are established for the purposes described in section 5 of this rule: 
(1) For high schools, graduation rate, as determined under: 

(A) 511 lAC 6.1-1-2, for classes of students who graduate prior to the 2005-2006 school year; and 
(B) 511 lAC 6.2-2.5-9, for classes of students who expect to graduate in the 2005-2006 school year and subsequent 
school years;
 

that increases toward a rate of ninety-five percent (95%).
 
(2) For elementary and middle schools, attendance rate as determined under 511 lAC 1-3-3 {511 IAC 1-3-3 expired under 
lC 4-22-2.5, effective January 1, 2008.j, that increases toward a rate of ninety-five percent (95%). 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 IAC 6.2-7-8; filed Aug 26, 2003, 4:15 p.m.: 27 IR 165; jiled Ju114, 2004, 9:30 a.m.: 27 
lR 4009; readoptedjiled Nov 4,2009, 12:03 p.m.: 20091202-IR-511090701RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-7-9 Use of data; averaging procedure 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31 

Sec. 9. For the purpose ofdetermining if schools and school corporations are making adequate yearly progress, data shall be 
used and averaged as follows: 

(1) Data shall be averaged across grades in a school. 
(2) The higher of the following shall be used to determine if a school or school corporation has made adequate yearly 
progress: 

(A) Data from the school year for which a determination is being made. 
(B) The average of data from the school year for which the determination is being made and the two (2) preceding 
school years. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-7-9;jiledAug 26,2003,4:15 p.m.: 27 lR 165; readoptedjiledNov 4,2009, 12:03 
p.m.:20091202-IR-511090701RFA) 

511 lAC 6.2-7-10 Special rules for schools that do not include students at grades assessed under ISTEP+ and schools 
that do not meet the minimum student group size
 

Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-4-17; IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC 20-31
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Sec. 10. (a) Adequate yearly progress for schools that do not include students at grades assessed under ISTEP+ shall be 
detennined as follows: 

(1) A school that includes a grade or grades below those for which there is ISTEP+ data shall be linked with the school that 
students attend after they leave the school for which there is no ISTEP data. The adequate yearly progress detennination for 
the school for which there is ISTEP data shall apply to the feeder school. 
(2) High schools that include only grades above those for which there is ISTEP+ data shall be paired with the feeder school 
for which there is high school ISTEP+ data. 
(b) If a school has a student group that does not meet the minimum size for disaggregation under section 6 of this rule, 

adequate yearly progress for the group shall be detennined by aggregating data over consecutive years, if necessary, to meet the 
minimum group size. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-7-1 O;jiledA ug 26,2003, 4: 15 p.m.: 27 IR 165; readopted 
jiled Nov 4,2009,12:03 p.m.: 20091202-IR-511090701RFA) 

Rule 8. Consequences; Quality Review 

511 lAC 6.2-8-1 Applicability 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-9-3; IC 20-31-9-4 

Sec. 1. This rule applies to schools subject to IC 20-31-9-3. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 IAC 6.2-8-1; jiled Jan 
28, 2011, 3:08 p.m.: 20110223-IR-511100502FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-8-2 Quality review 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-9-3; IC 20-31-9-4 

Sec. 2. (a) The board shall direct that the department conduct a quality review of a school that is subject to IC 20-31-9-3. 
(b) The board shall detennine the scope of the review and appoint an expert team under IC 20-31-9-3. (Indiana State Board 

ofEducation; 511 IAC 6. 2-8-2; jiled Jan 28, 2011, 3:08 p.m.: 20110223-IR-511100502FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-8-3 Memorandum of agreement 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-9-3; IC 20-31-9-4 

Sec. 3. (a) Subsequent to a review conducted under section 2 of this rule, the department may offer the affected school 
corporation the opportunity to enter into a memorandum of agreement developed by the department. 

(b) The memorandum of agreement must include the following: 
(1) Student outcomes the school expects to achieve. 
(2) Specific improvement in perfonnance measures detennined by the department. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-8-3; jiled Jan 28, 2011, 3:08 p.m.: 2011 0223-IR-511100502FRA) 

Rule 9. Consequences; State Board Action 

511 lAC 6.2-9-1 Applicability 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC20-31-9-3;IC20-31-9-4 

Sec. 1. This rule applies to schools that become subject to state board action under IC 20-31-9-4. (Indiana State Board of 
Education; 511 IAC 6. 2-9-1; jiled Jan 28, 2011, 3:08 p.m.: 20110223-IR-511100502FRA) 
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511 lAC 6.2-9-2 Hearing 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-9-3; IC 20-31-9-4 

Sec. 2. The state board shall hold at least one (1) public hearing in the school corporation where the school is located to 
consider and hear testimony concerning options for providing a quality education to the affected students. (Indiana State Board of 
Education; 511 lAC 6.2-9-2; filed Jan 28, 2011, 3:08 p.m.: 20110223-IR-511100502FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-9-3 Options for improvement 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-8; IC 20-31-9-3; IC 20-31-9-4 

Sec. 3. If the state board determines, after conducting the public hearing described in section 2 of this rule, that intervention 
will improve the education received by the affected students, the state board may implement one (1) or more ofthe following options: 

(1) Merge the school with a nearby school that is in a higher category ofschool improvement under IC 20-31-8 and 511 lAC 
6.2-6. 
(2) Assign a special management team to operate all or part of the school. 
(3) Implement the department's recommendations for improving the school. 
(4) Implement other options for school improvement expressed at the public hearing, including closing the school. 
(5) Revise the school's plan in any ofthe following areas: 

(A) School procedures or operations. 
(B) Professional development. 
(C) Intervention for individual teachers or administrators. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6.2-9-3; filed Jan 28, 2011, 3:08 p.m.: 20110223-1R-511100502FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-9-4 Funding 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-8; IC 20-31-9-3; IC 20-31-9-4; IC 20-43-4-1 

Sec. 4. (a) The affected students shall remain eligible pupils under IC 20-43-4-1. 
(b) The state board shall receive the recommendations of the department and determine the amounts of state support, local 

funds, and federal funds that are necessary to fund the option or options for improvement implemented by the state board. 
(c) The department shall do the following: 
(1) Withhold the amount determined under subsection (b) from state support and federal funds otherwise to be distributed to 
the school corporation on account of the affected students. 
(2) Enter into any contracts necessary to implement the option or options for improvement implemented by the state board, 
including contracts with a special management team. A contract with a special management team shall include, but is not 
limited to, the following provisions: 

(A) The length of the contract. 
(B) Consideration. 
(C) Performance goals, which shall not be less than those expected of a school under IC 20-31-8. 
(D) Cancellation procedures. 
(E) Renewal procedures. 

(3) Make payments under the contracts with funds withheld from the school corporation under this section. 
(d) The amount withheld under this section shall not exceed the total aggregate per pupil funding for the affected students. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 511 lAC 6. 2-9-4; filed Jan 28,2011,3:08 p.m.: 201lO223-IR-511100502FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-9-5 Special management team 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-24-8; IC 20-26-11-6; IC 20-28-6-3; IC 20-31-9-3; IC 20-31-9-4; IC 20-43-4-1 
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Sec. 5. (a) This section applies ifthe state board assigns a special management team to operate all or part ofan existing school 
subject to IC 20-31-9-4. 

(b) The special management team is not required to employ teachers and administrators through teacher contracts established 
by the state superintendent ofpublic instruction under IC 20-28-6-3. 

(c) The special management team may exercise any authority granted by the state board under IC 20-31-9. 
(d) The special management team must accept for enrollment a student who meets all ofthe following: 
(1) The student is enrolled in: 

(A) one (1) ofthe grade levels served by the school, ifthe special management team operates the entire school; or 
(B) the grade level or program operated by the special management team ifthe special management team operates part 
ofthe school. 

(2) The student has legal settlement within attendance area ofthe school as defined by the school corporation at the time the 
school becomes subject to intervention underIC 20-31-9-4. 
(e) The special management team may accept for enrollment, without regard to school attendance areas defined by the school 

corporation, a student who meets all of the following: 
(1) The student is enrolled in one (1) of the grade levels served by the school. 
(2) The student has legal settlement within the school corporation. 
(3) The school corporation has a policy that allows students to transfer schools within the district. 
(f) The special management team may accept a student who has legal settlement outside the corporation ifall of the following 

are true: 
(1) The student is enrolled in one (1) ofthe grade levels served by the school. 
(2) The school corporation has a policy to accept students without payment oftransfer tuition as permitted by IC 20-26-11-6. 

A student who is accepted under this section is an eligible pupil under lC 20-43-4-1. (Indiana State Board a/Education; 511 IAC 
6. 2-9-5; filed Jan 28, 2011, 3:08 p.m.: 20ll0223-1R-511100502FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-9-6 Special management team; debt service; transportation; food service; capital projects; other services 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-26-12; IC 20-31-9-3; IC 20-31-9-4; IC 20-35 

Sec. 6. (a) The corporation shall continue debt service payments on corporation debt attributable to the school. 
(b) The department, the school corporation, and the special management team shall enter into a contract specifYing the length 

oftime, level ofservices, and entity responsible for providing necessary services to the school and students in the school, including, 
but not limited to, the following services: 

(1) Transportation. 
(2) Food service. 
(3) Educational and administrative technology and technology support. 
(4) Special education services under IC 20-35 and 511 lAC 7. 
(5) Career and technical education services under IC 20-20 and 511 lAC 8. 
(6) Custodial, maintenance, groundskeeping, and other services. 
(7) Instructional services in a particular curriculum area. 
(8) Textbooks and supplemental materials underIC 20-20-5 [IC 20-20-5 was repealedby P.L. 73-2011, SECTION22, effective 
July 1, 20ll.), IC 20-26-12, and 511 lAC 9. 
(9) Student services under 511 lAC 4. 
(10) Extracurricular activities. 
(c) The corporation and special management team may enter into a contract or contracts for additional services. 
(d) The department shall resolve disputes that arise in negotiation or execution of the contract under subsection (b). The 

decision ofthe department shall be the final administrative decision. (Indiana State Board a/Education; 5111A C 6.2-9-6;filed Jan 
28,2011, 3:08 p.m.: 20ll0223-IR-511100502FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-9-7 Special management team; employment; employee benefits 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 5-10.3; IC 5-10.4; IC 20-31-9-3; IC 20-31-9-4 
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Sec. 7. (a) The special management team shall employ teachers, other school personnel, and independent contractors that are: 
(1) described in the contract between the department and the special management team; and 
(2) necessary for the special management team to fulfill its responsibilities under this rule. 
(b) Personnel employed by the special management team under this section are entitled to participate in insurance benefits 

offered by the special management team or offered to state employees. 
(c) Personnel employed by the special management team are entitled to participate in: 
(1) a retirement program offered by the special management team; 
(2) the state teachers' retirement fund created by IC 5-10.4; or 
(3) the public employees' retirement fund created by IC 5-10.3. 

(Indiana State Board ofEducation; 51 I lAC 6. 2-9-7; jiled Jan 28,201 1,3:08 p.m.: 201 I0223-IR-5I I I00502FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-9-8 Actions adverse to special management team; real and personal property; failure to fulfill requirements 
of rule
 

Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-10-1
 
Affected: IC 20-31-9-3; IC 20-31-9-4
 

Sec. 8. (a) The school corporation shall take no action adverse to the special management team's operation of the school. 
(b) The school corporation shall take no action to dispose of or cloud the title of the real property on which the school is 

located. 
(c) The school corporation shall not remove or dispose of personal property located in the school or, if located outside the 

school, assigned to the school. 
(d) Ifthe state board determines that the school corporation has: 
(1) taken an action or actions prohibited by subsections (a) through (c); or 
(2) refused without just cause to enter into the contract required under section 6(b) of this rule; 

the board may order the department to withhold additional state funds otherwise to be distributed to the school corporation in order 
to permit the special management team to operate the school notwithstanding the prohibited or refused action. (Indiana State Board 
ofEducation; 5II IAC 6.2-9-8;jiled Jan 28, 201l, 3:08 p.m.: 20II0223-IR-5II I00502FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-9-9 Special management team; redistricting; assignment of students 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-9-3; IC 20-31-9-4 

Sec. 9. (a) The school corporation shall not, without the agreement of the special management team, change the assignment 
of students to schools in the school corporation in such a way that the number or grade level or levels of students assigned to the 
school are changed significantly. 

(b) Ifthe special management team agrees to accept additional students as permitted in this rule, the state board, on application 
of the special management team, may determine that the special management team needs additional funds to operate the school. 

(c) The department shall withhold the amount determined under subsection (b) from state support and federal funds otherwise 
to be distributed to the school corporation. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 51 I lAC 6.2-9-9, jiled Jan 28, 201 I, 3:08 p.m.: 
201 I 0223-IR-5I I I 00502FRA) 

511 lAC 6.2-9-10 Special management team; open meeting; public records; state board of accounts 
Authority: IC 20-19-2-8; IC 20-31-10-1 
Affected: IC 20-31-9-3; IC 20-31-9-4 

Sec. 10. (a) The special management team shall comply with IC 5-14-1.5, the open door law, and IC 5-14-3, access to public 
records. 

(b) The special management team shall comply with the financial reporting requirements established by the state board of 
accounts under IC 5-11-1. (Indiana State Board ofEducation; 51 I lAC 6.2-9-10; jiled Jan 28, 201 I, 3:08 p.m.: 201 I0223-IR
51 I I00502FRA) NOTE: Agency cited as 51 I IAC 6.2-9-1 I, which was renumbered by the Publisher as 51 I IAC 6.2-9-10. 
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LEFT BEHIND_ 

Growth Models: Ensuring Grade-Level
 
Proficiency for All Students by 2014
 

July 2007 

"To ensure greater flexibility in tracking individual students' annualprogress, growth models 
provide states with more options for a nuanced accountability system, while adhering to the core 
principles ofNo Child Left Behind. " 

- Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings 

In April 2005, Secretary Spellings announced a New Path for the No Child Left Behind Act-a set of 
common-sense principles and approaches to guide states as they measure their progress in meeting the 
law's important "bright line" goals. These goals include assessing all students in grades 3-8 and once in high 
school every year, breaking down results by student subgroup to help close the achievement gap, improving 
teacher quality and informing parents of their options in a timely manner. Above all, they must lead to all students 
achieving at grade level or better in reading and mathematics by 2014. 

One approach requested by many states is the use of growth-based accountability models. These models 
hold promise as reliable and innovative methods to measure student achievement over time. In Nov. 2005, 
Secretary Spellings announced a pilot program for qualified states to request the use of growth-based 
accountability models so their fairness and effectiveness could be evaluated. The Department received many 
requests by states to participate. Last May, the first two states, Tennessee and I~orth Carolina, were approved 
for the pilot, which is ongoing. Secretary Spellings l1as also approved Delaware, Arkansas and Iowa to 
implement their growth models for the 2006-2007 school year. Additionally, Florida submitted a quality growth 
model that was conditionally approved by the Department and has now received full approval for the 2006-2007 
school year. Ohio has been approved on the condition that the state adopt a uniform minimum group size for all 
subgroups, including students with disabilities and limited Englisl1 pro-f1cient students, in AYP determinations for 
the 2006-2007 school year. 

Today, Secretary Spellings announces the approval of high-quality growth models for two more states 
following the bright-line principles of No Child Left Behind. Alaska and Arizona have been approved to 
use their growth models for the 2006-2007 school year. 

•	 As a condition of participation, the States must share data on which schools made Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP) under each model, the original status model and the new growth model. 

•	 The Department will then gather this data and share it with other states and the public. 

These two states are meeting the bright line principles of NCLB, and their growth model proposals meet 
all seven core principles outlined by the Department last November. These principles are: 

1.	 Ensure that all students are proficient by 2014, and set annual goals to ensure that the achievement gap 
is closing for all groups of students; 

Visit www.nclb.gov for more information on No Child Left Behind. 



2.	 Set expectations for annual achievement based on meeting grade-level proficiency, not on student 
background or school characteristics; 

3.	 Hold schools accountable for student achievement in reading / language arts and mathematics; 
4.	 Ensure that all students in tested grades are included in the assessment and accountability system, hold 

schools and districts accountable for the performance of each student subgroup, and include all schools 
and districts; 

5.	 Include assessments in each of grades 3-8 and in high school for both reading/language arts and 
mathematics, and ensure that they have been operational for more than one year and receive approval 
through the NClS peer review process for the 2005-06 school year. The assessment system must also 
produce comparable results from grade to grade and year to year; 

6.	 Track student progress as part of the state data system; and 
7.	 Include student participation rates and student achievement on a separate academic indicator in the State 

accountability system. 

The Department is using a rigorous peer review process to ensure that the selection process was fair and 
transparent for all participating states. A panel of nationally recognized experts has been reviewing and 
making final recommendations on states' proposals. The peer reviewers represent a wide range of perspectives 
and expertise, from academia to the private sector to state and local and community organizations. They include: 

•	 Dr. Anthony Bryk, Stanford University; Dr. Robert Mendro, Dallas Independent School District; Dr. 
Harold Doran, American Institutes for Research; Dr. Jeff Nellhaus, Massachusetts Department of 
Education; Dr. Chrys Dougherty, National Center for Educational Accountability; Dr. Ann O'Connell, 
University of Connecticut; Dr. lou Fabrizio, North Carolina Department of Public Instruction; Dianne 
Piche, Citizens Commission on Civil Rights; Dr. Tom Fisher, Independent Consultant; Dr. Sandy 
Sanford, Riverside County Office of Education; Dr. Pete Goldschmidt, California State University, 
Northridge; Dr. Chris Schatschneider, Florida State University; Sharon lewis, Council of Great City 
Schools (retired); William Taylor, Citizens Commission on Civil Rights; Dr. Margaret Mclaughlin, 
University of Maryland; and Dr. Martha Thurlow, University of Minnesota. 

The Department has conducted the review and approval process in a thorough and timely way: 

•	 June/July 2005 - The Department held working group meetings on the potential use of growth models 
to meet the goals of NClS. 

•	 November 21,2005 - The Department announced the eligibility criteria for States to apply for the growth 
model pilot program. 

•	 February 17, 2006 - Deadline for states to apply to be considered for the growth model pilot for the 
2005-06 school year. 

•	 March 2006 - Proposals from eight states (Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, North
 
Carolina, Oregon, and Tennessee) were forwarded to the peer reviewers for consideration.
 

•	 April 2006 - The peer reviewers met to consider states' proposals. 

•	 May 17, 2006 - The Department announced Tennessee for approval and North Carolina for conditional 
approval in the growth model pilot program for 2005-06. 

•	 September 15, 2006 - Deadline for five states that were previously peer-reviewed to submit revised 
proposals to the Department for consideration for the 2006-07 school year. 

•	 October 2006 - Second peer review for the states that submitted revised proposals. 

Visit www.nclb.gov for more information on No Child Left Behind. 



•	 November 1, 2006 - Deadline for states to submit new growth model proposals to the Department for 
the 2006-07 school year. The overall limit of approved plans remained at ten. Nine states (Alaska, 
Arizona, Iowa, Hawaii, Ohio, Nevada, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, and Utah) have applied for the 
remaining five slots. 

•	 November 9, 2006 - The Department announces Delaware for approval and Arkansas and Florida for 
conditional approval in the growth model pilot program for 2006-07. 

•	 March 15-16,2007 - First peer review for the eight states that met the Secretary's core principles. 

•	 May 1, 2007 - Deadline for the five States for which the peers requested additional information to submit 
revised proposals. The five states were: Alaska, Arizona, Iowa, New Hampshire, and Ohio. 

•	 May 14, 2007 - Second peer review of the five states that submitted revised proposals. 

•	 May 24, 2007 - The Department announces Iowa for approval and Ohio for conditional approval in the 
growth model pilot program for 2006-07. 

•	 June 26, 2007 - The Department announces Florida for full approval in the growth model pilot program 
for 2006-07, 

•	 July 3, 2007 - The Department announces Alaska and Arizona for full approval in the growth model pilot 
program for 2006-07. 

A detailed description of the peer review guidance for the NelS growth model pilot applications can be found at: 
http://www.ed.qov/policy/elsec/quid/qrowthmodelquidance.pdf 

Visit www.nclb.gov for more information on No Child Left Behind. 
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Definition of College 
& Career-Readiness 

• CO defines college 
and career-
readiness as the 
knowledge, skills, 
and behaviors to be 
prepared to enter 
college and the 
workforce and to 
compete in the 
global economy. 

·The state's 
definition also 
includes critical 
thinking and 
problem solving, 
finding and using 
information, 
creativity and 
innovation, global 
and cultural 
awareness, civic 
responsibility, work 
ethic, personal 
responsibility, 
communication, and 
collaboration. 

Accountability 
Formula (Measures 

and Weights) 

·CO will make 
accountability 
determinations for 
all schools and 
districts based on 
student status and 
growth toward 
college and career-
readiness, including a 
primary focus on 
growth on state 
assessments. 

• All schools are 
measured on 
Achievement, 
Growth, and Growth 
Gaps. High schools 
are also measured on 
Post-secondary and 
Workforce Readiness 
(based on graduation 
rate, subgroup 
graduation rate, 
dropout rate, and 
composite ACT 
score). 

AMO Calculation 

·CO will calculate 
AMOs for 
academic 
achievement (% 
of students 
proficient or 
advanced by 
percentile cut 
points), 
academic growth 
to standard 
(based on 
median and 
adequate 
student growth 
percentiles), 
achievement 
growth gaps 
(based on 
median and 
adequate 
student growth 
percentiles of 
subgroups), and 
post-secondary 
and workforce 
readiness (based 
on graduation 
rates, dropout 
rates, and ACT 
scores). 

Subgroup 
strategy 

• CO includes a 
Growth Gaps 
element that 
focuses 
specifically on 
closing the 
achievement 
gap. 

·The state 
proposes to 
collapse 
racial/ethnic 
subgroups into 
a minority (non
white) group 
and adding a 
"catch-up" 
category fo r 
non-proficient 
students. 

·This change is 
an effort to 
increase the "n" 
size of each 
subgroup and 
reduce the 
number of 
students left 
out of 
accountability 
calculations. 

Use of Student
 
Growth
 

• CO has a focus on 
both normative 
and criterion-
referenced 
student growth. 

·The state 
calculates median 
student growth 
and adequate 
student growth 
(amount of 
growth needed 
for students to 
reach proficiency 
within 3 years or 
by 10th grade) for 
all students and 
by subgroup. 

• CO aIso holds 
districts and 
schools 
accountable for 
their Growth 
Gaps, to ensure 
that all 
populations of 
students are 
experiencing 
academic growth. 

Identification of 
Focus! Reward! 
Priority Schools 

(and others) 

·CO will align 
metrics for 
current state 
school 
recognition 
programs to 
identify Reward 
schools. 

• Priority schools 
will be identified 
based on overall 
accountability 
outcomes and 
the lowest 5% 
will be 
designated for 
turnaround while 
the next 10% will 
be priority 
improvement 
schools. 

• Focus schools 
will be identified 
as schools that 
do not meet 
growth gap 
targets that are 
not identified for 
tu rna rou nd or 
priority 
improvement. 

Range of Interventions 
(particularly targeting 

turnaround) 

• Depending on school 
performance, schools must 
prepare performance, 
improvement or 
turnaround plans. Priority 
schools must submit plans 
to CDE for review. 

• CO hasa Tiered System of 
Supports that provides 
supports tied to school 
needs. 

• State law provides options 
for research-based 
strategies to be utilized in 
turnaround schools, 
including the use of a lead 
partner, reorganizing, 
seeking recognition as an 
innovation school, using a 
school management 
organization, converting to 
a charter school (or 
changing the nature of the 
charter for a current 
charter school), or another 
significant intervention. 

·The state is maintaining 
public school choice and 
supplemental educational 
services (SES). 

Commitment to
 
Innovation &
 
Continuous
 

Improvement
 

·CO analyzes 
results of 
performance 
frameworks and 
looks for ways to 
improve upon 
them through the 
inclusion of other 
measu res, better 
calculation 
methods, and 
ways to include 
more students 
and further 
disaggregate 
data. 

·The state's data 
portal is regularly 
enhanced and 
updated. 

Use of Time 
(including 

request for 21st 

CCLC 
Flexibility) 

·CO did not 
request the 
optional 21st 
CCLC 
Flexibility. 

·The state will 
require use of 
time to be 
part of 
Priority school 
data analysis. 

• Priority 
Improvement 
and 
turnaround 
schools must 
provide 
extended 
learning time 
including SES. 
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Definition of College 
& Career-Readiness 

• FL defines college 
and career-
readiness as the 
knowledge, skills, 
and academic 
preparation needed 
to enroll and 
succeed in 
introductory college-
level courses 
without the need for 
remediation in 
mathematics or 
English. 

Accountability 
Formula (Measures 

and Weights) 

·FLwillusean 
enhanced School 
Grades system to 
make accountability 
determinations. 

• For elementary and 
middle schools, the 
grade is based on the 
performance on the 
Florida 
Comprehensive 
Assessment Test 
(FCAT) of all students 
in reading, math, 
writing, and science; 
learning gains of all 
students; and the 
lowest-performing 
25% of students. 

• High school 
measures also 
include performance 
and participation in 
accelerated curricula, 
overall and at-risk 
graduation rates, and 
college readiness in 
reading and math. 

AMO Calculation 

• FL has 4 AMOs: 
1) School 

Performance 
Grade Target. 

2) Reading and 
Math 
Performance 
Target. 

3) Target for 
Progress of 
Students in the 
Lowest-
Performing 
25%. 

4) Benchmark 
Florida's 
Student 
Performance to 
the Highest-
Performing 
States and 
Nations. This is 
a statewide 
target that 
compares the 
state's student 
performance on 
NAEP, TIMSS, 
PIRLS, and PISA 
to the highest-
performing 
states and 
nations. 

Subgroup 
strategy 

• FL adva nces 
subgroup 
accountability 
through the 
inclusion of the 
learning gains 
for the lowest-
performing 25% 
of students in 
school grade 
ca Icu lations, 
through the 
setting of 
targets, and 
public reporting 
of subgroup 
performance on 
AMOs. 

·The state shows 
that subgroups 
with the lowest 
achievement 
and that 
historically 
underperform 
are over
represented in 
the lowest 
performing 25% 
subgroup. 

Use of Student
 
Growth
 

• FL uses student 
growth measures 
as a sign ifica nt 
part of its 
accountability 
system. 

·The growth of all 
students and the 
lowest-
performing 25% 
of students are 
included in 
calculating a 
school's letter 
grade. 

·There are three 
ways to show 
growth: 1) move 
up by one or 
more 
achievement 
levels; 2) maintain 
a proficient 
achievement 
level; or 3) 
increase 
performance 
within levels 1 
and 2. 

·The student 
growth model is 
not explicitly tied 
to growth 
towards college 
and career-
readiness. 

Identification of 
Focus/ Reward/ 
Priority Schools 

(and others) 

• FL will classify 
schools by grade: 
Reward - "A" 
grade and 
schools that 
improve one or 
more letter 
grade; Prevent
"c" grade; Focus 
- "D" grade; and 
Prio rity - "F" 
grade. 

Range of Interventions 
(particularly targeting 

turnaround) 

·Schools that are identified 
as Prevent, Focus, or 
Priority must implement a 
school improvement plan 
with LEA monitoring and 
support. Schools with 
more serious deficits must 
conduct a diagnostic needs 
assessment and will 
receive more intensive LEA 
and state monitoring with 
regional support. 

• Priority schools must 
replace the principal; have 
sufficient flexibility in areas 
such as staffing, use of 
time and budget; adopt a 
new governance structure; 
reassign or replace the 
majority of instructional 
staff whose students' 
failure to improve can be 
attributed to their 
effectiveness; provide for 
job-embedded 
professional learning; 
extend the learning day; 
and use data to inform 
instruction. 

• Priority turnaround models 
include: 1) reopen as a 
district-managed 
turnaround school; 
reassign students and 
monitor progress; close 
andreopenasacharter 
school; contract with a 
private entity to run the 
school; or implement a 
hybrid model of these. 

Commitment to
 
Innovation &
 
Continuous
 

Improvement
 

• FL has revised 
and plans to 
continue revising 
its school grading 
system to 
enha nce rigor 
and incorporate 
new data. 

• The state is 
implementing 
higher 
Achievement 
Level cut scores 
to better reflect 
increased 
expectations, and 
implementing 
college-ready cut 
scores for end-of
course 
assessments. 

·The state makes 
a commitment to 
evaluate and 
refine school 
support 
strategies over 
time. 

Use of Time 
(including 

request for 21st 

CCLC 
Flexibility) 

• FL requested 
the optional 
21st CCLC 
Flexibility. 

·The state will 
require 
Priority 
schools 
extend the 
learning day, 
and the LEA 
must ensure 
that its master 
schedule is 
redesigned to 
allow for 
common 
planning time 
for teachers. 

• Focus schools 
that do not 
exit the status 
within two 
years must 
implement at 
least 300 
additional 
hours of 
instructional 
time. 
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Definition of College 
& Career-Readiness 

"GA defines college 
and career
readiness as the 
level of achievement 
required in order for 
a student to enroll in 
two or four year 
colleges and 
universities and 
technical colleges 
without 
remediation, fully 
prepared for 
college-level work 
and careers, 
including the United 
States military. 

'The state's 
definition Includes 
rigorous content 
knowledge and the 
ability to apply that 
knowledge through 
higher-order skills 
including critical 
thinking, problem 
solving, 
communication, 
collaboration, and 
student agency. 

Accountability 
Formula (Measures 

and Weights) 

"GAwili evaluate 
schools based on 
Achievement (% 
proficient), 
Achievement Gap 
Closure (bottom 25% 
compared to 75th 
percentile), and 
Progress (based on 
expected growth 
trajectory). 

"Measures include 
state assessments, 
course completion, 
attendance, career 
awareness, 
percentage of special 
education students 
in general education, 
graduation rates, and 
accelerated 
enrollment. 

"Schools will also 
receive a financial 
efficiency and school 
climate score, but 
these will not be 
included in the 
overall school score. 

AMO Calculation 

"GA's AMO is 
based on 
reducing by half 
the percentage 
of students in 
the "all students" 
group and in 
each subgroup 
who are not 
proficient within 
six years. 

Subgroup 
strategy 

"GA includes 
Achievement 
Gap Closure as 
one of three 
elements of a 
school's overall 
score. It 
compares 
progress 
toward gap 
closure "within 
a school" and 
"school to 
state", focusing 
on the lowest 
quartile of 
students. 

"The state's 
school and 
district report 
cards will also 
include flags 
indicating the 
performance of 
each subgroup 
that will not we 
be weighted 
but will serve as 
early warning 
indicators that 
must be 
addressed in 
improvement 
plans. 

Use of Student
 
Growth
 

"GA is currently 
working to 
develop a state 
growth model 
that will use norm 
and criterion
refere nced data 
to make growth 
predictions which 
will be factored 
into school 
accountability 
scores. 

"Student growth is 
also reflected as 
part of the 
subgroup 
Performance 
Flags that are to 
be reflected on 
the school and 
district report 
cards/score 
reports. 

Identification of 
Focus/ Reward/ Range of Interventions 
Priority Schools (particularly targeting 

(and others) turnaround) 

"Every school and "GA will use onsite school 
district will improvement specialists to 
receive an annual work with schools on data 
accountability analysis, determination of 
score that will be root causes, development 
used to identify of goals and improvement 
Reward Schools actions. 
and Focus "GA also has resources 
Schools. available for all schools 

"Rewa rd schools including the Georgia 
are schools with School Keys (externally 
highest validated tool to guide 
performance on school. Improvement) and 
statewide the Georgia Assessment of 
assessments, gap Performance on School 
closure, and Standards (GAPSS) 
overall score. Analysis. 
Focus schools are "Turnaround interventions 
those with the include assessing the 
largest "school to performance of the 
state" principal and replacing 
achievement him/her if necessary; 
gap. The state screening teachers that are 
may also identify transferred to the school; 
other schools for analyZing data and root 
improvement causes; requiring 
support. collaborative planning; 

participation in required 
professional learning; 
implementation of the 
CCSS ELA and math 
frameworks; and the 
identification and support 
of students at risk of not 
graduating. 

"Focus and Priority schools 
must use funds previously 
reserved for SES to 
implement a supplemental 
tutoring program. 

Commitment to
 
Innovation &
 

Continuous
 
Improvement
 

"GA will pilot its 
accountability 
system in 2011
12, and make any 
necessary 
adjustments 
before moving 
from this "hold 
harmless" year to 
full 
implementation. 

"LEAs will be able 
to innovate by 
tailoring certain 
accountability 
measures to local 
priorities. 

"LEAs are piloting 
several aspects of 
the state's 
systems such as 
district-level 
early warning 
criteria and 
interventions to 
inform further 
changes. 

Use of Time 
(including 

request for 2151 

CCLC 
Flexibility) 

"GA did not 
request the 
optional 21st 
CCLC 
Flexibility. 

"The state will 
require Focus 
Schools to 
review how 
time is used 
and expand 
learning time 
in core 
academic 
areas; 
enrichment 
activities; or 
time for 
teachers to 
plan, 
collaborate, 
review data, 
and 
participate in 
professional 
development. 
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Definition of College 
& Career-Readiness 

·IN defines college 
and career-
readiness as earning 
an academic honors 
diploma, passing an 
AP/IB exam, earning 
college credit in high 
school, or passing an 
approved industry 
certification exam. 

Accountability 
Formula (Measures 

and Weights) 

• Elementary and 
middle schools are 
evaluated based on 
student achievement 
in English language 
arts/math and 
student growth. 

• High schools are 
evaluated based on 
student achievement 
on End-of-Course 
exams in English and 
algebra, 4 and 5-year 
graduation rates, and 
college and career
readiness as 
measured by AP/IB 
exams, dual 
enrollment, and 
industry certification. 

AMO Calculation 

·IN plansto 
calculate AMOs 
based on school 
grades with the 
ultimate goal of 
all schools and 
subgroups 
receiving an "A" 
or improving by 
two letter grades 
by 2020 and 
having all 
subgroups 
receive at least a 
"c" or show 
substantial 
growth. 
Additionally, 
schools must 
receive an "A" or 
improve by at 
least one letter 
grade by 2015. 

Identification of Commitment to 
Focus/ Reward/ Range of Interventions Innovation & 

Subgroup Use of Student Priority Schools (particularly targeting Continuous 
strategy Growth (and others) turnaround) Improvement 

·IN plans to use a 
growth model 
that uses student 
growth 
percentiles (SGPs) 
to evaluate 
student growth 
from year-to-year 
based on peers 
across the state. 
The accountability 
system includes 
measures of 
student growth 
for elementary 
and middle 
schools with 
metrics for 
growth of 
students in the 
bottom 25% and 
growth of the 
remaining 75% of 
students. 

·The state defines 
high growth as 
being above the 
65th percentile 
and low growth as 
falling below the 
35th percentile. 

·IN proposes 
using a super 
subgroup 
composed of 
the bottom 25% 
of students in 
order to target 
achievement 
gaps. 

• The state notes 
that while many 
Indiana schools 
have under
performing 
student 
populations, 
the size of 
subgroups 
frequently falls 
under the 
threshold 
required for 
accountability. 

·IN data 
indicates that 
students in the 
bottom 25% 
pass the state 
assessment at a 
rate 50% lower 
than the top 
75%. 

·IN defines ·IN will use Technical ·IN will regularly 
Priority schools Assistance Teams (TAT) to review and may 
as those that conduct quality reviews of increase required 
receive an "F" or schools designated as proficiency levels 
a "D" or "F" for Focus and Priority schools needed to 
two or more to recommend achieve each 
consecutive interventions tied to The letter grade in 
yea rs. Focus Mass Insight Readiness the school 
schools are those Model. The interventions accountability 
that receive a will center on readiness to system. 
"D." Reward learn, readiness to teach, ·The state will 
schools are those and readiness to act and reevaluate 
that receive an may include changes in growth and 
"A" for two staffing, schedu ling, or improvement 
consecutive performance incentives. targets at least 
years or show ·1 N has rece ntly every three 
high growth in implemented a school years. 
the bottom 25% turnaround process in 
of students. which an external 

management team is 
assigned to operate either 
part or all of a school using 
existing school funding. 

• Other Priority schools 
receive partners to work 
with leadership to 
implement targeted 
improvements. Both 
external management 
teams and partners have 
specific data benchmarks 
they must meet. The 
turnaround process has a 
key focus on family and 
community engagement as 
a lever for generating 
support for turnaround 
and sustaining 
improvement. 

Use of Time 
(including 

request for 21st 

CClC 
Flexibility) 

·IN requested 
optional 21st 
CCLC 
Flexibility. 

·The state 
proposes use 
of increased 
instructional 
time as an 
intervention 
strategy for 
Priority 
schools. 



Use of Time 
Identification of Commitment to (including 

Accountability Focus/ Reward/ Range of Interventions Innovation & request for 215t 

Definition of College Formula (Measures Subgroup Use of Student Priority Schools (particularly targeting Continuous CCLC 

& Career-Readiness and Weights) AMO Calculation strategy Growth (and others) turnaround) Improvement Flexibility) 

• KY defines college • KY's accountability • KY will require • KY will create a • KY will measure • -KY will identify • KY will use diagnostic • KY is committed • KY requested 
readiness as a system gives schools schools scoring non-du plicated growth in reading reward schools review to create to ongoing the optional 

student not an overall score below proficient gap group of and math for identified using individualized school and monitoring, 21st CClC 

requiring based on multiple (set at 70th students from grades 4-8. overall school district improvement research, and Flexibility. 

remediation at the measures of college percentile of NClS ·In HS, the state scores in the plans. adjustments to • Priority and 

post-secondary level and career-readiness overall school subgroups. will measure accountability • Priority and Focus schools address issues Focus schools 

(as measured by beyond previous score) will be • KY data shows growth between model. will have Education that arise in can 

ACT). NClS requirements. required to that many more the 10th grade • Priority schools Recovery specialists for accountability implement 
·The state defines Measures of student achieve a specific schools will ACT PLAN and the will be identifies professional development system extended 

career-readiness as performance (70%) targeted amount meet "n" size 11th grade ACT as those that are and coaching. • The state has learning time 

having both strong include: of growth within threshold to be administration. persistently low • Reward schools will be articu lated a set as an 
technical and achievement in five five years (one held ·The state will use achieving as used as demonstration of specific intervention. 

academic skills (as subjects on state fifth of this goal accountable for a student growth defined by state sites. research 
measured by ACT tests, super each year) to these students. percentile that law. • Schools will receive questions it 
WorkKeys or ASVAS subgroup gap meet their AMO. ·The state will gives credit to • Focus schools technical assistance from intends to 

K 
and occupational 
skills test or industry 

reduction, growth, 
high school 

• Schools at or 
above proficient 

also set AMOs 
for each 

schools and 
districts for 

will be identified 
using gap group 

regional centers, short
term data cycle 

evaluate over the 
coming years. 

E certification). graduation rate, and are required to subgroup. students who scores, NClS monitoring, and access to • KY intends to 

N 
college and career
readiness (measured 

reach half of this 
goal. 

• As a fa iIsafe, if 
any NClS 

demonstrate 
typical or higher 

subgroups in the 
third standard 

the online AdvancED 
planning tool. 

recalibrate the 
accountability 

T in middle and high su bgrou p fa lis levels of growth. deviation below targets for 
school using ACT more than the mean, and schools after five 

U assessment series). three standard high schools with years (and in 

C • Other measures to 
be added in 

deviations 
below the 

graduation rates 
below 60%. 

ongoing five-year 
cycles moving 

K subsequent years mean, school forward). 

Y include: program 
quality reviews of 

will be 
identified as a 

non-tested grades Focus school. 
and subjects (20%) 
and teacher and 
principal evaluations 
(10%). 
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A 
S 
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E 
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Definition of College 
& Career-Readiness 

• MA defines college 
and career
readiness as the 
ability to enter 
college without the 
need to take 
remedial 
coursework. 

Accountability 
Formula (Measures 

and Weights) 

• MA will examine 
schools using four 
indicators: 

1) Testing 
participation 
(require 95% 
participation on 
state assessment or 
ELL assessment); 

2) Student 
achievement, which 
includes closing 
proficiency gaps in 
English language 
arts (ELA), math, 
and science; 
reducing the 
percentage of 
students in Warning 
or Failing categories 
on the ELA and 
math assessments, 
and Increasing the 
percentage of 
students in the 
Advanced category 
on the ELA and 
math assessments; 

3) Student growth; 
4) For high schools, 

graduation and 
dropout rates. 

'AII measures would 
use four years of 
data with current 
year weighted 
highest. 

AMO Calculation 

• MA will calculate 
AMOs based on a 
model of 
continuous 
improvement in 
which all schools 
and districts are 
expected to cut 
in half their 
proficiency gaps 
by 2017. 

'-The state will 
assign credit in 
its performance 
index based on 
how close the 
district, school, 
or subgroup 
comes to 
meeting the 
AMOs in ELA, 
math, and 
science. 

Subgroup Use of Student 
strategy Growth 

• MA will address	 • MA plans to 
subgroup measure growth 
accountability in ELA and math 
though the for grades 4-8 and 
creation of a grade 10. The 
non-duplicated state will assign 
"high-needs" credit to schools 
student and districts that: 
subgroup 1) Attain a student 
composed of growth 
students who percentile (SGP) 
are low income, (measuring how 
have a much student 
disability, or are grew relative to 
ELL or former other students 
ELL. statewide with 

• -The state notes similar scores in 
that using this previous year) of 
high-needs at least 10 points 
subgroup will over median 
enable the state student growth 
to hold nearly percentile (SGP) 
200 more for relevant 
schools group, 
accountable 2) Increase group's 
due to median SGP by 
subgroup size. 15 points over 

• MA will	 previous school 
continue to year, or 
issue and report 3) Reduce 
disaggregated percentage of 
AMOs non-proficient 

students by at 
least 10%. 

Identification of 
Focus/ Reward/ 
Priority Schools 

(and others) 

• MA will use its 
overall 
performance 
index for all 
students and 
high needs 
students to 
identify Focus, 
Priority, and 
Reward schools. 

• Priority and 
Focus schools 
will be those 
with the lowest 
overall scores. 

• Reward schools 
will be those 
with the highest 
relative 
performance (or 
growth) for both 
the aggregate 
and high needs 
groups across the 
PPI achievement 
indicators. 

Range of Interventions 
(particularly targeting 

turnaround) 

• MA's system of supports 
and interventions will be 
aligned to the state's 
Conditions for School 
Effectiveness, which 
include: effective school 
leadership and staffing 
authority; professional 
development and 
structures for teacher 
collaboration through 
school-based learning 
communities; tiered 
instruction and adequate 
learning time; student 
social, emotional, and 
health needs; family-school 
relationships; strategic use 
of resources and adequate 
budget authority; aligned 
curriculum; and effective 
instruction. 

• Schools with high ratings 
will have relative 
autonomy while those with 
the lowest ratings will be 
subject to intensive state 
monitoring and oversight. 

• Priority schools must 
develop a turnaround plan 
in collaboration with 
stakeholders to be 
approved by the 
Commissioner. The plan 
must address district 
capacity, provide a 
blueprint for school 
intervention, and set 
annual measurable goals. 

Commitment to
 
Innovation &
 
Continuous
 

Improvement
 

• MA commits to 
continuously 
improving its 
accountability 
system over time 
through the 
inclusion of 
additional college 
and career-ready 
measures. When 
data is available, 
it will incorporate 
measures such as 
high school 
course-taking 
and success in 
credit-bearing 
college course 
measures. 

'Continuous 
improvement is 
also the 
expectation of 
schools and 
districts in the 
state's proposed 
accountability 
system. 

Use of Time 
(including 

request for 21st 

CCLC 
Flexibility) 

• MA requested 
the optional 
21st CCLC 
Flexibility. 

'MA will no 
longer 
mandate 
NCLB school 
choice and 
SES, instead, 
supports and 
interventions 
may include 
other focuses, 
including 
expanded 
learning 
opportunities 
for struggling 
students. 

• MA requests 
greater 
flexi bility in 
the use of 
Title I, Part A 
funds for 
district and 
school 
improvement/ 
accou nta bility 
purposes, 
including 
extended 
learning time. 



Use of Time 
Identification of Commitment to (including 

Accountability Focus/ Reward/ Range of Interventions Innovation & request for 21st 

Definition of College Formula (Measures Subgroup Use of Student Priority Schools (particularly targeting Continuous CCLC 

& Career-Readiness and Weights) AMO Calculation strategy Growth (and others) turnaround) Improvement Flexibility) 

• MN does not • MN will use AMOs • MN proposes to • MN has a focus ·1 ndividual student ·The MMR rating • MN plans to categorize a ·MN will add • The state did 

provide a specific based on continue using its on subgroups in growth is will be used to broader range of schools additional not request 

definition of college participation, existing NClB both AMOs and calculated using a identify Reward, than required and provide longitudinal optional 21st 

and career proficiency index, Adequate Yearly in the state's normative model Focus, and a differentiated system of course-taking CClC 

readiness; however, attenda nce/graduati Progress (AYP) MMR system. of the difference Priority Schools. supports and interventions and Flexibility. 

state law requires on rate, and a measures Due to the between • Reward schools based on need. postsecondary ·The state 

state standards to Multiple (participation, state's large expected and will be the top • Focus schools must data to school proposes time 

be sufficiently Measurements proficiency achievement observed growth. 15% of Title I perform a diagnostic accou nta bi Iity audits for 

rigorous to pre pa re Rating (MMR) for index, and gap, the Growth gap schools. review to determine reports as soon Priority 

students for success school attendance/grad accountability reduction is • Every three interventions to best meet as that data is schools to 

in college and the accountability. The uation rate) to system was measured based years, the state the needs of students in available. assess the 

skilled workplace. MMR combines two calculate AMOs designed with a on the average of will identify the low performing subgroups, •The state has a amount of 
·The state's goal is to years of data on but with a new particular focus individual student lowest 5% of develop a plan, and receive specific five-yea r instruction 
ensure students are proficiency, target of on narrowing growth in Title I schools state approval. The process for dedicated to 
prepared for individual student decreasing the gaps. AMOs for subgroups based on their Statewide System of review and core academic 

M "advanced work and growth, growth gap percent of each subgroup compared to MMR rating (and Support (5505) will provide refinement of content and 

I civic participation." reduction, and 
graduation rates. 

students who are 
not proficient in 

have a target of 
reducing the 

individual student 
growth in higher

SIG schools). 
• Focus schools 

support through sharing of 
best practices and 

academic 
standards. 

also 
determine 

N each subgroup rate of non- performing will be identified provision of technical how much 

N 
by half within six 
years to better 

proficient 
students in half 

subgroups (i.e. 
free and reduced

every three 
years, with a 

assistance. 
·Schools with low 

time students 
miss for 

E address within six years. lunch students modified MMR graduation rates will be disciplinary 

S 
achievement 
gaps. 

• Additionally, 
subgroups are 

are compared 
with non free and 

rating that 
measures 

required to use an early 
warning system to identify 

measures. By 
analyzing this, 

o included in the reduced-Iu nch proficiency of and intervene with the state 
proficiency students). subgroups and students at risk for intends to 

T index of MMR the growth ga p dropping out. help schools 

A and are the reduction. • Priority schools will also maximize use 
specific focus of receive data analysis, goal oftime and 
the growth gap setting, professional identify ways 
reduction learning communities, to increase 
measure. curriculum alignment, time instructional 

audits, and a professional time. 
development needs 
analysis. Priority schools 
will conduct time and 
curriculum audits to assess 
their use of instructional 
time and aligned 
instruction. 



Identification of 
Accountability Focus/ Reward/ 

Definition of College Formula (Measures Subgroup Use of Student Priority Schools 
& Career-Readiness and Weights) AMO Calculation strategy Growth (and others) 

• NJ will use • Reward schools 
a specific definition 

• NJ does not provide 
student growth will be those that 

of college and met AMOs for all 
career-readiness. 

percentiles (SGPs) 
students and 

'The state's goal is to 
in its school 

subgroups, and 
reduce number of 

accountability 
met minimum 

current high school 
metrics. SGPs are 
included in subgroup and 

graduates who graduation 
require remediation 

determining 
which schools proficiency rates. 

in postsecondary qualify for Other schools 
education Reward, Priority, with high growth 

and Focus status. will be 
'The state has recognized for 
determined that progress. 
schools with • Priority schools 
median SGP 

N 
will include SIG

E scores of 65 or schools, schools 
higher are with the lowest W 
demonstrating proficiency rates, 
high growth and and high schools 
will be designated with less thanJ 
as Reward-high 75% graduation.

E progress schools. • Focus schools 
will be other high R 
schools with 
graduation rates 
below 75%, 

S 
E schools with the 

largest within
school gap and 
the lowest
performing 
subgroups. 

V 

• NJ has not finalized 
its metrics and has 
convened a 
stakeholder 
workgroup to finalize 
the measures and 
weights by June 
2012. Draft 
performance reports 
contain measures 
across four 
categories: 1) 
academic 
achievement 
{proficiency and 
attainment of AMO), 
2) college and 
career-readiness 
(SAT AP, and industry 
certification 
participation and 
success), 3) 
graduation and post
secondary 
enrollment (exit 
exam pass rates, 
post-secondary 
enrollment and 
remediation rates), 
and 4) closing 
achievement gaps 
(difference between 
25th and 75th 
percentile). 

• NJ selected the 
goal of reducing 
the percent 
below proficient 
by half in 6 years 
and calculated 
AMOs (called 
performance 
targets) for the 
state, districts, 
schools, and 
subgroups based 
on progress in 
equal increments 
each year. 

• NJ will set 
AMOs for each 
subgroup in a 
school and 
measure and 
report progress 
toward that 
goal. 

• NJ is averaging 
the score of 
their two 
lowest 
performing 
subgroups in 
each school and 
comparing it to 
the highest 
performing 
subgroup in 
that school. 

Range of Interventions 
(particularly targeting 

turnaround) 

• NJ will use diagnostic 
review for Priority and 
Focus schools. The state 
plans to make significant 
use of the Regional 
Achievement Centers 

Commitment to
 
Innovation &
 

Continuous
 
Improvement
 

• NJ will require 
regional centers 
to prOVide 
feedback on 
state turnaround 
resources. 

(RACs) in prOViding support 'The state will 
to Priority and Focus 
schools in particular. The 
RACs will help these 
schools develop 
individualized school 
improvement plans based 
on school needs. 

'The state proposes to use 
quality school reviews 
(QSRs) in Priority and Focus 
schools to evaluate the 
school climate and culture; 
leadership; standards, 
assessment and 
intervention system; 
instruction; use of time; 
use of data; staffing; and 
family and community 
engagement. 

• Districts will be required to 
prOVide most of the 
support to non-categorized 
schools including reviewing 
of data, monitoring 
progress, and identifying 
strategies to address 
performance gaps. 

'Training and professional 
development sessions 
offered by the RACs to 
Focus and Priority schools 
will also be open to non
categorized schools. 

pilot new school 
performance 
reports in spring 
2012 to prepare 
for use in the 
2012-2013 school 
year. 

• NJ will monitor 
the effectiveness 
of interventions 
in priority schools 
using specific 
pre-identified 
metrics. 

'The state 
commits to 
continuous 
improvement of 
its own practice 
through 
restructuring of 
the SEA. 

Use of Time 
(including 

request for 21st 

CCLC 
Flexibility) 

• NJ requested 
the optional 
21st CCLC 
Flexibility 

'The state 
identifies 
restructuring 
of time as a 
key 
turnaround 
principle and 
notes that 
RACs have the 
authority to 
adjust school 
schedules to 
increase 
instructional 
time. The 
state notes 
that this may 
include 
extended 
learning time 
during the day 
or before or 
after-school 
programs. 



Use of Time 
Identification of Commitment to (including 

Accountability Focus/ Reward/ Range of Interventions Innovation & request for 21st 

Definition of College Formula (Measures Subgroup Use of Student Priority Schools (particularly targeting Continuous CCLC 

& Career-Readiness and Weights) AMO Calculation strategy Growth (and others) turnaround) Improvement Flexibility) 

·NM does not • NM uses status ·NM has ·NM chose to • NM has a strong • Reward schools • Priority schools are • NM requires • NM requested 

provide a specific measures developed AMOs use the lowest focus on student will be defined as required to work with their schools to the optional 

definition of college (proficiency and (called School quartile of growth and A/A LEAs and the SEA to measure the 21st CCLC 

and career conditioned status Growth Targets students schools will (status/growth) develop an intervention impact of Flexibility. 

readiness. based on a value (SGTs)) that are instead of receive a se pa rate ratings with plan based on data that interventions and ·The state 

·The state's goal is to added model), bench marked at specific grade to evaluate consideration of addresses all seven recalibrate plans intends to 
ensure that students conditioned growth the 90th demographic this component. schools in the turnaround principles. The as needed to provide 
are highly based on value percentile of subgroups to Growth is A/B or B/A state will request data to ensure that principals who 
marketable and able added model (all current target all calculated for all categories. support the selected interventions are agree to lead 
to complete in the students,3 highest performance. schools with students, for the ·The lowest 5% of interventions and will highly effective. Priority and 
global economy quartiles, and lowest ·To calculate the major gaps. highest 3 schools will be require schools to shift Focus schools 

quartile), SGT, NM takes ·In Priority and quartiles, and for designated funding to tools that yield with 
attenda nce, the difference in Focus schools, the lowest Priority Schools a better return on additional 
opportunity to learn, the 90th selected quartile using a (those with investment if performance flexibility, 

N and a bonus for percentile target interventions conditioned grades of F/F and stagnates. including 

E 
student/parent 
engagement. High 

and the school's 
current 

must be 
specifically 

(value-added) 
model. These 

a sufficient 
number of O/F or 

• Focus and Priority schools 
will undergo an 

around the 
use of time. 

W schools are also performance targeted to measures are F/O schools to instructional audit before These leaders 
evaluated on 4-year across five areas improving weighted as 50% comprise 5%). their site visits to examine will have the 
and 5-year (total school performance of a school's The state will systems to support teacher ability extend 

M graduation rates and points, reading low-performing overall score at also add high effectiveness. They will be the school day 
growth, and growth of top subgroups. the elementary schools with the assigned state support or year,

E participation and three quartiles, ·The state and middle level. lowest specialists to lead them rearrange the 

X success on college 
and career-ready 

math growth of 
top three 

explicitly 
focuses on the 

At the high school 
level, school 

graduation rates. 
·-Focus schools 

through a self-evaluation 
process and provide 

use of 
instructional 

I measures including quartiles, reading performance of growth is will be those in technical assistance on time during 

C AP, ACT, PSAT, Oual 
Credit, and career 

growth of lowest 
quartile, math 

the lowest 
quartile in its 

measured for the 
highest 3 

the next decile 
above Priority 

research-based 
intervention strategies 

the day, or 
structure 

o preparation. growth of lowest reading and quartiles and schools and will based on the results of teacher 
• Opportunity to learn quartile) and math growth lowest quartile generally these assessments. collaboration 

is measured using a divides by 10. ca lcu lations. and weighted as encompass F/O • NM will also identify time during or 
student survey which 20% of a school's and O/F schools. Strategic Schools which are after the 
is used to help drive overall score. at risk and will work to school day. 
school improvement. build their capacity. 

• New Mexico will hold LEAs 
accountable through a 
Curriculum Audit 
Handbook which evaluates 
an LEA's control of 
programs, resource, and 
personnel. 



Identification of 
Accountability Focus/ Reward/ 

Definition of College Formula (Measures Subgroup Use of Student Priority Schools 
& Career-Readiness and Weights) AMO Calculation strategy Growth (and others) 

·OK has not "Accountability• OK does not provide 
finalized how measures will bea specific definition 
growth will be aggregated into a of college and 

grade for eachweighted its career-readiness. 
grading system. school! district. ·The state's goal is 

• Additiona [Iy,In assessingdevelop problem
school's progress schools will solving, 
toward AMOs, the receive a + orentrepreneurship, 
state will award on their grade and engaged and 

based on theirschools with one informed citizens. 
performance inpoint for each 

student that meeting AMOs 
moves up one and their teacher 
proficiency level and leader 
(in a 4-level effectiveness 
scale), two points ratings.o for each student • Schools that 

receive a gra dethat moves up K 
of Fwill betwo levels, and 

L three points for identified as 
each student who priority schools A 
moves up three and those that 

H levels. This will receive a gra de 
then be averaged of D+, D, or Do 
and converted to will be identified 
a standard score as focus schoo Is.M 
to make up the Those that A math and reading receive grades of 
growth A+ or A will be 
components of considered 
the AMO. reward schools. 

to 

·OK proposes an A-F 
school grading 
system that 
measures: (33%) 
student test scores in 
five subjects; (17%) 
learning gains in 
reading and math; 
(17%) reading and 
math improvement 
of the lowest 
quartile; and (33%) 
on whole school 
indicators. 

• HS indicators are: 
college and career 
prep curriculum; 
graduation rate, 
parent engagement; 
school culture; 
performance and 
participation in 
AP/IB/industry 
certification; 
postsecondary 
readiness, at-risk 
graduation rate; and 
performance trend. 

• ES/MS indicators are: 
attendance; parent 
engagement; school 
culture, drop-out 
rate, and advanced 
courses. 

·AMOs will be 
based on each 
subgroup (and all 
students) across 
four categories: 
math 
performance and 
growth, reading 
performance and 
growth, 
pa rticipatio n, 
and school 
indicator 
(graduation or 
attendance 
depending on 
school level). A 
school may have 
up to 40 AMOs 
depending on 
the number of 
subgroups (with 
minimum n-size 
of 25 students). 

• OK has several 
components of 
its 
accountability 
system that are 
focused on 
equity and 
disaggregation. 

•The state has a 
focus on the 
lowest 
performing 
quartile of 
students for all 
schools. At the 
high school 
level, there is 
also a focus on 
graduation 
rates of at-risk 
students. 

•The state has 
established 
school-level 
AMOs for each 
subgroup with a 
minimum n-size 
of 25, so 
schools will also 
be held 
accountable for 
this separately. 

Range of Interventions 
(particularly targeting 

turnaround) 

• For Priority schools, the 
SEA will determine the 
LEA's capacity to 
implement school 
turnaround. If the state 
determines that the LEA 

Commitment to
 
Innovation &
 
Continuous
 

Improvement
 

• OK is exploring 
best practices 
from other states 
to develop their 
A-F school 
grading system. 

will not be able to facilitate • State legislation 
improvement, the school 
will be turned over to a 
statewide school district 
called C3 that may be 
operated by an Educational 
Management Organization 
(EMO). 

• Priority schools will use the 
WISE online planning tool 
based on the state's Nine 
Essential Elements for 
school improvement to 
develop an improvement 
plan with state monitoring. 

• Focus schools will place an 
emphasis on improving 
performance of the 
subgroup(s) that are 
underperforming. 
Additionally, LEAs with 
focus schools will be 
required to set aside Title I 
funds to provide school 
choice (minimum of 5%). 

·The state will form student 
support teams to conduct 
diagnostic reviews in all 
priority schools and 
selected focus schools to 
provide additional analysis 
and support to low
performing schools. 

mandates a 
formal review 
and revision of 
standards every 
six years. 

"The state also 
commits to 
continuous 
improvement of 
its own practice 
through 
restructuring of 
the SEA and 
establishing a 
Delivery Unit to 
aid in 
performance 
management. 

Use of Time 
(including 

request for 2151 

CCLC 
Flexibility) 

• OK requested 
the optional 
11th waiver 
for 21st CCLC 
flexibility. 

• Priority 
schools can 
apply to use a 
portion of 
their 21st 
CCLC funds for 
extended 
learning time 
activities that 
meet state 
guidelines. 
These are: 
school and 
community 
pa rtnershi ps, 
engaged 
learning, 
family 
engagement, 
prepared 
staff, 
intentional 
programming 
aligned with 
school-day 
instruction, 
student 
participation, 
and ongoing 
assessment 
and 
improvement. 



Use of Time 
Identification of Commitment to (including 

Accountability Focus/ Reward/ Range of Interventions Innovation & request for 21st 

Definition of College Formula (Measures Subgroup Use of Student Priority Schools (particularly targeting Continuous CCLC 
& Career-Readiness and Weights) AMO Calculation strategy Growth (and others) turnaround) Improvement Flexibility) 

'TN defines college 'TN includes two 'TN's SEA will 'TN's request 'Student growth is 'TN will identify 'TN will provide support to 'TN is developing 'TN requested 
and career types of measures: engage with LEAs focuses on primarily focused Reward schools all schools through nine local innovation the optional 
readiness as the absolute proficiency to determine LEA school- and on closure of based on overall regional service centers zones to prOVide 11th waiver 

ability to succeed at for all students and targets with LEA-wide achievement gaps proficiency and whose staff will prOVide an opportunity to for 21st CCLC 
the post-secondary achievement gap general goals of proficiency over time. -The progress (using data analysis, training on foster new ideas flexibility. 

level. closure between approximately 3 targets, state's request value-added implementation of state to improve • All LEAs will 
'The state's goal is groups of students. 5% annual indicating that also includes scores). initiatives, professional student have the 
for students to have • Achievement targets growth for all subgroup level provisions for safe' Priority schools development, and achievement. authority to 
skills in critical will measure the students using achievement harbor using the will be identified diagnosis and interventions 'The state has prOVide 
thinking and increasing aggregate LEA-specific targets are TN value-added using the lowest based on root cause created a new extended 
problem solving, percentage of 2010-11 addressed growth measure achievement and analysis. office at the SEA learning time 
responsible students who are baselines and 6% through the (TVAAS), which graduation rates 'The state's turnaround to evaluate or targeted 
citizenship, and proficient or annual gap achievement aligns with the of all students. models are: TDOE-run implementation remediation 
lifelong learning. advanced on state c10su re across gap closure measurements • Focus schools Achievement School of new programs services. 

assessments (math subgroups. LEAs measures. Gap used in educator will be identified District (ASD),LEA-run and initiatives 

T and ELA for 3rd and 
7th grades, and 

will similarly 
engage with 

closure targets 
are based on 

evaluations. This 
is included to help 

using low 
graduation rates 

"innovation zone", four SIG 
turnaround models (as 

and use feedback 
to continuously 

E aggregate measures schools to reducing the protect against (below 60%), approved by TDOE); and, improve. 

N for grades 3-8 in 
math and ELA. 

establish school 
level AMOs. 

percentage of 
stu dents in key 

concerns of small 
districts of 

schools with any 
subgroup with 

• LEA-led school 
improvement planning 

N • Achievement gap • Proficiency under genuine proficiency rates processes. 

E closure measures will 
focus on a reduction 

measures and 
gap closure 

performing sub
groups (non

differences in 
individual cohorts 

of less than 5%, 
and schools with 

'The request indicates the 
state's intention to ensure 

S of the percentage of measures will be white students, that could skew the largest the lowest 5% of all 

S 
stu dents in key 
under-performing 

two distinct 
categories of 

economically 
disadva ntaged 

growth 
proficiency data. 

within-school 
gaps between 

schools be served through 
one of the first three 

E sub-groups (non AMOs, and every students, the highest and strategies by 2014-15. 
white students, LEA and school students with lowest

E economically will be evaluated disabilities, and performing 
disadvantaged based on its ELLs) scoring subgroups. 
students, students "achieve" or below 
with disabilities, and "miss" on each. proficient. 
ELLs). Report cards 

will also provide 
disaggregated 
performance 
for subgroups. 



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
 
ESTABLISHING THE ACCOUNABILITY SYSTEM REVIEW PANEL
 

This Memorandum of Understanding ("MOD") is made by and between the Speaker of the 
Indiana House of Representatives ("House"), President Pro Tempore of the Indiana Senate 
("Senate"), the Governor of the State of Indiana ("Governor") and the Indiana Superintendent of 
Public Instruction ("IDOE") for the purpose of establishing a group to advise the Indiana State 
Board of Education ("SBOE") as it establishes new categories or designations of school 
performance to replace 511 lAC 6.2-6 as required by I.C. 20-31-8-5(a),. 

RECITALS: 

WHEREAS, the House, Senate, Governor and mOE wish to review and receive advice 
regarding establishing new categories or designations of school performance to replace 511 lAC 
6.2-6 as required by I.C. 20-31-8-5(a), these entities have agreed to form a working group, the 
Accountability System'Review Panel (the "Panel"), which shall: 

1.	 make recommendations regarding the A-F accountability system, including 
recommendations regarding measurements based on individual academic perfOlmance 
and growth to proficiency and avoiding recommendations based on measurement of 
student performance or growth compared with peers; 

2.	 consider a wide range ofdata in making its recommendations; 
3.	 examine other states accountability systems to look for innovative solutions; 
4.	 ensure the fairness of any recommended accountability system; 
5.	 compose a final report, with recommendations no later than November 1,2013; and 
6.	 exist until after the deadline for such report until December 31, 2013 for the pU1lJose of 

receiving and investigating any clm:i:fying questions posed by SBOE, mOE, Governor, 
House, or Senate, unless otherwise extended 01' disbanded by the terms ofthis agreement. 

WHEREAS, in order to make recommendations for calculation of the A-F school letter grades, 
the mOE will share with the Panel any technical or formula information needed to evaluate the 
current s~stem and potential variations ofthat system; 

WHEREAS, the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act ("FERPA"), set forth in Title 20 
U.S. Code Section 1232g and its regulation at Title 34 CFR § 99.1 et seq. (as amended in 2012) 
generally 'prohibit the disclosure of students' personally identifiable information without consent, 
subject to celiain exceptions, the Panel will not receive any information which may identify 
individual students, unless tbis MOD is f'Ulthel' modified; 

WHEREAS, the purpose of this MOD is to provide infonuation and recommendations to the 
IDOE, Senate, House, Governor, and SBOE, the Panel shall compose a final report, with 
recommendations no later tlian November 1, 2013 so that those recommendation may be 
implemented in a timely manner forthe A-F accountability system for the 2013-2014 school year 
and such report shall be submitted electronically to the IDOE, House, Senate, Governor and 
SBOE; 



WHEREAS, technical assistance and staffing may be required by the Panel, the Senate and 
House agree to make the Legislative Services Agency available to provide such services. 
Members of the Panel are not entitled to per diem, but are entitled to receive mileage at the 
federal rate of reimbursement, to be paid from the Legislative Council's discretionaly fund. 
Further, the House and Senate leadership, and Superintendent of Public Instruction, to the extent 
not prohibited by a contract, believe service on the Panel to be directly related to each member's 
profession. 

WHEREAS, the IDOE, House, Senate, and Governor are each committed to excellence in 
Hoosjer education and each have a role to play in this endeavor, each of these entities shall have 
appointments to the Panel; 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS AGREED as follows: 

T. TERM OF AGREEMENT 

This Agreement shall take effect upon signature by the authorized representatives of the 
mOE, Senate, Governor, and House, and shall remain in effect until December 31," 2013, 
unless extended by agreement ofthe parties. 

II. APPOINTMENTS TO PANEL 

The Panel shall consist of seventeen (17) members. The mOE, Senate, House, and 
Governor shall each appoint four (4) members. Of each entity's four appointments, one 
(1) shan be a teacher, one (1) shall be a principal, one (1) shall be a superintendent, and 
one (1) shall be a technical advisor. The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall also 
be amember ofthe Panel, and shall serve as Co-Chair of the Panel with one of the other 
sixteen members of the Panel, who shall be designated Co-Chair of the Panel by the 
Chair of Legislative Council in consultation with Vice Chairman of Legislative Council. 
Appointing entities must make initial appointments by September 4, 2013 and may 
replace their appoin1ments at any time at their discretion. 

TIl. REQUIRED TASKS UNDER THE AGREEMENT 

The Panel shall meet in person at a time and place designated by the Co-Chairs in 
consultation with the other appointees. Subsequent meetings shall be determined by the 
Panel at its discretion, Meetings of the Panel must comply with Indiana Open Door 
requirements set forth,inlC. 5-14 etseq. 

V. SCOPE OF AGREEMENT 

This MOU incorporates all the understandings between the participating entities 
concerning the subject matter hereof. No prior agreement, verbal representations, or 
understandings shall be valid or enforceable unless embodied in this MOU. 

Memorandum ofUnderstanding between !DOE, Govemor, Senate, House v2 
Page 2 



-------------

VI. TERMlNATION OF PARTICIPATION 

Pmticipation in this MOD may be terminated by any patticipating entities, upon written 
notice delivered to the other pmticipating entities not less than seven (1) days prior to the 
intended termination date. This MOD shall terminate automatically on December 31, 
2013, unless extended by a written agreement. 

IN "WITNESS WHEREOF, the palties have caused this MOD to be executed on the year and 
date indicated, with the effective date being the most recent signature. 

Superintend~nt of Public Instruction 

BY~f5Glenda Ritz 

Speaker of the Indiana House ofRepresentatives 

By: Date: _ 
Brian C. Bosma 

President Pro Tempore of the Indiana Senate 

By: Date: _ 
----,---,----,--------------
David C. Long 

Govemol' ofthe State ofIlldiana 

By: Date: 
:-=----:;-~~=------------ ----------

. Michael R. Pence 

Memorandum ofUnderstanding between IDOE, Govemol', Senate, House v2 
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Acronyms and Definitions 

Achievement Gap - The term "achievement gap" is often defined as the differences between the test 
scores of minority and/or low-income students and the test scores of their White and Asian peers. But 
achievement gaps in test scores affect many different groups. Some groups may trail at particular points, 
for example, boys in the early years and girls in high school math and science. Differences between the 
scores of students with different backgrounds (ethnic, racial, gender, disability, and income) are evident 
on large-scale standardized tests. Test score gaps often lead to longer-term gaps, including high school 
and college completion and the kinds ofjobs students secure as adults. l 

Adaptive assessment - Adaptive assessment can be defined as any type of assessment that is tailored 
specifically to each examinee, based on their performance on previous items on the assessment. Most 
adaptive assessments are based on the theories and advances of Item Response Theory (IRT). More 
specifically, in IRT the examinee ability estimates, as well as item characteristics such as the item 
difficulty, are placed on the same continuum. This allows for the administration of items that are matched 
to the estimated ability level (8), of each examinee, at each point of the assessment. Therefore, adaptive 
assessments allow for the administration of items that are targeted to the ability level (or trait level) of 
each examinee, which enables the estimation of more accurate examinee ability estimates? 

AMO - Annual Measurable Objective is the annual target for the percentage of students whose test scores 
must be proficient or above in EnglishlLanguage Arts and Mathematics. 

APR - The manner of publication is specified in Indiana Code 5-3-1. All data to be included in the 2012 
Annual Performance Reports, except expenditure goals adopted pursuant to Indiana Code 20-42.5-3-5. 
While newspapers and the public have access to the site, each school corporation is responsible for 
notifYing local newspapers and authorizing the publication of the Annual Performance Report.3 

AYP - Since 2002, the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) has required public schools to 
make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for both the overall student population and any demographic 
group within the school. The goal of NCLB is for all students to achieve proficiency in EnglishlLanguage 
Arts and Math by 2014. To demonstrate AYP, schools, school corporation, and the state must either meet 
the annual target that ensures 100% of students will pass states tests in both English and Math by 2014 or 
reduce the percentage of students not passing these tests by at least 10% annually.4 

Categories - According to Indiana's Elementary Secondary Act (ESEA) Flexibility Waiver that has been 
granted by the U.S. Department of Education in February 2012, schools would ultimately be classified as 
Reward Schools, Focus Schools, or Priority Schools. Classification in these categories would be 
determined by performance in both growth and achievement. 

College- and career-ready standards - Content standards for kindergarten through 12th grade that build 
towards college- and career-ready graduation requirements (as defined in this document) by the time of 
high school graduation. A State's college- and career-ready standards must be either (l) standards that are 
common to a significant number of States; or (2) standards that are approved by a State network of 
institutions of higher education, which must certifY that students who meet the standards will not need 
remedial course work at the postsecondary level. 

1 http://www.nea.org/home/20380.htm 
2 http://www.springerreference.com/docs!html/chapterdbid!302855.html 
3 http://www.doe.in.gov!improvement!accountability!annual-school-performance-reports 
4http://www.doe.in.gov/improvement/accountability/adequate-yearly-progress-ayp 



Configurations - The various grades that can comprise a type of school. For example, an elementary 
school can contain grades K-3, K-5 or various other configurations. In Indiana, there are more than 90 
school configurations. 

Criterion-referenced test - are intended to measure how well a person has learned a specific body of 
knowledge and skills ... In education, CRTs are usually made to determine whether a student has learned 
the material taught in a specific grade or course.5 

ECA -End of Course Assessments (ECAs) are criterion-referenced assessments developed specifically for 
students completing their instruction in Algebra I, Biology I, or English 10.6 

Formative assessment - The goal of formative assessment is to monitor student learning to 
provide ongoing feedback that can be used by instructors to improve their teaching and by 
students to improve their learning. More specifically, formative assessments: 

• help students identify their strengths and weaknesses and target areas that need work 
• help faculty recognize where students are struggling and address problems immediately 

Formative assessments are generally low stakes, which means that they have low or no point 
value. Examples of formative assessments include asking students to: 

• draw a concept map in class to represent their understanding of a topic 
• submit one or two sentences identifying the main point of a lecture 
• tum in a research proposal for early feedbace 

Growth Model - A method for measuring the amount of academic progress each student makes between 
two points in time. For example, Johnny showed a fifty point growth by improving his math score from 
three hundred last year in the fourth grade to three hundred fifty on this year's fifth grade exam.8 

Growth to Proficiency - A student's growth trajectory to meeting and passing proficiency levels (i.e., 
cut scores). 

Labels - Designations assigned to schools based on categories. In Indiana's case, Indiana uses "A-F" 
labels. Other states use stars, descriptive information, etc. 

LEA - Local Education Agency is a public board of education or other public authority within a 
State which maintains administrative control of public elementary or secondary schools in a city, 
county, township, school district, or other political subdivision of a state.9 

Multiple measures - the use of multiple indicators and sources of evidence of student learning, of 
varying kinds, gathered at multiple points in time, within and across subject areas. 10 

5 http://www.fai rtest.org!criterion-and-standards-referenced-tests-pdf 
6 http://www.doe.in.gov/assessment/end-course-assessments-ecas 
7 http://www.cmu.edu!teaching!assessment!basics!formative-summative.html 
8 http://www.centerforpubliceducation.org!Main-Menu!Policies!Measuring-student-growth-At-a
glance!Measuring-student-growth-A-guide-to-informed-decision-making.html 
9http://www2.ed.gov!nclb!index!az!glossary.html?src=az 
10 http://www.fairtest.org!MultipleMeasures 



SEA - State Education Agency is the agency primarily responsible for the State supervision of public 
elementary and secondary schools. 

Subgroup - Each category of students identified under ESEA section 1111 (b)(2)(C)(v)(II).11 

Summative assessment - The goal of summative assessment is to evaluate student learning at 
the end of an instructional unit by comparing it against some standard or benchmark. 

Summative assessments are often high stakes, which means that they have a high point value. 
Examples of summative assessments include: 

• a midterm exam 
• a final proj ect 
• a paper 
• a senior recital 

Information from summative assessments can be used formatively when students or faculty use it 
to guide their efforts and activities in subsequent courses. 12 

11 http://www.ed.gov!race-top!district-competition!definitions 
12 http://www.cmu.edu!teaching!assessment!basics!formative-summative.html 



How to Calculate A-F School Grades for High Schools 
HIGH SCHOOL MODEL: FOUR COMPONENTS 

• English 10 ECA 

• Algebra 1 ECA 

ICl Gradu ation Rate 

• College & Career 
Readiness 

• Each component is issued a score 
between 0.00 and 4.00 points. 

• The scores for each component are 
weighted to determine a school's 
TOTAL score. 

• The total score is. the sum of the 4 
scores after they have been weighted. 

Calculating the Final Score 

• English 10 ECA: (Score x 0.30) 

• Algebra I ECA: (Score x 0.30) 

• Graduation Rate: (Score x 0.30) 

• College & Career: +(Score x 0.10) 

Final Score 

CALCULATING EACH COMPONENT 

Student Proficiency on English 10 ECA/ISTAR & Algebra I ECA/ISTAR (Calculated Separately) 

A preliminary score is assigned for each assessment based on the performance of the 10mgrade cohort on English 10 ECA/ISTAR and Algebra I ECAIISTAR: 

j;:'~$.O -ii9.9%70.0 -74.9% 75.0 -79.9% 80.0 - M.9%>Xf)~:-, 

1.50 Points 2.00 Points 2.50 Points 3.00 Points 3.50 Points 

English 10 ECA/ISTAR  (Bonuses and Deductions) 

I. Schools will get +0.50 if... (Student Improvement) 

Algebra I ECA/ISTAR  (Bonuses & Deductions) 

I. Schools will get +0.50 if... (Student Improvement) 
.--------, 

% of students passing 
English 10 ECA/ISTAR 
in ioth grade cohort 

%of the same students 10 3 
passing ISTEP+, IMAST, > .' 
or ISTAR in 8th grade percent 

%of students passing 
Algebra IECA!ISTAR in 

10th grade cohort 

. %of.the,ssame stluMdASenTts > 17.1 
passing TEP+, i-

or ISTARin 8th grade· percent 

2. Schools will get -0.50 if... (Negative Improvement) 2. Schools will get -0.50 if•.• (Negative Improvement) 

% of students passing 
English 10 ECA/ISTAR 
in ioth grade cohort 

%of the same students 0 0 
passing ISTEP+, (MAST, < . 
or ISTARin 8th grade percent 

% of students passing 
Algebra IECA!ISTAR in 

10th grade cohort 

%of the same students 0 0 
. passing ISTEP+, IMAST, < . 
· or ISTARin 8th grade percent 

3. Schools will get +0.50 if... (Student Improvement) 
- 59.3% of the students in the graduation cohort who did not pass 

the English 10 ECA in 10
th grade pass that assessment by the 

time the cohort graduates from high school. 

3. Schools will get +0.50 if.•. (Student Improvement) 
- 62.8% of the students in the graduation cohort who did not pass 

the Algebra I ECA in 10
th 

grade pass that assessment by the time 
the cohort graduates from high school. 

3.00 Points 

4.00 Points 

2.00 Points 

0.00 Points 

1.00 Points 

College & Career Readiness: 

[ 
# Passed + # Passed + # w/ 3 College + # w/ Industry J 
AP Exam IB Exam Credits Certification 

(Total # of Cohort Graduates) 

- Each student may count only once in the numerator.
2.50 Points 

3.00 Points 

3.50 Points 

4.00 Points 

# of Graduates in Cohort 

# of students in cohort 

1.00 Points 

1.50 Points 

0.00 Points 

2.00 Points70.0 -74.9% 

Graduation Rate Score: 

Final Score: A final grade will be given to each school based on their total score, using the following scale: 

D 

'.~' 1.99 

c 

2.00 - 2.99 

B 

3.00 _: 

*For more information please go to http://www.doe.in.gov/improvement/accountabilitvlf-accountability 



How to Calculate A-F School Grades for Elementary & Middle Schools
 

PROFICIENCY: ISTEP + IMAST + ISTAR (Base Score) 

All Schools are given a Preliminary Score based on the total oftheir ISTEP, IMAST and ISTAR Proficiency Results 

% Passing 

Preliminary 
Score 

'65.0% 
'f'~9.9% 

1.50 

70.0% 
74.9% 

2.00 

75.0% 
79.9% 

2.50 

80.0%";~ 
84.9% 1 ..~~'" 

3.00 

GROWTH: ISTEP Test-Takers Only 

High and Low Growth Scale 

Low Academic 
Growth 

35 th _ 65th 

Percentile .' 

; "; 

Typical Acaciemi~-'
Growth 

High Academic 
Growth 

The Base Score May be Raised ONE POINT based on 
High Academic Growth ofthe Bottom 25% subgroup 

Schools Will Get + 1.00 if... 

Math - 44.9% or more students in this subgroup score in the 
66th Growth Percentile or above. 

ElLA  42.5% or more students in this subgroup score in the 
66th Growth Percentile or above. 

The Base Score May be Raised ONE POINT based on 
High Academic Growth ofthe Top 75% subgroup 

Schools Will Get + 1.00 if... 

Math - 39.2% or more students in this subgroup score in the 
66th Growth Percentile or above. 

The Base Score May be Lowered ONE POINT based on 
Low Academic Growth of the All Students group 

Schools Will Get -1.00 if... 

Math - 42.4% or more students in this group score in the 34th 

Growth Percentile or below. 

ElLA - 36.2% or more students in this subgroup score in the ElLA - 39.8% or more students in this group score in the 34th 

66th Growth Percentile or above Growth Percentile or below. 

PARTICIPATION: ISTEP+, IMAST, ISTAR CALCULATING FINAL SCORE 

The Base Score may be lowered up to TWO POINTS in 
.. This process is completed for both ElLA and Math and separate ElLA and Math based on the Participation Rate of 

scores are determined for each. Students in the Bottom 25% and All Other Students. 

• The final score of a school is determined by averaging the ElLASchools Will Get -1.00 if... 
and Math scores together. 

- Less than 95.0% of students in the bottom 25% subgroup 
take the state's mandatory assessment .. The score is then assigned a letter grade based on the table 

below to represent the school's performance rating. or
 

- Less than 95.0% of all other students take the state's
 
mandatory assessment.
 

FINAL GRADE 

A final grade will be given to each school based on their total score, using the following scale: 

D c B 

;, 1.99 2.00 - 2.99 3.00 - .. 

*For more information please go to http:Uwww.doe.in.gov!improvement!accountabilitylf-accountabilitv 



ACCOUNTABI~liTVSVSf:EM TIMElINE?
 

HB 1427 

Effective 

July 1, 
2013 

Emergency 
Administrative 

Rule adopted by 
SBOE 

November 1, 
2013 

Accountability Analysis & Design Quality Assurance Final Administrative Ongoing 

Panel & IDOE Completed Completed Rule adopted by 

Recommendations SBOE 

:..,-,.' 

. '.;.' .'" 

TO "",I :::il ~'7Ui. riUOj'W 
y 

*All dates are estimated 



IDOt Available Data per Grade 

KG 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 

ISTEP 

Math X X X X X X 
English Language Arts X X X X X X 

Science X X 
Social Studies X X 

IMAST 

Math X X X X X X 
English Language Arts X X X X X X 

Science X X 
Social Studies X X 

IMAST 

Math X X X X X X X 
English Language Arts X X X X X X X 

Science X X X 
Social Studies X X X 

ECA 

English 10 X X X X X 
Algebra I X X X X X X X 

English 11 X X X X 
Algebra II X X X X X X X 

Biology X X X X X X 
IREAD-3 X 
Las Links X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Advanced Placement X X X X 
Dual Credit X X X X 
Industry Certification X X 
International Baccalaureate X X 
SAT!PSAT X X 
ACT X X 
Attendance 

Days Enrolled X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Unexcused/Excused Absences X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Enrollment X X X X X X X X X X X X X 



IDOE Available Data per Grade 

KG 01 02 03 04 os 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 

Cohort 

Graduation Rate; 4 Year X 
Graduation Rate; 5 Year X 
Graduation Rate; 6 Year X 

Diploma Type X 
Waiver Rate X 

Dropout Rate X 
Suspension X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Expulsion X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
Avergae Class Size X X X X X X X X X X X X X 



SChOOl Configurations: 
Schools by grouped grade spans. 

School Year Elementary Grades Middle School Grades High School Grades Count of Schools 
01,02,03,04,05,06 07,08 09,10,11,12 

2013 X X X 254 
2013 X X -- 70S 
2013 X -- -- 1158 
2013 -- X X 101 
2013 -- X -- 81 
2013 -- -- X 312 

2012 X X X 255 
2012 X X -- 691 
2012 X -- -- 1171 
2012 -- X X 107 
2012 -- X -- 83 
2012 -- -- X 309 

2011 X X X 245 
2011 X X -- 675 
2011 X -- -- 1203 
2011 -- X X 104 
2011 -- X -- 83 
2011 -- -- X 300 

2010 X X X 232 
2010 X X -- 694 
2010 X -- -- 1225 
2010 -- X X 106 
2010 -- X -- 74 
2010 -- -- X 297 



Accountability System Lifecycle: Key Deliverables 

Policy 

•	 Accountability Recommenda ons 

a Administra ve rule language de ning an accountability system to be presented to the 

State Board of Educa on for considera on. 

a	 A de ned quality sampling plan including a list of corpora ons to par cipate in quality 

assurance and pilot exercises. 

•	 Emergency Administra ve Rule 

a Clearly de ned measures that meet parameters and goals which address all schools in 

Indiana. 

a A well de ned process for addressing schools with special circumstances. 

Development 

•	 Analysis and Design 

a Informa on Technology: Detailed project plan; requirements documenta on; Quality 

Assurance use cases 

a Accountability: Release plan; requirements documenta on; training plan; monitoring 

plan 

a Communica ons: Public rela ons plan; requirements documenta on 

a Legal: Review of plans; review of documenta on materials 

•	 System Build/Quality Assurance/Pilot 

a Informa on Technology: Programming code to calculate ra ng; secure user interface to 

review preliminary data; public interface for nal release 

a Accountability: Accountability workbooks and calcula on simulators; technical 

documenta on; reference materials
 

a Communica ons: Announcements and dialogues
 

Implementa on 

•	 Implementa on and Training 

a Informa on Technology: Usable interfaces with reliable data; video for training 

purposes 

a Accountability: Training modules; documenta on; appeals process 

a Communica ons: Informa on releases; announcements; public rela ons 

•	 Sustainment
 

a Yearly training review
 

a Monitoring analysis
 

a	 Future revision review (frequency de ned) 



Accountability System Lifecycle
 

Phase Project Lifecycle Milestone Control Objectives Management Oversight 

Project Definition 
HB 1427 

G- Accountability Recommendations ..... 
"0 Accountability Taskforce and DOE A.. 

Adopted Administrative Rule 
State Board of Education 

Analysis and Design 
Accountability Taskforce and DOE 

System Build/Quality AssurancelPilot 
Accountability Taskforce and DOE 

Implementation and Training 
Accountability Taskforce and DOE 

Sustainment 
DOE 

Planning and Organization 

Communication 

~ 
§
.p 

13 
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~ Q 
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"'d "'0 

§ .~ 
r.f.l 0" 
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Section I: Introduction 

During the 2013 legislative session, the Indiana Gen

eral Assembly passed HEA 1427, subsequently signed 

into law by Governor Pence. Among other provi

sions, the legislation revised Indiana's K-12 school 

accountability statute. In particular, it codified the A

F grading scale first incorporated by the Indiana State 

Board of Education (ISBOE) into administrative rules 

in 2010. In addition, the legislation required the 

ISBOE to revise the state's accountability system to 

measure individual student academic performance 

and growth to proficiency. 

In late July of 2013, a series of news articles raised 

public concerns about the final grade determinations 

of certain schools, released in October of 2012 and ap

plying to the 2011-12 school year. Subsequently, on 

August 2, 2013, Speaker Bosma and Senate President 

Pro-Tern Long requested a review of the accountabil

ity system that was adopted by administrative rule in 

April, 2012 and its implementation for the first time 

during the 2011-12 academic year. A copy of the Au

gust 2,2013, Bosma/Long letter detailing the scope of 

the review, and naming John Grew and Bill Sheldrake 

to lead the examination is found in Appendix A. The 

report provided hereafter is the product of the efforts 

undertaken in accordance with the August 2, 2013, 

request for review. 

In accordance with the requests of Speaker Bosma and 

Senate President Pro-Tern Long Sheldrake and Grew 

conducted interviews with nearly 20 persons inside 

and outside of government - some of whom were in

volved in the system's development. In addition, rep

resentatives of educational associations and educa

tional practitioners were interviewed. Through this 

process, Sheldrake and Grew were able to develop a 

narrative description capturing their understanding of 

the process of developing and implementing the ac

countability rule from early 2010 through October, 

2012. The resulting narrative is included in the report. 

To assist in accomplishing the tasks provided by the 

August 2, 2013, letter and to reach the conclusions 

included with this report, Sheldrake and Grew, along 

with the Indiana Legislative Service Agency staff de

veloped a computer program of the new metrics to 

allow for independent simulations of the 2012 Indiana 

Department of Education [IDOE] results. 

The following report includes sections addressing 

each of the tasks outlined in the August 2,2013, letter. 

As a matter of context, background and reference for 

the issues explored, the report also includes several 

documents attached in an appendix. 

Both Sheldrake and Grew wish to express deep ap

preciation to those who participated in the process 

and interviewees. Three entities deserve special men

tion. First, the Speaker of the House and the President 

Pro Tern of the Senate were honorable in requesting 

an independent study, providing resources to accom

plish the task, and leaving those carrying out the task 

entirely to ourselves as we undertook the study. The 

Indiana Department of Education under Superinten

dent Glenda Ritz went out of its way in providing 

access to data and prompt assistance as we carried out 

this work. The staff at the Legislative Services Agency 

contributed many hours in programming and re

search. Thanks to all for their assistance. 

3 



Section II: Executive Summary 

Summary of Process Undertaken 

To gain an understanding relative to the accountabil

ity system, the authors conducted interviews with 

current and former IDOE staff who were involved in 

system development as well as representatives of ed
ucational organizations. Through these interviews, a 

narrative description of the process of developing and 

implementing the accountability rule from early 2010 

through October, 2012, was prepared and is included 

in Section IV of the report. 

Also key to the project was the ability to independent

ly run results for the accountability system and its two 

models and compare output (school grades) to the 

final grades issued by the mOE in October, 2012. 

With the assistance of Legislative Services Agency 

staff, a program was developed that permitted use of 

IDOE data to produce various reports that enabled the 

authors to determine if the 2011-12 grades were 

awarded in accordance with the Bennett administra

tive rule. This process and findings are detailed in 

Section V of the report. 

Report Findings 

1)	 The authors found that mOE under-estimated 

administrative and technical challenges associated 

with developing the new administrative rule, 

computer programming and testing necessary to 
implement the new rwe, and obtaining feedback 

relative to 2011-12 grades. 

2)	 Because the Bennett administrative rule did not 

contemplate all of the numerous school configura

tions in place during 2011-12, it was necessary for 

mOE to make certain interpretations including 

the decision to eliminate HS. scores from the 

Christel House Academy's grade. The authors 

found that this interpretation was consistently 

applied to 16 other schools which had analogous 

situations. 

3)	 The removal of the EMS "subject matter growth 

caps" impacted the final scores and grades of 165 
schools. According to former IDOE staff, lan

guage in the final approved rule intended that 
there be no EMS subject matter caps, however, 

these caps were erroneously included in the com

puter programming of the model. This mistake 

was discovered and corrected prior to the Sep

tember 19, 2012 embargoed release of school 

grades and related data. 

4)	 With regard to the final disposition of the grade 

for the Christel House Academy, the authors 

heard from both Dr. Bennett's critics and support
ers that his focus on the Christel House Academy 

was because of its widely accepted reputation as 

an excellent school, which functioned as a quality 

control indicator. However, when the school's 

grade was initially found to be a C, Dr. Bennett 

expressed surprise and. dissatisfaction. These ex

pressions prompted an energetic response to find 

solutions to what was perceived to be an unfair 

and inaccurate result. From the emails.itis ap

parent that mOE staff worked diligently, over a 

period of several days in an effort to respond to 

this situation. In the end, the Authors found that 

the two adjustments administered to determine 

Christel House Academy's final grade were plau

sible and the treatment afforded to the school was 

consistently applied to other schools with similar 
circumstances. 

5)	 Although efforts were made by Dr. Bennett and 

his staff to interact with educational stakeholders 

and practitioners, a significant portion of the edu

cational community did not understand or trust in 

the accuracy or fairness of the Bennett Rule's Met

rics, did not believe the that the metrics represent

ed essential accountability constructs, and did not 

believe that the Rule treated different school for

mats [public, private, charter] equally and fairly. 
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6) mOE's ability to finalize the accountability sys 3) Developing a Revised Accountability System Un

tem, perform quality control simulations, and to 

produce final output was clearly compromised by 

the loss of several key technical staff beginning in 
summer, 2011 through summer, 2012. 

7)	 In part due to the loss of key mOE technical staff, 

there was inadequate time to complete final pro

gramming and perform quality control work, pri

or to release of each school's final grades. 

Recommendations 

1)	 Disposition of 2011-12 Grades: The grades issued 
for 2011-12 should be corrected for errors discov

ered relative to high school grades for several 

schools and mOE should publicize various IDOE 

interpretations of the administrative rule that 

were necessary to make grade determinations in 

cases in which the rule did not provide complete 

clarity. 

2)	 Reporting of 2012-13 Grades: As required by 

statute, mOE should proceed with finalizing and 

reporting results for 2012-13 as quickly as possible 

after reasonably assuring school administrators 

and the public regarding the integrity of the test 

results. Adequate time should be provided for 

vetting preliminary results, for schools to file ap

peals, and for IDOE to review and respond. 

For the 2012-13 school year and subsequent years 

until the new accountability system required by 
HEA 1427-2013 is implemented, state policymak

ers should consider not subjecting a school to 

state interventions described in Ie 20-31-9-4 due 

to a sixth consecutive year of placement in the 

lowest category or designation of school perfor

mance. 

der HEA 1427-2013: The authors observe and 

recommend: 

A.	 The authors observe that the recently an

nounced memorandum of understanding be

tween the Governor, the General Assembly, 

and the Superintendent for establishing a col

laborative process for development of a new 

accountability rule is an excellent step to

wards increasing support by the educational 

community and the public. 

B.	 The process of development of a new system 

should: 

1.	 Provide for extensive involvement by ex

perts and practitioners from the education 

community. 

2.	 Provide for transparency in all decision

making. 

3.	 Result in development of a new system 

that is as simple as possible, more easily 

understood, and equitable. 

C.	 In compliance with HEA 1427 - 2013, the new 

accountability system should incorporate 

measures that involve less reliance on stand

ardized tests passage rates and more reliance 

on individual student growth based on crite

rion-referenced measures. 

4)	 Further Recommendations regarding the Revised 

Accountability System: 

A.	 Additional measures for the EMS model 

should be included, besides the two student 

test measures, that provide additional indica

tors of school performance. 

B.	 Because of the complexity involved in im

plementing any new accountability system, 

the system should be piloted prior to imple

mentation, if possible, permitting IDOE to 

solicit and receive extensive feedback from 

schools, adequately perform programming 
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tests, and evaluate policy components incor

porated into the system. 

C.	 In order to ensure that the legislative branch 

has the capability to perform analyses on the 

new accountability system, LSA staff should 

be provided with ongoing access to all data 

and computer programming necessary for it 

to replicate results and respond to various 

inquiries from legislators about the system. 
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Section III: Accountability and Assessment in Indiana 

PL 221 to the Bennett Accountability System 

Key school accountability legislation was enacted dur

ing the 1999 session of the Indiana General Assembly. 
PL 221 (HEA 1750) established a school accountability 

program with the goal of initiating continuous school 

improvement. The bill also required the Indiana State 

Board of Education (ISBOE) to develop a method to 

assess and report school performance and included 

state interventions if school improvement was not 

achieved over a specified number of years. Also en

acted during the 1999 legislative session was PL 146 

(SEA 235), which established the Education 

Roundtable and charged the mOE and the ISBOE 

with responsibility for adopting academic standards 

for every grade level (K-12) for specified subject mat

ters. 

During the 2013 legislative session, the Indiana Gen

eral Assembly passed HEA 1427, which along with 

other provisions, revised Indiana's K-12 school ac

countability statute. In particular, it codified the A-F 

grading scale first incorporated by the Indiana State 

Board of Education (ISBOE) into administrative rule 

in 2010. In addition, the legislation requires the 

ISBOE to revise the state's accountability system to 

measure individual student academic performance 

and growth to proficiency. These revisions were en

acted due to some concerns relative to implementa

tion of the new accountability system that was first 

used to issue grades to schools for the 2011-12 aca

demic year. 

A legislative history of school accountability and re

lated administrative rulemaking prepared by the Leg

islative Services Agency is attached in Appendix B. 

What is the A-F Bennett Accountability Rule? 

As described in detail in Section IV of the report, the 

Bennett accountability rule, adopted in April, 2012, 

involved more than a two year process of develop

ment and implementation. Under the rule, most 

schools are assessed for performance according to two 

standard models - an elementary and middle school 

(EMS) model and a high school (HS) model. The EMS 

model relies on measures of student passage rates on 

standardized English language arts (ELA) and math 

tests and also rewards schools for student growth. 

The HS model includes four measures. First, it 

measures passage rates on 10th grade end of course 

assessments (ECA) in English 10 and Algebra 1 as 

well as student growth in these subject matters. Se

cond, it measures passage rates on both ECA tests by 

students who initially did not pass these tests in 10th 

grade, but do pass by graduation. Third, the model 

measures high school graduation rates. Fourth, the 

model measures college readiness based on four indi

cators. 

The three primary configurations for evaluating 

schools are elementary/middle school, high school 

and combined school, but the administrative rule rec

ognizes that some schools are not composed of stand

ard grades and thus the rule addresses alternative 
models for some of these schools. 



Section IV: Development and Implementation of 
Bennett Accountability System 

Introduction 

According to former Superintendent of Public Instruc

tion, Dr. Tony Bennett, he first sketched out the ele

ments for a new accountability system on a napkin 

and stated that a primary goal was to permit Indiana 

to be relieved of the accountability standards set out 

in the federal legislation, No Child Left Behind (NCLB). 

Specifically, Dr. Bennett desired that Indiana be sub

ject to a single accountability system, not both a state 

and federal system - and one designed to Indiana's 

needs. This was a primary motivation behind Indiana 

seeking and eventually being granted a waiver by the 

U.S. Department of Education. 

Initial Development of the New Accountability Sys

tem 

Through insights gained from interviews with and 

information provided by current and former IDOE 

staff, the following discussion summarizes key Indi

ana Department of Education (mOE) activities pursu

ing development of the new accountability system 

during 2010 through final adoption of administrative 

rule, 515 lAC 6.3-6-0.5 in April, 2012, and then 

through final implementation of the rule and release 

of grades under the new system in October, 2012. 

Shortly after Dr. Bennett assumed the position as In

diana State Superintendent of Public Instruction, dis

cussions ensued on development of a new accounta

bility system. In addition to the desire to have a sin

gle accountability system (as discussed above), there 

was recognition that there were limitations to the 

then-existing state accountability system. In particu

lar, reliance on test passage rates created an incentive 

for schools to concentrate on improving the academic 

success of students that were close to passage while 

pursuit of academic improvement by other students 

scoring at lower rates was not incented. Specifically, a 

school could more easily improve student test passage 

rates by concentrating its efforts working with those 

students who did not pass the test, but scored close to 

passage. Thus, there was recognition that it was es

sential to incorporate a student growth measure into a 

new accountability system that would incent assess 

academic progress for all students. 

After the initial conceptual framework for a new ac

countability system was outlined, the IDOE convened 

advisory work groups to assist with further develop

ment. Because it had been determined that the new 

system should include two separate models address

ing elementary/middle school (EMS) and high school 

performance, two work groups were established. Ac

cording to a list of participants provided by mOE 

staff, the EMS work group was composed of a super

intendent, principal, and a higher education policy 

expert while the high school work group was primari

ly composed of principals, the Director of the Indiana 

Association of School Principals, and a school corpo

ration superintendent. 

Jeff Zaring, long-time Indiana State Board Adminis

trator, led the initial system development work, hav

ing also assumed responsibility for a new accountabil

ity office within mOE. The two work groups met pe

riodically during initial system development provid

ing input and advice to mOE on development of the 

accountability system. 

Meanwhile, during spring, 2010, the mOE and the 

Indiana State Board of Education (ISBOE) completed 

a revision to the original "PL 221 accountability rule" 

by essentially changing the nomenclature for charac

terizing a school's performance from classifications 

ranging from "Exemplary" to "Academic Probation," 

to letter grades"A to F". In comments to the ISBOE at 

its May 5, 2010 meeting, Dr. Bennett stated that the 

change in nomenclature was intended to " ...make our 

accountability system easy for communities to under

stand." The ISBOE approved the new rule at its Au

gust 7,2010 meeting. 
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Development of the new accountability system con

tinued throughout 2010 and ISBOE meeting minutes 

note that there were several briefings provided by the 

Superintendent and mOE staff throughout the year. 

Following the 2011 legislative session, Jeff Zaring re

tired and Molly Chamberlin assumed the role of ac

countability officer and responsibility for developing 
the new accountability system. Chamberlin and her 

staff continued development of both the EMS and HS. 

models and began internal simulations of school re

sults during spring, 2011. The first step of the process 

involved translating initial administrative rule drafts 

for the new accountability system into a "logic docu

ment". This process involved preparing a narrative to 

describe the step by step model of calculating a 

school's grade based on student data reported by 

schools and maintained by mOE in a large data base. 

The next step involved translating the logic document 

into computer software which would then produce 

computer-generated individual school grades under 

the proposed system. 

Molly Chamberlin left the mOE (along with the pri

mary computer programmer working on the new ac

countability system) in summer 2011 and was suc

ceeded by Jon Gubera. Under Gubera, final accounta

bility system development, which included a number 

of revisions to the EMS and HS models, took place 

throughout the remainder of 2011, and culminated in 

presentations to the ISBOE at its October 5 and No

vember 7 meetings. At the October meeting, IDOE 

staff provided the ISBOE with a detailed explanation 

of both the EMS and HS models. ISBOE members 

provided feedback and requested that certain revi

sions be made to the models. IDOE staff incorporated 

these revisions in revised models that were presented 

to the SBOE during the November 7 meeting, which 

were approved, along with proposed administrative 

rule language. 

Throughout 2011, while the accountability office was 

continuing development of the EMS and HS. models, 

IDOE attorneys worked on language for a revised 

administrative rule for the new accountability system. 

With ISBOE approval of a proposed rule at its N 0

vember 7, meeting, the public comment period was 

initiated and mOE sought and obtained electronic 

comments via its website and through email, and 

provided an opportunity for public testimony at a 

public hearing held on January 17, 2012. During the 

public hearing, more than 30 persons testified, nearly 

all expressing concerns with the proposed rule. In ad

dition, numerous comments were submitted electron

ically. IDOE summarized comments into numerous 

categories and tabulated the number of responses re

ceived in each category as detailed in Appendix C. 

Subsequent to the public hearing, only a few changes 
were made to the proposed rule. Most concerns ex

pressed by those that provided testimony at the hear

ing were not addressed with revisions. A final ver

sion of the rule was approved by the ISBOE at its Feb

ruary 8, 2012 meeting. After completing the process 

of review by the Indiana Attorney General's office, the 

rule was approved by the Governor's office on April 

16,2012. 

On February 9, the day after the ISBOE approved the 

final accountability system rule, the U.s. Department 

of Education approved IDOE's application for a waiv

er from the accountability standards set out in federal 

legislation commonly called No Child Left Behind. 

mOE attempted to afford schools the opportunity to 

assess how they might be graded under the new ac

countability system. On January 27, 2012 mOE issued 

a memo announcing the release of simulated results 

for the new accountability system using prior year 

(2010-11) student data. While the memo stated a 

number of caveats regarding the simulation, it said 

that the effort was intended to provide schools with a 

close approximation of results under the new ac

countability system. On March 2, mOE also an

nounced that it had developed a "workbook" that was 

intended to permit schools to calculate its approxi

mate grades under the new model, which had by then 

been formally adopted by the ISBOE. 
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Implementation of the Final Rule and Publication of 
School Grades for 2011-12 

Implementation of the rule involved the translation of 
the rule into a "logic document" and then translating 

that document into scripts, or computer programming 
language. Unfortunately, beginning with the depar
ture of Molly Chamberlin in summer, 2011, and con
tinuing through summer, 2012, IDOE lost several key 

technical staff that had been involved in early devel
opment of the computer logic and scripts. In order to 
complete final computer programming during sum
mer, 2012, contract specialists were employed by 
IDOE. 

As with development of any new system, it was nec
essary for IDOE to produce many trial runs of the sys

tem to ensure consistency with the rule and the integ
rity of results produced. As reported by Gubera, "As 
models are run and as ambiguities, inconsistencies, 

conflicts, or gaps are identified, the team first reex
amined the logic and finally the scripts to resolve any 
issues. Identified errors were corrected and results 
updated prior to and during the embargoed prelimi

nary release of results to schools and corporations." 
IDOE explained that were at least five major system 
issues that were identified requiring resolution by the 
IDOE team working on the accountability system dur
ing the summer, 2012: 

•	 First, there was a vendor issue involving missing 
IMAST test results. 

•	 Second, growth scores for a large number of stu

dents (primarily 4th grade) at a number of schools 
required re-running the growth model. 

•	 Third, it was discovered that some old end of 
course assessment (ECA) results from prior Grad
uate Qualification Exam (GQE) results were miss
ing and needed to be located. 

•	 Fourth, the issue of the elimination of the subject 
matter growth caps (4.00 points limit) was discov
ered, as explained in Section V. 

•	 Fifth, additional ambiguities were found with the 
rule relative to unusual school configurations. 

On September 19, 2012 Gubera issued a memo to su
perintendents and school principals announcing that 
embargoed preliminary grades for schools under the 
new accountability system for the 2011-12 year were 
posted on the IDOE's secure website, the Learning 
Connection. Schools were able to access student level 
data to determine how the school's various scores and 
final grades were determined and were able to raise 
questions and issues regarding the results with the 
IDOE staff. 

In the September 19 memo, schools were instructed 
that they could file appeals of grades through October 
3. On October 2 IDOE issued a memo extending the 

appeals filing deadline to October 24. From Septem
ber 19 through October 29, IDOE reviewed and re

sponded to all such inquiries and appeals and made 
revisions it deemed appropriate. At its October 30, 
2012 meeting, the ISBOE approved final school scores 
and grades for 2011-12, which were then publicly re
leased. 
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Section V: Evaluating the 2012 Accountability System and Results 

The A to F Accountability Model developed by the 
DOE under Dr. Bennett [the "Model"], is both a rules 

based system expressed in words but also a quantita

tive system, which, in order to be implemented must 

be expressed mathematically and implemented in a 

computer program. Because the mathematical out

working of the New Rule was challenged as difficult 

to understand and because the actual programming of 

the model was a challenge to the DOE during the 

rollout of the grades in 2012, the Authors requested 

that the Legislative Services Agency's staff undertake 

the activities of accessing the student data from the 

DOE and construct a computer program of the model 

to ensure that the results provided by DOE in October 

of 2012 were an accurate expression of the legislation 

and administrative rule. 

The Model was developed on the DOE computer, 

with data access provided to LSA staff, using MS Se

quel. LSA staff worked with DOE to ensure that all 

student data changes, many of which had been ap

proved as a result of school appeals in the fall of 2012, 

were expressed in the dataset available to LSA for 

making the computations. 

The output from the student analysis was aggregated 

by school and entered into MS Excel spreadsheets to 

undertake the school by school comparisons and to 

compute each school's grades. In addition, DOE pro

vided grade configuration data for School Years 2010

11,2011-12, and 2012-13. This was analyzed to deter

mine which schools were undergoing transitions 

adding grades or in other ways changing configura

tion. A list of these schools is presented in Table B, 
below. 

School Year 2011-12 Implementation 

DOE finalized the Model with respect to the rules in 

January of 2012 and began translating the language of 

the administrative rule into a set of logic statements 

that could be used to guide programmers in con

structing the actual computer application of the Mod

el. The Model utilizes student data with approximate

ly 400 records per student, with a total student popu
lation of around 1.1 million each year. 
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Table A - Schools and Enrollments by Type 

Student No. of Student Student 
School Types and No.ofSch's 

Configurations in 2011 
Enrollment 

in 2011 
Sch's in 

2012 
Enrollment 

in 2012 
No.ofSch's 

in 2013 
Enrollment 

in 2013 

ElementaryjMiddle School 
Traditional 

Charter 
Private 

Other 

1,633 
1,386 

43 
204 

726,456 
665,965 

15,365 
45,126 

1,637 
1,397 

45 
195 

734,302 
670,000 

20,133 
44,169 

1,653 
1,393 

44 
215 

1 

742,089 
668,685 

23,761 
49,271 

372 

High School 280 289,412 277 285,595 280 283,381 
Traditional 244 272,668 245 270,008 244 265,856 

Charter 6 1,700 7 2,529 6 2,811 
Private 29 14,749 24 12,761 29 14,248 

Other 1 295 1 297 1 466 

Combined School 141 72,507 140 72,198 137 68,942 
Traditional 107 59,103 107 58,292 103 53,723 

Charter 9 5,237 9 5,289 9 5,559 
Private 22 7,130 21 7,581 22 7,858 

Other 3 1,037 3 1,036 3 1,802 

Not Graded 86 16,223 73 4,823 118 12,315 
Traditional 47 13,529 44 3,094 45 5,237 

Charter 3 336 4 301 13 1,605 
Private 36 2,358 25 1,428 60 5,473 

Other 

Total 2,140 1,104,598 2,127 1,096,918 2,188 1,106,727 

This report evaluated with special interest, the chang The project team ran the model without the above
 

es that have been reported in the media and were al changes and with those changes to make the follow


leged to have assisted Christel House Academy. ing determinations.
 

Those two changes in treatment are:
 

1) Were the changes actually made? 

1) A change in evaluation category from Combined 
2) Did the changes result in the"reported" differSchool to ElementaryjMiddle School. This 

ences in grades?change in treatment meant that Christel House 

Academy and any other school to which this 
3) Were the changes applied uniformly across the 

change was applied, would only be graded on 
school population? 

their ElementaryjMiddle School performance. 

4) Was there a reasonable justification for the chang
2) The removal of the "subject matter growth caps" es in treatment? 

in calculating the Math and ELA scores for their 

EMS grade. 
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Configuration Change 

Christel House Academy was initially being treated as 

a Combined School, because in the 2011-12 school 

year, it had added a 10th grade level. In other words, 

it moved from a grades K through 9th school to a 

grades K through 10th school from 2011 to 2012. The 

project team found 16 other schools that added one or 

more high school grade levels in the 2012 school year. 

However, because the High School evaluation re

quires 4 data measurements, only one of which is the 

10th grade ISTEP test, Christel House Academy and 

the other 16 schools had incomplete data sets, which 

would cause an unfair determination of high school 

performance. As a result, DOE determined in 2012 to 

evaluate these schools only as EMS schools. 

Removal of the Growth Caps 

In the calculation of a school's grades for ELA and 

Math there is a growth factor which may be applied 

and which is explained in Appendix D. This factor 

credits the school with moving its students' scores on 

the ELA and Math portions of the ISTEP upward, 

even though those students may not yet have 
achieved their required grade level proficiency. The 

computerized version of the Model retained a cap at 

"4.0" through the Model's implementation phase [late 

summer or early fall of 2012] even though DOE had 

determined and the rule reflected that determination 

to remove the subject matter growth caps. Some 

schools, particularly those drawing significant stu

dents from urban environments, were helped by the 

removal of the caps. 

Table B - 2012 Configuration Modifications with DOE Rationale 
Grade Configuration 2011-12 

Configuration Grade Configuration Treatment in Final 
School 2011 2012 2011-12 Grade Rationale 

Anderson Preparatol}' Academy 6th-10th in 2011 K-12th in 2012 EMS D Missing HS data 

Career Academy at South Bend nla 7th-12th EMS F First year school 

Christel House Academy K-9th in 2011 K-l0th in 2012 EMS A Missing HS data 

Christian Academy of Madison nla PK-I0th SEMS B Too few students; Missing data 

Cornerstone College Prep Sch nla PK-12th EMS F First year school 

East Chicago Lighthouse K-8th in 2011 K-9th in 2012 EMS D Missing HS data 

Eman Schools PK-I0th in 2011 Missing Data in 2012 EMS A Missing HS data 

Gal}' Lighthouse Charter School K-I0th in 2011 K-11th in 2012 EMS F Missing HS data 

Gateway Woods School nla 5th-12th SEMS NULL Too few students 

Hammond Acad of Science & Tech 6th-9th in 2011 6th-10th in 2012 EMS F Missing HS data 

Heritage Christian School nla PK-12th EMS A Missing data 

Hoosier Acad Virtual Charter Sch 1st-6th in 2011 K-12th in 2012 EMS F Missing HS data 

Indiana Connections Academy 1st-8th in 2011 K-12th in 2012 EMS D Missing HS data 

Indiana Math & Science Academy K-11th in 2011 K-12th in 2012 EMS B Missing HS data 

Indpls Lighthouse Charter School PK-I0th in 2011 PK-11th in 2012 EMS C Missing HS data 

International School of Columbus 7th-10th in 2011 7-11th in 2012 EMS B Missing HS data 

LEAD College Prep 5th-9th in 2011 5th-10th in 2012 EMS F Missing HS data 

Monument Lighthouse Charter Schl K-8th in 2011 K-9th in 2012 EMS D Missing HS data 

New Tech Institute 9th only 9th-10th 9-10 model D Id'd as a HS 9-10 only model 

Richmond Academy PK-11th in 2011 Missing Data in 2012 Not Graded Missing data 

The Bloomington Project School K-8th in 2011 K-9th in 2012 EMS C Missing HS data 

West Gal}' Lighthouse K-9th in 2011 K-I0th in 2012 EMS F Missing HS data 

WiIlowglen Academy nla 6th-12th SEMS NULL Too few students; Missing data 
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The project team computed all schools' grades with 
the caps in place and with them removed. At the EMS 

level, 165 schools saw an increase in their letter grades 
as a result of removing the caps. For the HS level, be
cause there were other metrics besides the subject 
matter scores, the caps' removal made for fewer dif

ferences. Three high schools received higher letter 
grades. A listing of these schools, both EMS and HS is 

provided in Appendices E and F. 

Although the removal of the HS caps is consistent 
with the treatment of growth caps of the EMS schools, 
the rule with respect to the HS calculation is clear in 

requiring the subject matter caps to be in place. While 
mOE's decision did not affect many schools, it is an 
administrative issue that should be reviewed for HS 

grading in future years. 

In regard to the Combined Schools, the cap was not an 
issue, as the rule is clearer with regard to the elimina
tion of the caps for both the subject matter calculation 

and the EMS and HS averaging calculation. In the 
case of Combined Schools there was no question of 
changed administration of the rule 
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Section VI: Disposition of Christel House Academy Grade 

Due to the publication of news reports regarding the 

initial determination of the grade awarded to the 

Christel House Academy and the final determination 

of the school's grade, it is essential to discuss this mat

ter in great detail. 

There were two interpretations of the administrative 
rule that resulted in the initial Christel House Acade

my "C" grade being changed to an "A" in the final 

grade determination. First, a cap on the EMS ELA 

and math scores was eliminated. Second, because 

Christel House Academy's high school metrics were 

incomplete, a determination was made to treat it sole

ly as an Elementary/Middle School. 

Elimination of EMS ELA and Math Scoring Cap 

DOE personnel informed the authors that in earlier 

versions of the EMS model, a scoring cap of 4.00 was 

applied to both the ELA and math subject matter 

growth factors. The reasons given were, first that 

schools should be recognized for student achievement 

gains and be permitted to claim the entire amount of 

bonuses earned for student growth. A contrary view 

was that outstanding performance in one subject mat

ter should not be permitted to overshadow poor per

formance in another subject matter. 

For example, if a school only scored 2.00 on the ELA 

test but earned a 5.50 on the math test. The applica

tion of the cap to the growth factor would yield a 

combined score of 6.00, and the school would receive 

a B. However, if the cap is removed on the math score 

the combined score would yield 7.5, and the school 

would receive an A. The first viewpoint prevailed 

and the ELA and math scoring caps were eliminated 

from the EMS model. 

Unfortunately, the decision to eliminate the ELA and 

math scoring caps was not implemented and the caps 
were inadvertently left in the EMS modeling software 

until late summer, 2012. 

It seems plausible that the intense final review of the 

accountability system taking place during early to 

mid- September that followed the initial determina

tion that Christel House Academy earned a grade of 

C, resulted in the discovery that the computer pro

gram should not have included the EMS subject cap 

and it was revised to eliminate it. 

Elimination of the High School Score 

The Christel House Academy along with approxi

mately 20 other schools were transitioning from one 

grade configuration to another. Christel House had 

been a K through 9th grade school in 2010-11, and 

assed a 10th grade in 2011-12. Christel was becoming a 

Combined School - which is the configuration for a 

single school with both elementary/middle grades as 

well as high school grades. This requires all of the 

data elements for an EMS and for a HS, however 

Christal House Academy was missing three of the 

four HS elements. Christel House and the other 

schools in a transition phase had only the 10th grade 

subject matter scores. Because of the missing HS data, 

it was determined to treat Christel House and the oth

er transition schools as solely EMS schools, to be eval

uated on their complete dataset for EMS. The list of 

schools given special accommodation or treatment 

due to the missing data for either HS or other reasons 

is provided in Table B. 

In summary, the combination of the removal of the 

subject matter growth caps for EMS schools, and the 

change in treatment of Christel House Academy [and 

other transitioning schools] rasised the grade from a 
"C" to an"A". 

Authors' Conclusions 

From a review of the emailsinearlySeptember.itis 

clear that Dr. Bennett was keenly interested in learn

ing the grade for the Christel House Academy as soon 

as it was finalized. (Through our interviews, we 

learned that Dr. Bennett had been under considerable 

pressure to design an accountability system that was 
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not deemed harsh to charter schools or urban schools. 

In response to such concerns, he repeatedly stated that 

Christel House Academy, which was widely viewed 

as a successful charter school in an urban environ

ment, would do well under the new system.) When 

the school's grade was initially determined to be a C, 

it was a surprise to Dr. Bennett and senior DOE staff. 
The efforts to IIraise the Christel House grade" was, 

according to a wide range of testimony, both an at
tempt to save the credibility of the New Accountabil

ity Model and a desire to treat a recognized good 

school fairly. Any further motivations underlying 

these actions are beyond the scope and documenta

tion of this report. 
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Section VII: Findings and Recommendations 

Findings 

1)	 The authors found that mOE under-estimated 

administrative and technical challenges associated 

with developing the new administrative rule, 

computer programming and testing necessary to 
implement the new rule, and obtaining feedback 

relative to 2011-12 grades. 

2)	 The New rule did not contemplate the many 

school configurations and the incomplete data sta

tus of schools that were transitioning from one 

configuration to another. The accommodations 

made to Christel House Academy were consist

ently applied to at least 16 other schools which 

had analogous situations. [Schools, including 

Christal House Academy, with some high school 

grades, but not complete high school metrics, 

were graded on their EMS scores alone.] 

3)	 In discussions with school administrators and 

other education stakeholders going back to at 

least mid-2011, the subject matter growth caps 

were debated as either unfairly penalizing some 

schools or hiding mediocrity in others. According 

to DOE management staff, the removal of the 

growth caps was indicated by the language of the 

final approved rule, but erroneously not imple

mented in the computer programming of the 
model. This mistake was found in the final weeks 

prior to the embargoed release of the grades' data 

to the schools on September 19, 2012. 

4)	 With regard to the final disposition of the grade 

for the Christel House Academy, the authors 

heard from both Dr. Bennett's critics and support

ers that his focus on the Christel House Academy 

was because of its universal reputation as an ex

cellent school, which functioned as a quality con

trol indicator. However, when the school's grade 

was initially found to be a C, Dr. Bennett ex

pressed surprise and dissatisfaction. These ex

pressions prompted an energetic response to find 

solutions to what was perceived to be an unfair 

and inaccurate result. From the emails.itis ap

parent that mOE staff worked diligently, over a 

period of several days in an effort to respond to 

this situation. In the end, Authors found that the 

two adjustments administered to determine 

Christel House Academy's final grade were plau

sible and the treatment afforded to the school was 

consistently applied to other schools with similar 

circumstances. 

5)	 Although efforts were made by Dr. Bennett and 
staff to interact with educational stakeholders and 

practitioners prior to the release of the final 

grades on October 31, 2012 a significant portion of 

the educational community expressed the follow

ing: 

A.	 Did not believe that the New Rule's met

rics accurately or fairly reflected a 

school's performance. 

B.	 Did not believe that the New Rule treated 

different school formats [public, private, 

charter] equally and fairly. 

6)	 Due to the staff turnover discussed in the subsec

tion above, there were limitations to IDOE's tech

nical capability, including computer program 

code development, to complete work necessary to 

produce grades for 2011-12. mOE's ability to fi

nalize the accountability system, perform quality 
control simulations, and to produce final output 

was clearly compromised by the loss of several 

key technical staff beginning in summer, 2011 

through summer, 2012. 

7) In part due to the loss of key mOE technical staff, 
there was also inadequate time for final imple

mentation of the accountability system from final 

adoption of the administrative rule in spring, 2012 

to the October 30 release of 2011-12 academic year 

grades. There simply needed to be more time to 
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complete final programming and perform quality 

control work, prior to release of each school's final 

grades. Some of the quality control work was still 

being performed after the release of embargoed 

data on September 19. Thus, this work was ongo

ing while schools were reviewing and submitting 

questions and appeals 
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Recommendations 

1)	 Disposition of 2011-12 Grades 

A.	 The grades issued for 2011-12 should be cor

rected for errors discovered relative to high 

school grades for several schools. 

B.	 Before publishing grades for 2012-13, mOE 

should publicize various interpretations of 

the administrative rule that mOE found nec

essary to make grade determinations in cases 

in which the rule did not provide complete 

clarity. 

2)	 Reporting of 2012-13 Grades: As required by 

statute, mOE should proceed with finalizing and 

reporting results for 2012-13 as quickly as possible 

after reasonably assuring school administrators 

and the public regarding the integrity of the test 

results. Adequate time should be provided for 

vetting preliminary results, for schools to file ap

peals, and for IDOE to review and respond. 

For the 2012-13 school year and subsequent years 

until the new accountability system required by 

HEA 1427-2013 is implemented, state policymak

ers should consider not subjecting a school to 

state interventions described in Ie 20-31-9-4 due 

to a sixth consecutive year of placement in the 

lowest category or designation of school perfor

mance. 

3)	 Developing a Revised Accountability System 
Under HEA 1427-2013 
Given the changes passed in HEA 1427 enacted in 

2013, with the brief time span available to make 

revisions to the new accountability system, we 

recommend the following. 

A.	 The authors believe that visible steps or 

measures to ensure a closer interaction be

tween the Indiana General Assembly and the 

Indiana DOE and the Governor's Office are 

necessary for increasing the educational 

community's and the public's acceptance of 

the new system. We believe that the recently 

announced memorandum of understanding 

between the Governor, the General Assem

bly, and the Superintendent for establishing a 

collaborative process for development of a 

new accountability rule is an excellent step. 

B.	 The process of development of a new system 
should be based on: 

1.	 Extensive involvement by experts and 

practitioners from the education com

munity 

2.	 Transparency in all decision-making by 

the SBOE and mOE throughout the de

velopment process and final adoption of 
the revised rule. 

3.	 Intimately, the new system should be as 

simple as possible, more easily under

stood by the school administrators and 

the public, and equitable in its treatment 

of various schools with widely varied so

cio-economic student populations. 

C.	 In compliance with HEA 1427 - 2013, the 

new accountability system should: 

1)	 Incorporate less reliance on proficiency 

(standardized tests passage rates) and 

more reliance on individual student 

growth. 

2)	 Incorporate model(s) that measure stu

dent growth based on criterion

referenced measures (or a combination of 

peer-referenced and criterion-referenced 

measures) that measure a student's pro

gress to proficiency. 

4)	 Further Recommendations regarding the Re
vised Accountability System 

A.	 The authors have received a significant 

amount of testimony stating that there 

should be additional measures for the EMS 

model and that other measures of school per
formance besides test results be included. 
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B.	 Because of the complexity involved in im
plementing any new accountability system, 
the system, if possible, should be piloted for 
an initial year. This would permit IDOE to 
solicit and receive extensive feedback from 

schools, adequately perform programming 
tests, and evaluate policy components incor
porated into the system. As appropriate, re

visions should be recommended and adopted 
to further enhance the system and improve 
its integrity and public acceptance. 

C.	 Finally, it is essential that the legislative 

branch should be assured that it has the ca
pability to perform analyses on the new ac
countability system. Specifically, LSA staff 
should be provided with ongoing access to 

all data and computer programming neces
sary for it to replicate results and respond to 
various inquiries from legislators about the 

system. 
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STATE OF INDIANA Brian C. BosmaINDIANA GENERAL ASSEMBLY Speaker of the House 
200 W. WASHINGTON STREET 

THIRD FLOOR STATE HOUSE Phone: (317) 232-9605 

Email: H88@iga.in.gov INDIANAPOLIS. INDIANA 46204 

David C. Long 
President Pro Tempore 

Phone: (800) 382-9467 
Email: S16@in.gov 

August 2,2013 

Mr. John Grew, Executive Director,	 Mr. William Sheldrake, President and Founder 
State Relations and Policy Analysis Policy Analytics LLC 

Indiana University One North Pennsylvania Street, Suite 530 
101 West Ohio Street. Suite 1776 Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

Dear John and Bill, 

As you know, Indiana has received national attention this week due to the concerns with the 
A-F metric for grading Indiana's schools. As you may also know, the Indiana General Assembly, 
during the 2013 legislative session, expressed its concerns about this same issue when it passed 
House Enrolled Act 1427. In that bill, we required the State Board of Education to "go back to the 
chalkboard" on the A-F metric and to come up with a new metric, one based on achievement and 
growth, by November 15,2013. 

Since then, however, the issue has been brought to the forefront in negative ways and our 
concerns about the previous assessment system are increasing. We write to you today to ask you to 
undertake a critical task - to examine the previous A-F metric, by completing the following tasks: 

•	 Assessing the previous A-F assessment tool; 
•	 Determining its validity; 
•	 Ascertaining the fairness of previous grades given to schools; 
•	 Determining whether manipulations of the system occurred; and 
•	 Making recommendations to the State Board of Education and/or the 

General Assembly as to what next steps may be appropriate. 

We realize how challenging a task this is. We also understand that you will need some 
resources to accomplish it. As the Chairman and Vice Chairman ofthe Legislative Council, we will 
support you in any way we can - with staff and financial resources. We also need to have your 
assessment completed by Labor Day. Given the gravity ofthe situation, we feel this research merits 
immediate attention. 
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Mr. John Grew 
Mr. William Sheldrake 
August 2, 2013 
Page 2 

Thank you for considering our request to serve the citizens ofIndiana in this manner. Your 
input will be so important to the families and, most importantly, to the students of our state. 

Sincerely, 

Brian C. Bosma David Long 
Speaker of the House President Pro Tempore, Indiana Senate 
118th General Assembly 118th General Assembly 

cc:	 Minority Leader Scott Pelath
 
Minority Leader Tim Lanane
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LEGISLATIVE SERVICES AGENCY
 
Office of Bill Drafting and Research
 
200 W. Washington Street, Suite 301
 

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2732
 
(317) 233-0696
 

(317) 232-9511 (FAX)
 

MEMORANDUM 

To: William Sheldrake, John Grew 

From: Allen Morford 

Re: Legislative history of school accountability in Indiana. 

Date: August 27,2013. 

You asked for a legislative history pertaining to Indiana's school accountability laws and 
administrative rules. Below, please find a timeline summarizing relevant legislation and 
administrative rules. 

Legislative History 

1999 

P.L. 146-1999 (SEA 235-1999) - Establishes the education roundtable. Requires the Indiana 
Department of Education (IDOE) develop, and the Indiana State Board of Education (SBOE) to 
adopt, academic standards for every grade level from kindergarten through grade 12 for English, 
mathematics, social studies, and science. Requires the academic standards to be clear, concise, and 
jargon free. 

P.L. 221-1999 (HEA 1750-1999) - Establishes a school accountability program for targeted and 
continuous school improvement. Requires each school and school corporation to develop an annual 
strategic and continuous school improvement plan. Requires the IDOE to use ISTEP scores, 
performance indicators developed by the education roundtable, and a school corporation's annual 
performance report to assess the improvement ofeach school in the school corporation. Requires the 
SBOE to develop categories of school improvement and place each school in a category. Provides 
a series ofinterventions for schools that do not show improvement based on the number ofyears that 
improvement is not demonstrated. Provides for creation of a system of recognition and financial 
awards for schools that demonstrate improvement. 

2001 

P.L. 100-2001 (SEA 165-2001). Provides that the requirement for a series of interventions for 
schools that do not show improvement based on the number of years that improvement is not 
demonstrated does not apply to charter schools. Amends the law concerning Indianapolis Public 
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Schools (IPS) to make the provisions concerning student standards, improvement, and accountability 
consistent with provisions applicable to other school corporations. 

2005 

P.L. 1-2005 (HEA 1288-2005) - Recodifies Title 20. 

2013 

P.L 286-2013 (HEA 1427-2013) Provides that the state board may require assessments in addition 
to ISTEP assessments for secondary students. Provides that the state board shall establish a number 
of categories using an "A" through "F" grading scale, to designate performance based on the 
individual student academic performance and growth to proficiency in each school. Provides that, 
not later than November 15,2013, the state board shall establish new categories or designations of 
school performance which must be based on a measurement of individual student academic 
performance and growth to proficiency and may not be based on a measurement of student 
performance or growth compared with peers. 

Administrative Rules 

2002 

LSA Document #01-163(F) 
Notice of Intent Published: 24 IR 2726 
Proposed Rule Published: August 1,2001; 24 IR 3765 
Hearing Held: September 5,2001, September 6, 2001 
Approved by Attorney General: February 1, 2002 
Approved by Governor: February 14,2002 
Filed with Secretary of State: February 20,2002, 10:55 a.m. 

Adds 511 lAC 6.2-6 to establish criteria and procedures for assessing school improvement, 
establishing categories or designations of school improvement, and placing schools in categories 
or designations of school improvement as required by IC 20-10.2-5. Effective 30 days after filing 
with the secretary of state. 

LSA Document #01-2l2(F) 
Register Page Number 25 IR 2231 
Notice ofIntent Published: 24 IR 3100 
Proposed Rule Published: August 1, 2001; 24 IR 3769 
Hearing Held: September 6,2001 
Approved by Attorney General: February 1,2002 
Approved by Governor: February 15,2002 
Filed with Secretary of State: February 20,2002,9:43 a.m. 

Amends 511 lAC 6.1 concerning provisions for a transition from the performance-based 
accreditation system to the system of accountability for school performance and improvement 
created by IC 20-10.2. Effective 30 days after filing with the secretary of state. 
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2003 

LSA Document #02-264(F) 
Register Page Number 27 IR 162 
Notice of Intent Published: 26 IR 65 
Proposed Rule Published: February 1,2003; 26 IR 1719 
Hearing Held: March 6, 2003 
Approved by Attorney General: August 14, 2003 
Approved by Governor: August 25, 2003 
Filed with Secretary of State: August 26, 2003, 4: 15 p.m. 

Amends 511 lAC 6.2 to bring the school accountability system into alignment with the federal 
No Child Left Behind Act of2001. Adds definition of adequate yearly progress and expectation 
of 100% proficiency of all students and identified groups of students in 2013-2014. Establishes 
intermediate goals and annual objectives. Identifies student groups for purposes of reporting and 
determining adequate yearly progress. Requires schools to assess 95% of students in identified 
groups on ISTEP+ tests. Adds alternate means of demonstrating adequate yearly progress for 
student groups. Defines "full academic year" for purposes of determining if students are included 
in making decisions about adequate yearly progress. Adds provisions to implement the statutory 
requirement to assess school corporation improvement. Effective 30 days after filing with the 
secretary of state. 

2010-2011 

LSA Document #09-995 
20100407-IR-511090995PRA 
Notice of Intent: 20100106-IR-511090995NIA 
Proposed Rule: 20100526-IR-511090995PRA; 20100407-IR-511090995PRA 
Hearing Held: July 9, 2010 
Approved by Attorney General: September 1, 2010 
Approved by Governor: September 8, 2010 
Filed with Publisher: September 8, 2010, 11 :38 a.m. 

Amends 511 lAC 6.1-1-11 to change the label of "academic watch" to the label of "D" and the 
label of "academic probation" to the label of "F". Amends 511 lAC 6.1-1-11.5 and 511 lAC 6.1
1-13.5 to parallel the label changes made in 511 lAC 6.1-1-11. Amends 511 lAC 6.2-6-5 to 
change the label of "exemplary progress" to "A", the label of "commendable progress" to "B", the 
label of "academic progress" to "C", the label of "academic watch" to "D", the label of "academic 
probation" to "F" and to require the state board to collaborate with stakeholders to determine the 
feasibility of separating AYP from state accountability determinations and to revise the criteria 
used to place schools in school improvement and performance categories. Amends 511 lAC 6.2
6-6.1 to parallel the label changes amended in 511 lAC 6.2-6-5. NOTE: LSA Document #09-995, 
posted at 20100407-IR-511090995PRA, was recalled by the Indiana State Board ofEducation 
and resubmittedfor publication. Effective January 1, 2011. 
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2012 

LSA Document #11-51 (F) 
20120516-IR-511110051FRA 
Notice ofIntent: 20110126-IR-511110051NIA 
Proposed Rule: 20111214-IR-511110051PRA 
Hearing Held: January 17,2012 
Approved by Attorney General: April 5, 2012 
Approved by Governor: April 16, 2012 
Filed with Publisher: April 16, 2012, 3:45 p.m. 

Adds 511 lAC 6.2-6-0.5 to establish definitions for the rule. Amends 511 lAC 6.2-6-4 to 
establish school performance and improvement categories, the placement of schools and school 
corporations in categories, and growth percentages and passing rate targets. Adds 511 lAC 6.2-6
5.1 to establish the metric for calculating the performance and improvement category grade for 
elementary and middle schools open four years or more. Adds 511 lAC 6.2-6-5.2 to establish the 
metric for calculating the performance and improvement category grade for elementary and 
middle schools open three years or less. Adds 511 lAC 6.2-6-5.3 to establish the metric for 
calculating the performance and improvement category grade for high schools, end of course 
assessment scores, graduation rate scores, and college and career readiness scores. Adds 511 lAC 
6.2-6-5.4 to establish the metric for calculating the performance and improvement category grade 
for elementary feeder schools. Adds 511 lAC 6.2-6-5.5 to establish the metric for calculating the 
performance and improvement category grade for high school feeder schools. Adds 511 lAC 6.2
6-5.6 to establish the metric for calculating the performance and improvement category grade for 
small elementary and middle schools. Adds 511 lAC 6.2-6-5.7 to establish the metric for 
calculating the performance and improvement category grade for small high schools. Adds 511 
lAC 6.2-6-5.8 to establish the metric for calculating the performance and improvement category 
grade for school corporations. Adds 511 lAC 6.2-6-5.9 to establish procedures and requirements 
for receipt of new accountability baselines for school changes due to opening, reopening, 
reconfiguring, or redistribution of students. Repeals 511 lAC 6.2-6-5 and 511 lAC 6.2-6-6.1. 

I hope this information is helpfUl. Please feel free to contact me if you have any additional 
questions. 
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Indiana Department of Education 
151 W. Ohio St. 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

MEMORANDUM 

Public Comment Summary and Agency Response Table 

Category Summary 

Corresponding Public 
Comment Numbers 

Rationale 

Public 
Hearing 

Online 
Forum 

Via 

Email 

Bell By utilizing a bell curve for growth, the metric will 2,3, 6,8,11, 5,6,7, A consistently argued shortcoming of the old accountability 
Curve/Norm result in 34% percent of students being labeled as 4,58, 15,13, 8,12, model was that it only focused on absolute performance 
referenced high growth, and 34% of all students being labeled 9,10, 16,20, 13,18, measures, or how many students passed the assessments which 
focus is as low growth. This will occur irrespective of 11,12, 25,25, 20,21 created an atmosphere of focusing primarily on the "bubble 
inappropriate students' actual achievement level. Even in a year in 13, 26,28, kids" (those near passing or just above passing). This approach 

which all students achieve at a high level, due to the 14,16 31,33, led to less focus on students not residing in the bubble. With the 
curve, a fixed number will be labeled low growth 18,20, 34,35, inclusion of the Indiana Growth Model, now all students count 
and a fixed number will be labeled low growth. 22,24. 36,37, because each one has an equal opportunity to show high growth 

25,31, 39,45, regardless of how far they lie from the proficiency bar. The new 
The metric should be criteria/criterion based. 33,26, 46,43, model strikes a balance between the old and new methodologies 
Schools should be given concrete goals and aim to 2734, 48,49, for measuring student and school success. The new model first 
achieve them. 36, 50,56, measures how many students annually pass the assessments, 

57,58, and rewards schools if they have an increase in the percentage 
61,65, of students that do pass, making the first part of the measure a 
66,70, criterion-based metric rewarding absolute performance AND 
72,73, improvement. The second part of the model incorporates each 
74,75, student's growth to provide an opportunity for schools to earn 
76,80, bonus points when a substantial number of students 
81,83, demonstrate high growth. Every student has an equal chance to 
85,95, demonstrate high growth and there is no limit to the number of 
117, students at a school that may achieve the criteria. The great 
118, value of adding the growth model to accountability is to serve as 
110, a functional safeguard for students previously marginalized by 
120, providing a level playing ground for all students, regardless of 
121 current academic ability to demonstrate growth. Additionally, 

because the targets for schools to receive the possible bonuses 
or deduction are a set criteria for three years for each subgroup 
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Indiana Department of Education 
151 W. Ohio St. 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

MEMORANDUM 

Public Comment Summary and Agency Response Table 

on both E/LA and math (e.g. 42.5% ofthe bottom 25% student 
subgroup must meet high growth targets in E/LA to receive the 
bonus point), schools will have concrete goals to aim for and 
subsequently achieve in a criterion fashion. 

Reliance on Relying on cohort calculations results in schools that 7,17, 120 5 The graduation rate calculations must conform to federal 
cohort serve nontraditional populations, such as students 17,31, requirements. As such, the exemption clause for Certificate of 
calculations are 
inappropriate 

who have previously dropped out of high school and 
high special education populations, to receive lower 
grades than they should because the students are 
not part of their original cohort. 

34 Completers needs to be removed from the calculations while 
keeping all other aspects in place. 

Calculations The current metric provides bonus points for 5,12, 6,8,11, 1,2,4 Indiana pays for all Advanced Placement and International 
penalizes students who take the SAT/ACT/AP/IB exams. These 13,14, 16,21, Baccalaureate exams taken by low SES students (defined as any 
schools with exams cost students money. As a result, low-income 31, 18,28, student that qualifies for Free or Reduced lunch). Additionally, 
high number of students do not have access to the exams, and the 32,33, 29,34, state law prohibits public universities from charging any Free or 
low SES schools who serve high numbers ofthese students 34,63, 39,47, Reduced lunch student course fees for a dual credit course taken 
students, high do not have access to the bonus points and are 52,67, 57,52, at the high school. 
number of SPED penalized and/or discriminated against. 106 88,105, 
students, and 111, SAT and ACT score results are not part of the model. 
high number of 
transient 
students 

The model includes too much focus on proficiency 
and too little focus on growth 

The model does not include workkeys as a measure 
of College and Career Readiness, which leaves out 
an entire subset of students. The failure to include 
these students penalizes schools with high SES 
students, who are more likely to opt for career and 
technical education rather than academic honors 
diplomas. 

120 
The new model strikes a balance between assessing student 
performance and growth. 

For the first time ever, the model recognizes students on a 
career path. In the College and Career Readiness part of the 
model, schools earn recognition for students that achieve 
success in Career and Technical Education (CTE) courses and 
earn college credit. They also receive credit for students that 
earn an Industry Certification. 

Adding a cap to Schools will high special education and English 1 52,47 There is no cap on the number of students that may participate 
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Indiana Department of Education 
151 W. Ohio St. 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

MEMORANDUM 

Public Comment Summary and Agency Response Table 

the number of Language Learners will be penalized by this. in the alternative assessments, including ISTAR, IMAST and Las 
students taking Links. However, under federal accountability regulations no 
alternative more than one percent of student proficiency scores on the 
assessments is ISTAR assessment may count towards proficiency calculations for 
not appropriate corporations and no more than two percent for IMAST. These 

caps need to be included in the rule. Additionally, federal 
regulations only allow LEP students that have been in school in 
the United States for less than 12 months to be exempted from 
proficiency calculations. This too needs to be added to the rule. 

Attempt to The metric lead to more turnaround schools and 11,23, 10,18, 1,6,7, There is no evidence that there would be more turnaround 
privatize since the state is outsourcing turnaround to private 33 23,25, 8 schools when the new methodology is utilized in the 2011-12 
education companies, the A-F metric ultimately denigrates 30,41, academic year. 

local control 49,65, 
66,68, 
69,72, 
105, 
120 

Rescore data The metric has high stakes attached and should 1,27, 11 Federal regulations require that final school categories be made 
should be used include rescore data for accuracy 31 in a timely manner so parents may exercise school choice if a 
in calculation school qualifies to do so. When available and requested, rescore 

data are used in the calculations. 
Rule should not 
be retroactive 

lODE should not apply the rule retroactively because 
schools were not 

1,26, 
27 

67, 119 9 The rule is not applied retroactively. 

Too The proposed metric is so complicated that it fails to 5,10, 11,16, The old model was criticized for not measuring enough of what 
complicated to be transparent and fails to provide guidance to 16,23, 22,49, schools actually do. For example, the old model only accounted 
be effective, schools. Not only are schools unable to understand 24,29, 55,77, for 10th grade cohort results to determine the high school 

the metric but it does not provide guidance to 31,32, 84,119, categorical placement. The new model incorporates other 
parents because it is too difficult for a parent to 
understand the underlying basis for a school's grade. 

33 124 measures, such as graduation rate and college and career 
readiness, to better assess a school's performance; both of those 
measures take into account what students also achieve in grades 
9-12, instead of just grade 10. 
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Indiana Department of Education 
151 W. Ohio St. 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 

MEMORANDUM 

Public Comment Summary and Agency Response Table 

Should include Quantitative data only show so part of the picture of 8,12, 9,17, 3,7, The list of possible qualitative measures to be considered for use 
qualitative data what happens within schools. A-F should include 16,17, 25,30, 14,15, are endless and would typically only represent specific or 

qualitative measures. Qualitative measures may 18,25 54,56, 16,17 clusters of schools which would not allow for valid and 
help indicate whether social pathologies have been 65,78, consistent measure of school success across the state. 
or are being overcome. Examples of qualitative 79,80, 
measures such as students' goal setting, attitudes, 82, 86, 
participation, teamwork abilities, and discipline 88,92, 
concerns. Other examples mentioned included: 93, 95, 
creativity, patience, commitment, perseverance, 108, 
citizenship, extracurricular involvement, parent 109, 
engagement, and trustworthiness. 111, 

113, 
115, 
123 

Fails to Students have varying levels of achievement on 8,12, 6,21, 3 While individual students may have particular circumstances on 
appreciate tests for reasons beyond actual knowledge. Tests 16,17, 41,52, test day the aggregate student population of a school does not. 
intervening provide only a snapshot of a student's ability to 25 57,60, As such, such individual student anomalies are accounted for in 
variables perform on a test on a particular day. Some 72,77, the model by basing on all results on the aggregate. 

students have extreme test anxiety and some have 96,97, Additionally, the minimum student count is 30 for a school to be 
factors in their lives that problematize their 102, eligible for a performance scores to ensure the result it valid and 
performance on a given day, such as whether they 111, reliable. 
have had breakfast, whether a parent just lost his or 120, 
her job and the student is uneasy, and some 122, 
students have not had a bed in which to sleep in a 123, 
safe home. 126 

Should do test The real impact of the new metric combined with 12,28, 7,8,11, 4,7, A sample run of how schools might have performed in the 2010
runs and gather the new legislation is not yet known. After a metric 30,34 17 39,69, 11 school year was provided in the aggregate to the State Board 
data before is finalized, the state should do a test run to find out 115 at the Nov. 2011 meeting, and the school and corporation level 
finalizing a rule the impact of it on schools and after the collection results were released statewide on Jan. 27, 2012. 
so that SB DE of the data determine whether to put the metric 
can determine into regulation. 
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Public Comment Summary and Agency Response Table 

whether the 
aims of the 
category 
designation are 
really fulfilled. 
The statute 
allows for 
categories of 
"improvement" 
not 
"performance" 

The language in Ie 20-31-8-3 states that "the state 
board shall establish categories of improvement 
that a schools makes in performance of the 
measures determined by the board with the advice 
ofthe education roundtable." The current 
calculation is not about improvement but rather is a 
yearly snapshot of performance designation that 
does not consider improvement of a school from 
year to year. 

4,5,9, 
11 

66,68, 
74,125 

12 The current calculation is based primarily on performance and 
improvement. School grades rise when more students pass the 
assessments. The proficiency scale is divided into 5 percentage 
point scales to recognize annual improvement. For example, if a 
school has 78% of student pass the assessments in 2011 they 
receive 2.50 points on the scale. If the same school increases the 
percentage by two points (improves) which means they now 
have 80% of students pass the assessments in 2012 then they 
receive 3.00 points. This improvement on proficiency measure is 
applied annually. 

Provides Some schools were denied higher grades due to the 1,4,9, 8,9,18, 5,11, Annually, schools are allowed to appeal for specific instances 
inaccurate performance of a very few students who, in the 10,13, 26,29, 16,21 when a student may be considered to be excluded in the school's 
picture of anecdotes provided, had good cause to not 14,17, 37,86, performance calculations. Each appeal is independently 
performance participate. Examples included students who had 25,26, 90,91, reviewed based on the evidence provided by the school and a 
and/or creates been arrested, 28,29, 99,103, decision is made accordingly. For example, a school that 
misperception 30,34, 112, provides evidence in an appeal that a student was incarcerated 
of successful Also, performance on the NAEP test showed Indiana 36 114 during the time of the exam would be granted an appeal 
learning that is students performing better than students in NY and approval and the student would be removed from the 
occurring in FL; yet, this metric results in more schools in Indiana performance calculation. 
schools receiving Ds and Fs than the schools that received 

Ds and Fs in NY and FL, which were the states that 
led the path for Indiana's adoption of A-F category 
designations. 

A-F focuses on ELA and Math, and therefore it does 
not show student performance in science, social 
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studies, foreign language, the arts, and/or physical 
education. 

One way to improve on this issue is to allow schools 
to earn higher than 4.0 on ELA and Math. 

Growth Model 
is good for 
students but is 
an 
inappropriate 
measure of 
schools' 
performance 

The utility of the growth model is providing a 
different lens through which to see a student's 
progress. It is particularly useful for students who 
do not show high achievement on standardized 
tests, but who do indicate gains in achievement 
overall. 

4,10, 
25 

121 Schools showing high growth for students are successfully 
moving these students closer to the proficiency bar or beyond it, 
and the model therefore recognizes and rewards those 
achievements. 

GRAD rate General diplomas have a purpose and diplomas 13,14, 11,16, The graduation rate calculation incorporates all diplomas types 
should include earned with waivers also serve a purpose. To 31 28,34, which includes waivers and general diplomas. The penalty for 
waivers and penalize schools for students who achieve these 36,39, awarding too many of these diplomas (over 33%) begins in the 
general diplomas is inappropriate and sends a mixed 50,52 2014-15 school year and may be waived if a certain percentage 
diplomas message. of those same students also earn an Industry Certification. 
The built-in The language provides for changes in the measures 13,14 The changes to college and career readiness are incremental in 
changes are in future years. This is inappropriate because it nature and will be decided annually with advance notice given to 
inappropriate creates a moving target. The college and career 

readiness measure is shown to be a .1 now but is 
provided to change to .3 in 2014-15. However, ifthe 
board wants the measure to change to have a 
weight of .3, then schools should have more time to 
make program adjustments. Three years would be 
more feasible to make such program adjustments. 

schools. The mark must hit .30 by 2014-15 signaling to schools 
that college and career readiness success must be focused on by 
schools and grown annually. The metrics do not change, just the 
weight it contributes to the overall high school grade. 

Approach to Three years of data for growth is inappropriate. 5,13, 11 Utilizing three years of growth data creates a reliable and valid 
growth model is Using quantitative data only for growth is 14,25 projection of annual growth for each student. 
inappropriate inappropriate. 

Annual improvements in the number of students scoring 
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The approach to growth is flawed for ISTAR and 
IMAST students. It ignores improvements on ISTAR, 
IMAST, and ISTEP reading. 

Model is flawed because the model used to grade 
and determine the score for each student is most 
reliable at the "cut" score. As you move away from 
that score, each successive score contains more and 
more error, with the most error at the tails. By 
looking at how the students performed on anyone 
score an dusing only those scores in combination 
with a normed cure to determine high, medium, and 
low growth, you are making very precise decisions 
on a flawed, error loaded number, unless it happens 
to be the "cut" score. 

Model is too difficult for lowest achieving schools to 
show success. The school would have to show 
massively high growth (i.e. the school would have to 
show 80% of its student in English and 80% of its 
students in math) in order for the school to gain two 
points in each subject. 

proficient on ISTAR and IMAST are part of the total proficiency 
calculations (ISTEP, ISTAR and IMAST combined). 

The target for schools to receive the high growth bonus for its 
two subgroups (bottom 25% or top 75%) on E/LA or math is 
around 40% for each (not 80%), and every student has an equal 
chance to demonstrate high growth. 

Appeal deadline The appeal deadline for category designations is in 19 Final scores are not available until July based on the timing of the 
should not be in the summer when school administrators and other assessments and final categories must be finalized by August 
summer break employees are not in the school and are often on 

vacations. This effectively denies these schools the 
opportunity to appeal. 

thereby requiring that the appeal window must be in late 
July/early August. 

A-F metric 
development 
should be a 

The state should allow teachers and administrators 
to participate in the development of the A-F metric 
and the measure that it emphasizes. 

18,20 3,16, 
19 

21 The development of the new A-F model was a two-year long 
process that involved various stakeholders throughout the 
process including a committee made up of school officials 
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partnership 
The board should establish a task force of experts, 
including psychometricians and education experts to 
create an innovative and just accountability system. 

representing both Elementary/Middle and High schools. 

Current metric The unfortunate reality of this metric and teacher 16,17, 7,21, 21 The incorporation of the Indiana Growth Model is present to 
will have evaluation is that teachers will begin to begrudge 25,32 57,47, combat this very issue. Every student counts equally on the 
unintended students who are not high achieving and who have 114, growth model and has an equal chance to demonstrate high 
consequences learning challenges. This is not student-centered 116, growth therefore it is in every teacher and school's interest to 
that penalize 
students who 
are not high 
achieving and 
who attend 
schools with 
high 
populations of 
students who 
are not high 
achieving 

and will have negative effects on students. One 
negative effect will be anxiety on students who feel 
the most at-risk for low scores. It also creates 
instability 

120 work equally hard with every student. 

If lODE is going Schools seeking guidance about how the metric 101, 16 Starting in the late fall with the State Board of Education 
to implement, worked did not receive returned calls or emails. 26,30 initiation of the approval of the new A-F methodology, lODE staff 
then lODE One superintendent stated that it took 15 hours to traveled throughout the state to explain the new model. To 
needs to calculate the school's score, and that they still were date, the in-person connection has been over 1,000 teachers, 
increase/improv not confident of its accuracy. Also, the data on the principals, superintendents, community members and other 
e technical learning connection is not in a form that easily educational stakeholders. The current rule has been made 
assistance translates into the metric. The lODE keeps changing 

the metric and therefore is unable to provide the 
needed technical assistance. 

available to the public since Nov 7,2011. Lastly, school and 
corporation level grades and the calculations were released 
statewide on Jan. 27, 2012. 

A-F misleading 
characterization 
of school 

Businesses who consider locating to a community 
look at the quality of schools when making 
decisions. If schools that actually do a good job with 

5,28, 
37 

9,11, 
29,56 

The new A-F model better captures a school's performance 
across multiple measures. Any school receiving a less favorable 
grade will hopefully initiate a community conversation about 
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quality will their students are penalized for high special how to improve which may lead to greater community 
negatively education or ELL students, then those businesses involvement and foster greater success. 
impact business gain a false negative impression of the school quality 
development and may choose to locate elsewhere. 
Teachers have Teachers are required to teach areas beyond Math 8,9,20, 6,14, Success in other subjects, such as Science and Social Studies, is 
conflicting and English, yet those are the only subjects 10,17, 29,39, 21 predicated by a student's ability to perform well in English and 
requirements considered in the metric. Science, social studies, 18,19, 59,80, math. Additionally, the high school model includes graduation 
between foreign language, and the arts take up time and 34,35, 86,87, success and a college and career readiness measure that includes 
assessments energy for students and teachers but any gains in 91,94, courses in numerous subjects. 
and curriculum those areas go unacknowledged. This 99,103, 
standards deemphasizes the importance of areas other than 105, 

ELA and Math. 106, 
107, 
108, 
115 

Applauds Applauds the model for holding schools accountable 
for performance. 

15 71 
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Simple Explanation of Indiana A-F Accountability System 

Elementary & Middle School (EMS) Model 

A School's grade is based on English/Language arts and math test results and various adjustments 

according to the following steps: 

1. Preliminary scores for both English/Language Arts (ELA) math tests are based on the percentage of a 
school's students that passed ISTEP+, IMAST and ISTAR. The preliminary score is determined using a 

proficiency grading scale awarding a grade for a given passage rate: 

90.0 - 100% = 4.00 points 70.0 - 74.9% - 2.00 points 

85.0 - 89.9% = 3.50	 65.0 - 69.9% = 1.50 
80.0 - 84.9% = 3.00	 60.0 - 64.9% =1.00 

75.0 - 79.9% =2.50	 0.00 - 59.9% = 0.00 

2. A school's preliminary score for both ELA and math may be raised or lowered based on student 
academic growth: 

a.	 The preliminary score is raised by 1.00 if at least 42.5% of the school's lowest performing 
students on ISTEP+ (the bottom 25%) score high growth on the ELA test and for the math test, 

at least 44.9% of students score high growth. 
b.	 The preliminary score is raised by 1.00 if at least 36.2% of the school's remaining students on 

ISTEP+ (the top 75%) score high growth on the ELA test and for the math test, at least 36.2% of 
students score high growth. 

c.	 The preliminary score may be lowered by 1.00 if 39.8% or more of all students taking ISTEP+ 
score low growth on the ELA test and for math test, less than 42.4% of students score low 
growth. 

3. A school's score will also be lowered by 1.00 if student participation in testing is: 

a.	 Less than 95% of their lowest performing students (bottom 25%) take ISTEP+ 
b.	 Less than 95% of their remaining students (top 75%) take ISTEP+, ISTAR, and IMAST. 

4.	 To determine the final grade for an EMS, sum the ELA and Math grades and divide by two. 
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High School (HS) "A_F" Model 

The high school grade is determined by calculating scores on four weighted measures: 

1. English 10 End of Course Assessment (ECA) - weighted at 30% 

2. Algebra I ECA - weighted at 30% 

3. Graduation Rate - weighted at 30% 

4. College & Career Readiness - weighted at 10%
 

The steps in determining the high school score are as follows:
 

1 & 2. Determining Englishl0 and Algebra I ECA Scores:
 

a.	 Schools receive a preliminary score based on the percentage of their students in the 10th grade 
cohort that passed the ECA or ISTAR. The same proficiency grading scale (above) for Ems ELA 
and math is used to determine the preliminary score (e.g. a 90% passage rate =4.00 points). 

b. The preliminary score is raised by 0.50 if there is at least a 10.3 percentage point improvement 
in the English passage rate and by 0.50 if there is at least a 17.1% percentage point 
improvement in the math passage rate (from the 8th grade passage rates for ISTEP+, IMAST or 
ISTAR to the 10th grade ECA or ISTAR). 

c. The preliminary score is lowered by 0.50 if there is -0.1 percentage point or greater decline in 
the English or math passage rate (from the 8th grade ISTEP+, IMAST or ISTAR to the 10th grade 
ECA or ISTAR). 

d. The preliminary score shall be raised by 0.50 if at least 59.3% of students taking English or 
62.8% of students taking math tests that did not pass the ECA or ISTAR in 10th grade do so by 
graduation. 

3. Determining the Graduation Rate Score: 

Schools receive a preliminary score based on their four-year graduation cohort rate. A proficiency 
grading scale (same as that used for EMS ELA and math) is used to determine the preliminary score 
(e.g. a 90% or higher passage rate = 4.00 points). For school years prior to 2014-15, the preliminary 
score is the final graduation rate score. 

Note: Beginning with the 2014-15 school year, the preliminary score will be adjusted as follows: 

a.	 The preliminary score is raised if 34.4% or more students receive non-waiver Honors Diplomas. 

b.	 The preliminary score is lowered if 32.8% or more students receive general or waiver diplomas. 

c.	 The preliminary score is raised if 13.2% of students that did not graduate within four years do 
so in five years. 
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4. Determining the College & Career Readiness Score: 

Schools receive a score based on the percentage of graduates who receive at least one of the 

following: 

a.	 a passing score (3, 4, or 5) on an AP exam; or 

b.	 a passing score (4, 5, 6, or 7) on an IS exam; or 

c.	 three (3) verifiable college credits from the Priority Liberal Arts or CTE course lists; or 

d.	 a IDOE approved industry certification. 

The college and career readiness score is based on the percentage of students achieving one of the 

above activities using a different proficiency scale than above: 

25.0 -100% - 4.00 points 5.0 -11.6% =1.00 points 
18.4 - 24.9% = 3.00 0.0 - 4.9% = 0.00
 

11.7- 18.3% = 2.00
 

Determining a Final Grade for a High School 

The school's final grade is determined by summing the weighted scores from steps 1-4 above. 

Determining a School Corporation Combined Score 

1.	 Determine the % of total school corporation students enrolled in ElVIS (grades 3-8) and H.S. 

(grades 9-12) 

2.	 Multiply the % of EMS students by the average grade for all EMS schools 

3.	 Multiply the % of H.S. students by the average grade for all H.S schools 

4.	 Sum steps 2 and 3 to determine the combined score 
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Appendix E: Subject Matter Growth Cap Removed
 
Elementary-Middle School Results Comparison
 

ELA ELA Math Math Overall Overll Grade Grade 
CORP Uncapped Capped Uncapped Capped Points Points Result Result 

_10 CORPORATION_NAME SCH_IO SCHOOL_NAME Points Points Points Points Uncapped Capped Uncapped Capped 

0035 South Adams Schools 0017 South Adams Middle School 3.00 3.00 5.50 4.00 4.25 3.50 A B 

0125 MS DSouthwest Allen County Schls 0046 Whispering Meadow Elem Sch 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

0225 Northwest Allen County Schools 0094 Oak View Elementary Sch 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

0235 Fort Wayne Community Schools 0134 Weisser Park Elem Sch 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

0235 Fort Wayne Community Schools 0189 Indian Village Elementary Sch 5.50 4.00 1.50 1.50 3.50 2.75 B C 

0235 Fort Wayne Community Schools 0221 Francis M Price Elem Sch 5.00 4.00 1.00 1.00 3.00 2.50 B C 

0235 Fort Wayne Community Schools 0239 Robert C Harris Elem Sch 5.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.25 3.50 A B 

0235 Fort Wayne Community Schools 0275 Arlington Elementary School 6.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

0365 Bartholomew Can School Corp 0363 W D Richards Elementary Sch 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

0365 Bartholomew Can School Corp 0369 Lillian Schmitt Elem School 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A B 

0365 Bartholomew Can School Corp 0377 Taylorsville Elem School 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

0515 Blackford County Schools 0485 Montpelier School 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

0515 Blackford County Schools 0491 Blackford junior High School 1.50 1.50 5.50 4.00 3.50 2.75 B C 

0615 Western Boone Co Com Sch Dist 0537 Thorntown Elementary School 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

0665 Lebanon Community School Corp 0565 Harney Elementary School 1.50 1.50 4.50 4.00 3.00 2.75 B C 

0755 Delphi Community School Corp 0641 Delphi Community Elementary School 3.00 3.00 6.00 4.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

0875 Logansport Community Sch Corp 0709 Fairview Elementary School 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

0875 Logansport Community Sch Corp 0711 Landis Elementary School 4.50 4.00 1.50 1.50 3.00 2.75 B C 

1405 Washington Com Schools 1105 Veale Elementary School 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

1560 Sunman-Dearborn Com Sch Corp 1190 Sunman-Dearborn Middle School 3.00 3.00 5.50 4.00 4.25 3.50 A B 

1560 Sunman-Dearborn Com Sch Corp 1191 Sunman Dearborn Intermediate Sch 3.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

1600 South Dearborn Com School Corp 1165 Manchester Elementary School 3.00 3.00 4.50 4.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

1820 Garrett-Keyser-Butler Com 1331 Garrett Middle Sch 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

1895 Liberty-Perry Com School Corp 1377 Selma Middle School 1.50 1.50 5.00 4.00 3.25 2.75 B C 

1940 Daleville Community Schools 1405 Daleville Elementary School 3.00 3.00 5.50 4.00 4.25 3.50 A B 

2040 Northeast Dubois Co Sch Corp 1543 Celestine Elementary School 3.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

2110 Southwest Dubois Co Sch Corp 1587 Southridge Middle School 1.50 1.50 6.00 4.00 3.75 2.75 A C 
2120 Greater jasper Can Schs 1575 Jasper Middle School 3.00 3.00 4.50 4.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

2260 Baugo Community Schools 1703 Jimtown junior High School 0.50 0.50 5.50 4.00 3.00 2.25 B C 
2270 Concord Community Schools 1713 Concord Junior High School 3.00 3.00 4.50 4.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

2275 Middlebury Community Schools 1657 Northridge Middle School 3.00 3.00 6.00 4.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

2395 Fayette County School Corp 1897 Eastview Elementary School 2.00 2.00 5.50 4.00 3.75 3.00 A B 

2400 New Albany-Floyd Co Can Sch 1933 Hazelwood Middle School 3.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

2400 New Albany-Floyd Co Can Sch 1943 Slate Run Elementary School 3.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 A B 
2400 New Albany-Floyd Co Can Sch 1981 S Ellen Jones Elementary Sch 1.50 1.50 5.50 4.00 3.50 2.75 B C 
2725 East Gibson School Corporation 2237 Oakland City Elementary School 3.00 3.00 4.50 4.00 3.75 3.50 A B 
2735 North Gibson School Corp 2223 Brumfield Elementary 3.00 3.00 5.50 4.00 4.25 3.50 A B 
3005 Hamilton Southeastern Schools 2473 Fall Creek Elementary School 6.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 4.25 3.25 A B 
3005 Hamilton Southeastern Schools 2476 Fishers junior High School 2.50 2.50 6.00 4.00 4.25 3.25 A B 
3005 Hamilton Southeastern Schools 2483 Thorpe Creek Elementary 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 
3005 Hamilton Southeastern Schools 2490 Riverside jr High 2.50 2.50 6.00 4.00 4.25 3.25 A B 
3030 Westfield-Washington Schools 2492 Shamrock Springs Elementary Sch 6.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.50 3.50 A B 
3030 Westfield-Washington Schools 2503 Westfield Intermediate School 2.50 2.50 5.00 4.00 3.75 3.25 A B 
3055 Sheridan Community Schools 2465 Sheridan Elementary School 1.50 1.50 5.00 4.00 3.25 2.75 B C 
3070 Noblesville Schools 2521 Noblesville East Middle School 2.50 2.50 6.00 4.00 4.25 3.25 A B 
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Elementary-Middle School Results Comparison
 

ELA ELA Math Math Overa\) Over\) Grade Grade 
CORP Uncapped Capped Uncapped Capped Points Points Result Result 

.ID CORPORATION NAME SCH ID SCHOOL_NAME Points Points Points Points Uncapped Capped Uncapped Capped 

3070 Noblesville Schools 2533 Stony Creek Elementary School 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

3115 Southern Hancock Co Com Sch Corp 2563 Brandywine Elementary School 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A B 

3125 Greenfield-Central Com Schools 2593 Greenfield Intermediate School 1.50 1.50 4.50 4.00 3.00 2.75 B C 

3145 Eastern Hancock Co Com Sch Corp 2582 Eastern Hancock Middle Sch 2.50 2.50 5.50 4.00 4.00 3.25 A B 

3190 South Harrison Com Schools 2663 Corydon Intermediate School 3.00 3.00 5.50 4.00 4.25 3.50 A B 

3315 Avon Community School Corp 2736 Avon Middle School South 3.00 3.00 6.00 4.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

3405 Blue River Valley Schools 2803 Blue River Valley Elem School 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A B 

3460 Taylor Community School Corp 2893 Taylor Intermediate School 4.50 4.00 1.50 1.50 3.00 2.75 B C 

3625 Huntington Co Com Sch Corp 3029 Roanoke Elementary School 5.50 4.00 2.50 2.50 4.00 3.25 A B 

3945 jay School Corp 3247 Redkey Elementary School 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A . B 

3945 jay School Corp 3285 West jay County Middle School 2.50 2.50 6.00 4.00 4.25 3.25 A B 

3995 Madison Consolidated Schools 3327 Anderson Elementary School 3.00 3.00 6.00 4.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

4015 jennings County Schools 3361 Graham Creek Elementary School 6.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 4.25 3.25 A B 

4015 jennings County Schools 3385 Hayden Elementary School 2.50 2.50 6.00 4.00 4.25 3.25 A B 

4145 Clark-Pleasant Com School Corp 3425 Whiteland Elementary School 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A B 

4205 Center Grove Com Sch Corp 3443 Center Grove Middle School North 2.50 2.50 6.00 4.00 4.25 3.25 A B 

4225 Franklin Community School Corp 3457 Franklin Community Middle School 2.50 2.50 5.00 4.00 3.75 3.25 A B 

4245 Greenwood Community Sch Corp 3479 Westwood Elementary Sch 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

4245 Greenwood Community Sch Corp 3483 Southwest Elem Sch 5.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.25 3.50 A B 

4415 Warsaw Community Schools 3607 Lakeview Middle School 2.50 2.50 5.00 4.00 3.75 3.25 A B 

4525 Westview School Corporation 3714 Shipshewana-Scott Elem School 2.50 2.50 5.00 4.00 3.75 3.25 A B 

4580 Hanover Community School Corp 3782 Lincoln ElementalY School 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A B 

4600 Merrillville Community School 3813 Merrillville Intermediate School 4.50 4.00 1.50 1.50 3.00 2.75 B C 

4615 Lake Central School Corp 3840 james H Watson Elem Sch 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

4660 Crown Point Community Sch Corp 3773 DWight D Eisenhower Elem Sch 6.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

4700 Griffith Public Schools 4177 Griffith Middle School 1.00 1.00 5.50 4.00 3.25 2.50 B C 

4720 School Town of Highland 4283 Highland Middle School 3.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

4720 School Town of Highland 4303 Allen j Warren Elem Sch 4.50 4.00 1.50 1.50 3.00 2.75 B C 

4730 School City of Hobart 4325 Ridge View Elementary School 5.50 4.00 1.00 1.00 3.25 2.50 B C 

4945 LaPorte Community School Corp 4707 Indian Trail Elem Sch 3.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 A B 
5245 Frankton-Lapel Community Schs 5012 Lapel Middle School 3.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

5255 South Madison Com Sch Corp 5057 Pendleton Heights Middle Sch 3.00 3.00 4.50 4.00 3.75 3.50 A B 
5255 South Madison Com Sch Corp 5061 Pendleton Elementary School 5.50 4.00 2.00 2.00 3.75 3.00 A B 
5310 Franklin Township Com Sch Corp 5203 Lillie Idella Kitley Elementary 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 
5330 MS D Lawrence Township 5277 Belzer Middle School 3.00 3.00 5.50 4.00 4.25 3.50 A B 
5330 MS D Lawrence Township 5294 Forest Glen Elem Sch 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

5350 MS D Pike Township 5358 Eagle Creek Elementary School 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

5360 MS D Warren Township 5377 Lowell Elementary School 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 
5370 MS DWashington Township 5406 Crooked Creek Elementary Sch 3.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 A B 
5385 Indianapolis Public Schools 5531 james A Garfield Sch 31 1.50 1.50 4.50 4.00 3.00 2.75 B C 
5385 Indianapolis Public Schools 5577 Merle Sidener Gifted Academy 6.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

5385 Indianapolis Public Schools 5591 Rousseau Mc Clellan 91 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 
5400 School Town of Speedway 5897 Carl GFisher Elem School 1 3.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 A B 
5740 Monroe County Com Sch Corp 6172 Lora L Batchelor Middle Sch 2.50 2.50 5.00 4.00 3.75 3.25 A B 
5740 Monroe County Com Sch Corp 6181 Arlington Heights Elem Sch 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 
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Appendix E: Subject Matter Growth Cap Removed
 
Elementary-Middle School Results Comparison
 

ELA ELA Math Math Overall Overll Grade Grade 
CORP Uncapped Capped Uncapped Capped Points Points Result Result 

_ID CORPORATION_NAME SCH_ID SCHOOL_NAME Points Points Points Points Uncapped Capped Uncapped Capped 

5845 South Montgomery Com Sch Corp 6229 Waveland Elementary School 3.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

5930 Mooresville Con School Corp 6373 Paul Hadley Middle Sch 1.50 1.50 5.50 4.00 3.50 2.75 B C 

5930 Mooresville Con School Corp 6385 North Madison Elem Sch 3.00 3.00 4.50 4.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

6065 West Noble School Corporation 6510 West Noble Elementary School 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

6195 Spencer-Owen Community Schools 6605 Gosport Elementary School 3.00 3.00 4.50 4.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

6195 Spencer-Owen Community Schools 6617 Spencer Elementary School 5.50 4.00 2.00 2.00 3.75 3.00 A B 

6310 Turkey Run Community Sch Corp 6647 Turkey Run Elementary School 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

6470 Duneland School Corporation 6927 Westchester Intermediate School 3.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

6510 East Porter County School Corp 6852 Washington Twp Elementary School 6.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

6530 Union Township School Corp 6845 Union Center Elementary Sch 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A B 

6560 Valparaiso Community Schools 6891 Central Elementary School 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

6560 Valparaiso Community Schools 6893 Flint Lake Elementary Sch 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A B 

6560 Valparaiso Community Schools 6913 Memorial Elementary School 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A B 

6895 Batesville Community Sch Corp 7229 Batesville Intermediate School 2.50 2.50 5.00 4.00 3.75 3.25 A B 

7150 john Glenn School Corporation 7457 Walkerton Elementary School 1.50 1.50 5.00 4.00 3.25 2.75 B C 

7175 Penn-Harris-Madison Sch Corp 7336 Virgil I Grissom Middle Sch 3.00 3.00 6.00 4.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

7175 Penn-Harris-Madison Sch Corp 7341 Madison Elementary School 3.00 3.00 6.00 4.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

7175 Penn-Harris-Madison Sch Corp 7361 Elm Road Elementary School 3.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

7215 Union-North United School Corp 7400 LaVille Elementary School 3.00 3.00 4.50 4.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

7385 North Spencer County Sch Corp 7767 Lincoln Trail Elementary Sch 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

7445 South Spencer County Sch Corp 7789 Luce Elementary School 3.00 3.00 6.00 4.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

7515 North judson-San Pierre Sch Corp 7851 North Judson-San Pierre Elem Sch 2.50 2.50 5.00 4.00 3.75 3.25 A B 

7615 MS DSteuben County 7895 Angola Middle School 2.50 2.50 5.00 4.00 3.75 3.25 A B 

7645 Northeast School Corp 7921 Farmersburg Elementary School 1.00 1.00 5.00 4.00 3.00 2.50 B C 

7645 Northeast School Corp 7941 Hymera Elementary School 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A B 

7775 Switzerland County School Corp 7987 Switzerland Co Middle Sch 1.00 1.00 6.00 4.00 3.50 2.50 B C 

7950 Union Co/Clg Corner joint Sch Dist 8206 Union County Middle School 3.00 3.00 5.50 4.00 4.25 3.50 A B 

7995 Evansville Vanderburgh Sch Corp 8225 Cynthia Heights Elem Sch 6.00 4.00 1.50 1.50 3.75 2.75 A C 

8020 South Vermillion Com Sch Corp 8431 Ernie Pyle Elementary School 2.50 2.50 5.00 4.00 3.75 3.25 A B 

8030 Vigo County School Corp 8445 Honey Creek Middle Sch 1.50 1.50 4.50 4.00 3.00 2.75 B C 
8030 Vigo County School Corp 8517 Farrington Grove Elem Sch 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A B 

8030 Vigo County School Corp 8537 Blanche E Fuqua Elem Sch 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A B 

8050 MS DWabash County Schools 8656 Southwood Elementary School 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

8115 MS D Warren County 8729 Williamsport Elementary Sch 3.00 3.00 6.00 4.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

8130 Warrick County School Corp 8777 Loge Elementary School 5.50 4.00 2.00 2.00 3.75 3.00 A B 

8305 Nettle Creek School Corp 8989 Hagerstown Elementary School 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

8360 Centerville-Abington Com Schs 8982 Centerville-Abington jr High Sch 3.00 3.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 A B 

8375 Northeastern Wayne Schools 8928 Northeastern Elementary Sch 3.00 3.00 4.50 4.00 3.75 3.50 A B 
8525 Frontier School Corporation 9113 Frontier Elementary 3.00 3.00 6.00 4.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

8565 Twin Lakes School Corp 9157 Oaklawn Elementary School 5.50 4.00 2.50 2.50 4.00 3.25 A B 
9200 Archdiocese of Indianapolis A425 St Bartholomew School 6.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 4.25 3.25 A B 
9200 Archdiocese of Indianapolis B035 St Gabriel Parochial School 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 
9200 Archdiocese of Indianapolis B050 Holy Family School 6.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.50 3.50 A B 
9200 Archdiocese of Indianapolis B060 Our Lady Of Perpetual School 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 
9200 Archdiocese of Indianapolis B285 Saint Malachy School 6.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.50 3.50 A B 
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Appendix E: Subject IhaLter Growth Cap Removed
 
Elementary-Middle School Results Comparison
 

ELA ELA Math Math Overall Overll Grade Grade 
CORP Uncapped Capped Uncapped Capped Points Points Result Result 

_10 CORPORATION_NAME SCH_ID SCHOOL NAME Points Points Points Points Uncapped Capped Uncapped Capped 

9200 Archdiocese of Indianapolis 8510 Pope john XXIII School 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A 8
 

9200 Archdiocese of Indianapolis C445 Saint Monica School 5.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.25 3.50 A 8
 

9200 Archdiocese of Indianapolis C545 Holy Name School 6.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.50 3.50 A 8
 

9200 Archdiocese of Indianapolis C605 Our Lady Of Lourdes School 6.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.50 3.50 A 8
 

9200 Archdiocese of Indianapolis C650 St Michael The Archangel School 4.50 4.00 1.50 1.50 3.00 2.75 8 C 

9200 Archdiocese of Indianapolis D335 Saint joseph School 6.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 4.25 3.25 A 8
 

9205 Diocese of Gary 8755 Aquinas School at St Andrew's 4.50 4.00 1.50 1.50 3.00 2.75 8 C 

9205 Diocese of Gary 8965 Saint john The 8aptist School 5.50 4.00 1.50 1.50 3.50 2.75 8 C 

9205 Diocese of Gary C040 Saint 8ridget School 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A 8
 

9205 Diocese of Gary Cl10 Queen Of All Saints School 5.50 4.00 0.50 0.50 3.00 2.25 8 C 

9205 Diocese of Gary C145 Saint joseph School 5.50 4.00 2.00 2.00 3.75 3.00 A 8
 

9205 Diocese of Gary D065 Nativity of Our Savior School 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A 8
 

9205 Diocese of Gary D085 Saint Paul Catholic School 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A 8
 

9210 Diocese of Lafayette Catholic Sch A470 Sacred Heart School 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A 8
 

9210 Diocese of Lafayette Catholic Sch A790 Saint Lawrence School 6.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.50 3.50 A 8
 

9210 Diocese of Lafayette Catholic Sch 8155 Saint Paul Parish School 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A 8
 

9210 Diocese of Lafayette Catholic Sch 8475 Saint Augustine School 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A 8
 

9210 Diocese of Lafayette Catholic Sch C190 Saint Mary School 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A 8
 
9215 Diocese of Evansville 8115 Holy Cross School 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A 8
 

9215 Diocese of Evansville D370 St 8ernard School 6.00 4.00 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.00 A 8
 

9220 Diocese of Fort Wayne A104 St joseph-St Elizabeth Campus 2 6.00 4.00 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.00 A 8
 
9220 Diocese of Fort Wayne B020 St john Evangelist School 4.50 4.00 1.50 1.50 3.00 2.75 B C 
9220 Diocese of Fort Wayne D260 Saint Anthony De Padua School 5.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 3.75 3.25 A B 
9220 Diocese of Fort Wayne D285 Saint Matthew Cathedral School 5.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 3.50 A B 
9230 Lutheran Schools of Indiana A205 Concordia Evangelical Lutheran Sch 2.50 2.50 5.00 4.00 3.75 3.25 A B 

9230 Lutheran Schools of Indiana B465 Lutheran Central School 3.00 3.00 6.00 4.00 4.50 3.50 A B 

9380 Christel House Academy 5874 Christel House Academy 3.00 3.00 4.50 4.00 3.75 3.50 A B 
9400 KIPP Indpls College Preparatory 5860 KIPP Indpls College Preparatory 3.00 3.00 4.50 4.00 3.75 3.50 A B 

9665 Geist Montessori Academy 2572 Geist Montessori Academy 2.50 2.50 5.00 4.00 3.75 3.25 A B 
C224 Independent Non-Public Schools C224 Liberty Christian Sch (7-8) 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.50 A B 
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Appendix F: Subject Matter Growth Cap Removed
 
High School Results Comparison
 

ELA ELA Math Math Grade Grade 
CORP_I Uncapped Capped Uncapped Capped Overall Pts Overall Pts Result Result 

D CORPORATION_NAME SCHJD SCHOOL_NAME Pts Pts Pts Pts Uncapped Capped Uncapped Capped 

1125 Clay Community Schools 0933 Northview High School 2.50 2.50 4.50 4.00 3.55 3.40 A B 

1180 Rossville Can School District 1021 Rossville Senior High School 2.00 2.00 4.50 4.00 3.55 3.40 A B 

5400 School Town of Speedway 5891 Speedway Senior High School 2.00 2.00 4.50 4.00 3.55 3.40 A B 

Note:	 The High School Accountability Metrics include the ELA and Math points, as well as graduation rate scores, and college and career readiness scores. 

Although the entire calculation including all of these elements was utilized for the simulation, only the subject matter growth cap 

differences are show here - with the results of the required calculation yielding the final grade. 
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ISBAA,JIl\8S
Public Schoof Superintendents 

IAPSS and ISBA Position on Student Achievement and School Accountability 

The Indiana Association ofPublic School Superintendents (IAPSS) and Indiana School Boards 
Association (ISBA) have continually, directly and persistently over the years advocated for 
advancing higher student achievement based on a viable public school accountability system. 
Various initiatives have been legislated since 1987 as education-related advocates have striven to 
devise a workable program. The task, however, is not quite done since state policymakers 
continue to ponder how to establish a valid and fair assessment that can indicate student 
achievement in an accountable and understandable report. 

With the controversy created by the recent revehitions about Indiana's A - F grading system, the 
legislative leaders have provided the opportunity to revisit this concept for Indiana schools. 
As the catalyst, the technology testing issues and grade changing circumstance, offers the 
potential to revise Indiana assessments and school labeling to obtain an acceptable transparency 
within the process. 

As a point of advocacy, the Associations perceive that there is a necessity to change the current 
system so that the public, taxpayers, parents, students and school officials can be assured that the 
Indiana public school accountability system is functioning for the right reasons. 

The bases for the Associations' positions on school accountability are embedded in the 
legislative resolutions adopted by the memberships of each. The IAPSS legislative resolutions as 
sorted reads: 

"Maintain a Commitment to the Public Schools 
.............Progress in increasing student achievement in the public schools must be the primary objective of the 
General Assembly and State Superintendent of Public Instruction and should not be deferred to institutions such as 
charter schools or private schools where standards are lower than those promulgated upon public schools . 
Balance Mandates with Time and Funding 
.........Legislation to impose additional responsibilities on the public schools should focus on support for increased 
student achievement without adding additional regulations and should include relief from existing statutes and 
regulations that do not advance towards increased student achievement. . 
Coordinate and Support Existing Accountability Measures 
..........Many levels of government have imposed new regulations and requirements on the public schools when 
resources for the public schools were more stressed. Additional legislation to impose any mandates on the public 
schools should be coordinated with state and federal legislation already in place and should be accompanied with the 
resources of time and/or funds to accomplish the tasks assigned including support for professional development. K
12 education statutes and administrative rules almost always have a fiscal impact. " 

And, the ISBA has the following resolution: 

"State Accountability Model and Student Achievement 
The ISBA supports a State Accountability Model that is clear, definable, and accurate and does not present 
significant questions about its reliability and validity or uses data to manipulate "grades" for schools. Because the 
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current State Accountability Model presents serious flaws in its foundation, it is important to guarantee to public 
school officials that the model will be improved to provide an accurate assessment of the education being delivered 
to students. It is also imperative that a system be adopted that gives parents the clarity that enables them to make 
accurate comparisons between schools regarding student achievement." 

With these resolutions, the Associations advocate for systemic change in the Indiana 
accountability system. Our position is that Indiana needs to focus on individual student 
performance and growth, not on labeling schools based on narrow indicators such as just English 
and mathematics and cohort groups that change annually. Therefore, these suggestions are 
offered: 

•	 The Associations value accountability and want a system in place that makes sense to 
improve education in Indiana while rebuilding trust with Indiana schools. 

•	 The General Assembly should appoint a Commission to review and revise the current 
accountability system or direct the Education Roundtable to conduct the study and 
recommend to the State Board of Education the necessary changes to have a valid and 
fair assessment that can be reported clearly and concisely. 

•	 The collaboration within the process should be enhanced with several education-related 
organizations and groups solicited to offer recommendations on improving the current 
system. 

•	 The examination of the process should include a thorough review of the cut-off scores to 
determine their applicability to labeling schools. 

•	 The A-F grading should be repealed and replaced with a system that places schools in 
categories such as by urban/suburban/rural or enrollment or leagues, allowing 
comparisons of similar socio-economic and geographical areas rather than a statewide 
comparison. 

•	 The transparency within in the process must be unquestionable. 
•	 The need for early intervention for students without acceptable academic growth must 

be devised. 
•	 The professional development provided for staff must be expanded and applicable to 

teaching conditions that influence learning for students with lower academic 
performance. 

•	 The testing system that is built must measure student growth, such as NWEA, which also 
has metrics for teachers to use with the data to modify instructional strategies to improve 
student learning. Since many Indiana schools already use NWEA, the cost to taxpayers 
would be minimal and could actually save money, if adopted statewide. 

•	 The turnaround schools' standards need to be a reviewed and adjusted so that the 
application of state intervention is useful and timely. 

•	 Lastly, a fundamental tenet must be understood; that is: parents are interested in how 
their child is performing in school, not how schools and districts across the state are 
doing. 

Once the state accountability system is assessed and determinations are made for adjustments, 
which we believe will be necessary, then a reformatted system can be created. The components 
of a revised system should include, but not be limited to, a useful assessment, responsible cut-off 
scores for placement, meaningful indicators for categories, establishment of a new labeling 
system and the repeal of A-F grading for schools. 
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&i~r. J.T. Coopman 
SS Executive Director ISBA Executive Director 

8/20/2013 
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150 West Market Street 
Suite 900 

Indianapolis, IN 46204-2875Indiana
 
State
 Phone: 317.263.3400 
Teachers 800.382.4037 

FAX: 317.655.3700Association 
800.777.6128 

Teresa Meredith, President www.ista-in.org
Brenda Pike, Ed. D, Executive Director 

August 28, 2013 

Bill Sheldrake
 
John Grew
 
A-F Accountability Task Force
 
State House
 
Indianapolis, 11\1 46204
 

Dear BUI and John, 

I hope this finds you well. Here are just a few thoughts on behalf of ISTA In response to your inquiries 
concerning: 

(1)	 Creating a school accountability framework that is fair and effective; and 
(2)	 Engaging meaningful practitioner input into these kinds of policy.discussions in the future. 

Some of the concepts/ideas/suggestions are taken from the document that I forwarded to you last week based 
upon discussions entered into back in 2010 among the various K-12 stakeholder groups (ISTA, IAPSS, ISBA, 1FT, 
Principals, Urban Schools Association, etc...) Since I was not the manager at ISTA at the time, I am not totally 
sure if the above list of groups captures all that participated-but suffice it to say that most of the public K-12 
stakeholder groups worked together. 

Also, I did reach out to our field professionals to see what insights they could share. One issue that was brought 
to me was the issue of timing-how we align all of this 'while Common Core is on a "pause" and with no 
identified assessment instrument tied to Common Core. It .seems as though a lot of work may go into a new A-F 
system now that may have to look different in a year. 

Anyway, I need to add that ISTA was and continues to be supportive of accountability measures. You probably 
remember that ISTA was a key player in the development of the state's accountability laws dating back (at least) 
to the A+ program in 1987 and certainly with regard to PL 221 (1999). Overall, the accountability system must 
be accountable, itself, to principles of logic, fairness, and consistency. 

Here are some criteria to consider for the substance of a recommendation: 

(1)	 The single letter grade labeling is too simplistic. The standard line to defend this: "everyone knows 
what an 'A' is...everyone knows what an 'F' is." That is probably as over-generalized as it may be unfair 
to students, schools, districts, taxpayers, parents, and whole communities. I\lone of us would like to be 
judged this way in our own work. Service work of any kind is more complex than that. 
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To encourage better practitioner participation in K-12 policy: 

I believe I mentioned in our meeting that the last time professionals in the field felt as though they had a 
"voice" in policy-making was with REPA 1 (teacher re-licensure rule overhaul). Back then, there was a 
professional standards board (PSB) as well as a state board of education (SBE) and so the SBE did have to 
work alongside another body. Practitioners made up a good percentage ofthe PSB and it convened regional 
hearings with ample notice wherein stakeholders could be heard on the various iterations. The entire PSB 
showed up to those hearings in person and asked questions and learned. The participation rate was 
excellent. My recollection was that there was a considerable amount of give-and-take and the final result, a 
comprehensive new rule of teacher licensure and re-licensure, emerged. That was sometime in 2009-2010. 

NOTE: About a year and one-half later, the SBE began movement on REPA 2-another complete overhaul of 
.teac.her licensure/re-licensure-highly unprecedented. Generallyspeaking, thfi?re are many years between 
comprehensive overhauls of licensure rules, but when REPA 2 discussions began the SBE no longer had to 
work with the PSB because in the intervening year, the legislature eliminated the PSB and gave sale authority 
over licensure issues to the SBE. The SBE never actually passed REPA 2 because itfailed to comply with the 
state's administrative rule-making process. I believe the SBE tried two or three times to no avail andfinally, 
on the last day ofthe 2013 session, language was included in the budget bill amending Indiana's Transition 
to Teaching program criteria, essentially permitting an individual to becomefully licensed to teach in Indiana 
(5 year license, renewable) without having to take a single methods (pedagogy) course. I don't believe there 
was a single hearing on this topic during the 2013 General Assembly. 

That said, the framework used to develop REPA 1, while strained at times because the DOE/SBE was not 
working in concert with the PSB, worked. Oftentimes, the best public policy comes from hard work
negotiations, compromise, open-mindedness, and taking the time necessary to complete the task. 

The folks on the front lines know better than I do what they need. I rely upon their input to inform and 
guide me in my communications. I would suspect that a state board of education, a governor's office, a 
legislature, and a department of education would benefit from that kind of information as well. 

On behalf of the members of ISTA, thank you for taking on this important work. 

Sincerely, 

Gail Zeheralis
 
Government Relations Director
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August 25,2013 

Mr. John Grew, Executive Director, Mr. William Sheldrake 
State Policy Relations and Policy Analysis Policy Analytics LLC 
Indiana University One North Pennsylvania Street, Suite 530 
101 West Ohio Street, Suite 1776 Indianapolis, IN 46204 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Dear John and Bill, 

In response to your request to submit written comments, I offer the following 
observations, many of which I am sure will duplicate comments made during our phone 
discussion of August 20,2013. 

During the first A to F school and school district rating system, I organized the primary 
education associations to prepare for the public hearing. The result, after multiple 
meetings, was a suggested school-rating model based on growth in student achievement. 
The organizations that cooperatively developed and agreed to support the model were: 
ISTA, 1FT, IASP, ISBA, and my own organization, IAPSS, which I was serving as 
Executive Director at the time (from 2004 - 2012). 

Dan Clark, 1STA, and I presented the model at the hearing. I don't recall if any State 
Board of Education members were in attendance - they rarely had any members attend 
the public hearings. I don't remember Dr. Bennett attending any of the required hearings, 
but Jeff Zaring represented the IDOE and ran the hearing, as he typically did as the State 
Board's officer. 

As was usual at these hearings, I don't remember any questions being asked. I did follow 
up several times by phone and email with Mr. Zaring in the weeks following the hearings 
on behalf of our coalition, and didn't get a response as to whether or not our model was 
being reviewed or considered in any way. I still believe we were on the right track, and 
for such a disparate group, made significant concessions to propose the plan we 
submitted. 

After the adoption of the first A to F rule, many concerns existed - primarily based on the 
lack of a growth measure that made sense at all levels. Results seemed to point to 
problems in school configurations (grade level make-up at all levels, especially at the 
middle grades and high schools). Most importantly for what followed, it was continually 
stressed by IDOE and the State Board that "we needed to give the A to F ratings a 
chance," and evaluate the impacts after we had some years of results to evaluate. This last 
approach is what created so much confusion when the second A to F revision suddenly 
appeared. 

Many involved had experienced such an approach during the severe changes to educator 
licensure under REPA 2. Changes continued to seemingly ignore input from professional 
educators as well as from experts in the field, including our state educator training 
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institutions. IAPSS again organized the public school education associations and included 
Deans of Indiana colleges and universities that had teacher education programs. 
After hours of hearings at the Indiana State Museum, many of our recommended changes 
were incorporated into REPA, only to be thrown out a year later when REPA 2 was 
adopted. REPA 2 was basically the first IDOE REPA proposal. The changes that were 
instituted after our group's testimony were ignored (and ultimately deleted) in REPA 2. 
Again, Jeff Zaring, Pat Mapes, and some legal staff from IDOE were present at the 
hearings for IDOE and the State Board. 

At the public hearing on the second A to F (the revision under investigation), IAPSS 
joined every other group and individual that testified. I remember about 32 speakers in 
all. All who testified were opposed to the revisions to A to F, version 2, primarily for 
three reasons: 

1.	 It had been said that the first A to F would be evaluated after being given time to 
collect comparisons to evaluate. 

2.	 The model still appeared to lack a growth-driven format. 
3.	 It appeared to many that although the revision seemed to slightly favor better 

scores for secondary schools, it appeared it would have a more negative impact on 
elementary schools than the A to F model first adopted. 

During the first REPA and A to F planning, Dr. Bennett primarily used his handpicked 
advisory groups. For 50 years, IAPSS had a State Superintendent's Advisory Committee, 
comprised of member superintendents from each of the eight IAPSS districts that covered 
the entire state. These members represented every comer of Indiana, and were appointed 
or elected to represent their district. They communicated with and served as an advisory 
council for all previous State Superintendents. 

These committee members had several concerns about both REPA and A to F, but Dr. 
Bennett's main communications were with his personally-chosen representatives, ones he 
had invited to meet with him and were not elected or appointed from all areas of the state. 
The IAPSS State Superintendent's Advisory Committee reported to all members after 
every meeting - no reports ever came from Dr. Bennett's privately chosen group. Dr. 
Bennett's relationship with our association improved greatly after Todd Houston left as 
his Chief-of-Staff. 

In my opinion, from conversations with superintendents, teachers, principals, and patrons 
of our schools, the A to F fiasco, coupled with the unrelated testing errors and delay of 
results, have destroyed the credibility ofIndiana's school and school district grading 
system. It appears that if two of the IPS schools recently taken over had been treated the 
same as was the Charter School in question, those schools would not have failed either 
and should not have been turned over to a take-over agent. 

I support the need to improve schools for all children, and do not support schools that 
refuse to change or have created a culture of failure. We need to address how to make 
tough judgments and not back down from them. Concerns need to be faced honestly with 
a focus on improved performance of all groups of students, not aimed at some mythical 
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average that never existed in the first place. Let us focus on how to make the growth
 
happen with highly qualified and trained professionals in classrooms, those trained to
 
lead our school buildings, and trained districts administrators. We need to begin by
 
finding a means to focus on best practices from solid, vetted, research and leave behind
 
the ignorance and failure of quick fixes based on political sound bites.
 

Thank you for your service to Indiana's children at a critical juncture on our state's path
 
to real change that impacts real needs of all the children and young adults we serve.
 

Sincerely,
 

John G. Ellis, PhD
 
Indiana Superintendent (1984 - 2004)
 
Executive Director, Indiana Association of Public School Superintendents (2004 - 2012)
 
Assistant Professor, Department of Education Leadership
 
Ball State University (2012 - Present)
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DRAFT Waiver Analysis Framework—Principle 2: Accountability 
 

1 
 

 
Accountability 
Measures & Weights  AMOs 

Subgroup 
strategy 

Use of 
Student 
Growth  Reward schools 

Priority School 
Identification  Priority Interventions  Priority Exit 

Focus 
Identification  Focus Interventions  Focus Exit 

Incentives & 
support for other 
schools   Building Capacity 

A 
R 
K 
A 
N 
S 
A 
S 

AR will continue to base 
accountability on state 
exams, but will derive 
50% of math/ELA scores 
from constructed 
response items to better 
connect to college and 
career‐readiness. 
Schools will receive a 
categorization based on 
proficiency, graduation 
rates, growth, and the 
performance of the 
Targeted Achievement 
Gap Group (TAGG).  

Option A—The 
state intends to 
reduce the 
proficiency and 
growth gaps by ½ 
and the 
graduation gap by 
½ within 6 years 
for all students 
and NCLB 
subgroups. The 
state intends to 
reset its AMOs in 
2014‐15 following 
adoption of 
PARCC to account 
for new 
performance 
levels. The growth 
AMO is based on 
the progress of all 
students and is 
calculated to 
move beyond 
"status plus" to 
give credit for 
those making 
growth even if 
already 
proficient/advanc
ed. All students 
have growth 
trajectories that 
they must 
meet/exceed in 
order to be 
considered to 
make adequate 
growth.  

The state will 
create a 
Targeted 
Achievement 
Gap Group 
(TAGG) within 
each school 
composed of 
economically 
disadvantaged 
students, 
English language 
learners, and 
students with 
disabilities. Use 
of this group will 
increase 
inclusion rates 
of subgroups in 
the 
accountability 
system to 90% 
of schools.  

AR will 
continue use 
of its current 
growth‐to‐
standard 
model 
previously 
approved by 
USED. Under 
this model, 
students 
must be 
proficient or 
on track to 
proficiency 
by grade 8 
(will move to 
grade 11 with 
PARCC). The 
state will 
develop a 
new growth 
model 
following 
adoption of 
PARCC.  

Schools will be selected 
in four categories based 
on overall accountability 
scores: (1) high 
performing, (2) high at‐
risk populations and high 
performing, (3) high 
progress, and (4) high at‐
risk populations and high 
progress. Schools with 
high achievement gaps 
and low graduation rates 
will not be included. 
Schools will be exempt 
from improvement 
planning, receive public 
recognition, and provide 
support to other schools. 

Schools are ranked 
on current 
performance and 
progress. The 
rankings are then 
combined in a 
weighted sum using 
2011 performance 
(1.0) and 3‐year 
progress (.8). The 
lowest 5% on the 
combined score are 
Priority Schools.  

District leadership will be 
involved in a deep diagnostic 
analysis based on a Kentucky 
model. The findings from the 
process will inform a 3‐year 
intervention plan. External 
providers will then be hired 
for support; the external 
providers must meet nine 
defined criteria, including 
providing evidence of 
effectiveness and a 
discussion of their systematic 
approach. ADE will approve 
external providers. 

Meeting 
AMOs in 
math and 
literacy for 
two years in 
a row for all 
students 
and at‐risk 
students. 

These will be the 
schools with the 
largest and most 
persistent 
achievement 
gaps. AR will 
conduct an 
initial analysis 
and then 
conduct 
additional 
analyses to 
make sure the 
initial analysis 
did not mask 
gaps based on 
small N size. 
Schools without 
enough non‐at‐
risk students will 
use the median 
school 
percentage of 
non‐at‐risk 
student 
proficiency. 

District leadership 
will be engaged in a 
diagnostic process 
to inform an 
intervention plan, 
and will have the 
option of partnering 
with a state‐
approved external 
provider.  Schools 
will be given 
preference to 
participate in a 
State Personnel 
Development Grant 
program (funded by 
USDE Office of 
Special Education 
Programs). 

Meeting AMOs 
for all students 
and at‐risk 
students in two 
consecutive 
years. 

AR seeks to have a 
comprehensive and 
coherent system 
integrating the 
transition to 
Common Core, 
accountability, and 
teacher evaluation. 
The transformation 
will be driven by 
comprehensive 
school improvement 
planning. A list of 
suggested actions 
can be undertaken 
based on the data 
analysis and 
priorities identified. 
AR is moving toward 
improvement 
planning as "a 
continuous cycle of 
data‐informed 
decisions to 
implement 
strategies." Where 
improvement efforts 
are successful formal 
plan updates will be 
due less frequently. 
SES and choice 
waivers will be 
allowed to create 
district flexibility in 
fund use, with 
greater 
responsibility for 
achieving outcomes. 

The use of data 
will be critical to 
support local 
efforts to establish 
learning 
communities.  
Implementing 
CCSS and new 
evaluation systems 
will help to build 
local capacity. The 
state's focus will 
be on creating the 
conditions for 
locally‐driven 
continuous 
improvement 
cycles.  
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AZ will use an A‐F school 
grading system that 
includes percent 
proficient on state tests, 
student growth 
percentiles for all 
students and the bottom 
25% of each school, 
graduation/drop‐out 
rates, and ELL 
reclassification. 
Measures are based 50% 
on achievement and 
50% on growth. Schools 
earn an A‐D grade or an 
F if they receive a D for 
three straight years.  

Option C—The 
state proposed 
use of a Student 
Growth Target 
(SGT) to identify 
the minimum 
academic growth 
a student would 
need in order to 
get on or stay on 
track for college 
and career 
readiness. This is 
the growth to 
standard target. 
The state will also 
set a growth to 
excellence target 
that indicates the 
student meets or 
will meet (within 
3 years or by 
grade 10) the 
state defined 
"excelling" 
category. The 
state has 
requested a one‐
year AMO waiver 
in order to model 
new AMO 
calculations, build 
appropriate IT 
infrastructure, 
and communicate 
with stakeholders.  

AZ will include a 
focus on the 
growth of the 
lowest 25% of 
students in each 
school to 
increase the 
number of 
schools held 
accountable for 
subgroups. The 
state will report 
data for all 
subgroups.  

The state is 
using student 
growth 
percentiles 
(SGPs) 
aggregated to 
the state and 
district level. 
Students 
must 
maintain or 
attain 
proficiency 
on the state 
test within 3 
years or by 
10th grade to 
be counted 
as on track to 
proficiency.  

AZ will use its new letter 
grade system, with 
schools identified as "A" 
schools earning Reward 
status. Schools earning a 
"B" with significant 
growth will be honored 
as high‐progress Reward 
schools. Schools will be 
recognized publicly, given 
leadership opportunities, 
and AZ will seek to create 
financial awards. 

Schools receiving an 
"F" will be Priority 
schools, which will 
first be identified in 
2012‐13. AZ will also 
include currently‐
funded SIG schools as 
Priority schools 
regardless of grade. 

AZ will focus on the LEA 
level. It has designed seven 
interventions aligned with 
SIG grants, which can be 
customized for local use by 
LEAs. The interventions focus 
on (1) strong leadership, (2) 
effective teachers, (3) 
additional instruction time, 
(4) strengthening the 
instructional program, (5) 
data‐informed instruction, 
(6) school environment, and 
(7) engaging families and 
communities. LEAs must 
demonstrate their capacity 
and commitment to dramatic 
change, and will be 
responsible for overseeing 
the work in schools. LEAs will 
be required to engage in a 
continuous improvement 
planning process. AZ will 
redesign its system of 
support to make it multi‐
tiered, with a deeper focus 
on schools with the greatest 
need. LEAs that do not 
demonstrate the capacity to 
manage grants will lose SIG 
funding. 

Schools 
must 
achieve a 
letter grade 
of a C, which 
requires 
significant 
improvemen
t over a two‐
year period. 

Focus schools 
will be schools 
graded "D," 
which will be 
schools with low 
achievement 
and low growth. 

AZ will focus on 
LEAs, and LEAs with 
Focus schools must 
customize plans 
from among seven 
intervention 
strategies: (1) 
aligned and rigorous 
curriculum, (2) 
effective 
instruction, (3) 
increased 
instructional time, 
(4) use of formative 
assessment, (5) 
positive school 
climate, (6) effective 
school leadership, 
and (7) engaging 
families and 
communities. LEAs 
must demonstrate 
capacity and 
commitment in 
their continuous 
improvement plans, 
and will be 
responsible for 
implementing 
continuous 
improvement at the 
school level. The 
state's new multi‐
tiered technical 
assistance strategy 
will offer significant 
supports to Focus 
schools.  Loss of SIG 
funds and potential 
reclassification as a 
Priority School will 
be among the 
possible 
consequences for 
Focus schools that 
do not improve. 

Schools must 
achieve a letter 
grade of C or 
better for two 
years. 

AZ has a new 
differentiated 
support system that 
will provide supports 
for all Title I schools. 
Continuous 
Improvement Plans 
will be at the heart 
of support efforts. 
LEAs will identify key 
strategies and action 
steps, and school 
plans will be more 
narrowly focused on 
student 
achievement. The 
state will provide 
oversight of plan 
quality. LEAs will be 
alerted to schools 
reaching "Pre‐
Intervention" status. 

AZ will use its 
Round 3 RTT 
award to establish 
Regional Education 
Centers for 
transitioning to 
new assessments 
and data use 
practices. The ADE 
has reorganized 
and is partnering 
with external 
providers. AZ will 
focus on LEA 
capacity, providing 
coordinated state‐
level support 
leveraging audits 
and required visits. 
The state will also 
include a focus on 
school level 
capacity through 
six quality 
indicators. The 
state has revised 
its support 
processes to be 
more responsive 
to local needs. 
External providers 
will also be used 
where the LEA can 
demonstrate that 
the external 
provider will meet 
a need of the 
improvement plan. 
LEAs will be held 
accountable for 
results, with 
consequences 
including the 
discontinuation of 
SIG funds and 
potentially closure.
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Schools will be classified 
into five rating 
categories (excelling, 
progressing, 
transitioning, review, 
and turnaround). 
Accountability measures 
will include achievement 
and change in 
achievement in math, 
reading, writing and 
science; growth in math 
and reading; graduation 
rates; and subgroup 
performance across all 
indicators. These will be 
aggregated to a School 
Performance Index (SPI) 
score for each school 
and a District 
Performance Index (DPI) 
for each district. The 
state raised its 
performance 
expectation from 
"proficient" to "goal" in 
its give level system and 
awards partial credit for 
achievement beginning 
at the basic level.  

Option C‐The 
state has set an 
AMO of reducing 
the performance 
deficit of each 
school in half in 
six years. This is 
measured by the 
gap between a 
school's current 
SPI and an SPI of 
75, which 
represents an 
average 
performance of 
"goal" level. All 
schools must 
make progress to 
close this gap, 
with schools 
currently below 
an SPI of 50 
required to 
progress 2 points 
per year. High 
schools will also 
have a graduation 
rate AMO that 
requires them to 
reduce by half the 
gap between their 
current 
graduation rate 
and a 4 year rate 
of 94% and a 
extended 
graduation rate 
(for students with 
qualifying IEPs) of 
96%.  

The state will 
include 
subgroup 
performance of 
the ESEA groups 
that have 
historically low 
performance in 
the state. These 
include African‐
American, 
Hispanic, ELL, 
economically 
disadvantaged, 
and special 
education 
students. The 
state will 
monitor other 
subgroups and 
add if they are 
underperformin
g. Additionally, 
the state has 
reduced its 
minimum n size 
from 40 to 20 to 
hold additional 
schools 
accountable for 
subgroup 
performance.  

The state is 
using a 
vertical scale 
to measure 
growth with a 
goal of 
ensuring the 
students 
currently 
below goal 
level move 
up a 
performance 
level within 
three years. 
Students at 
goal or 
advanced are 
expected to 
maintain this 
level and all 
schools are 
expected to 
achieve 80% 
of students 
on goal or on 
track to move 
up a 
performance 
level.  

"Schools of Distinction" 
will achieve the highest 
levels of performance 
with traditionally 
underperforming 
subgroups, increase 
performance more than 
required by the 
accountability system, an 
put low‐performing 
students on a trajectory 
to move two 
performance bands in six 
years. Recognition will be 
given to the "Highest 
Subgroup" performers, 
the "Highest Progress" 
schools (giving extra 
weight to the lowest 
performing students), 
and "Highest Growth" 
schools. These awards 
will all be limited to Title I 
or Title I eligible schools. 
Schools will be 
recognized annually, and 
grants will be given to 
schools that sustain 
progress over time. 

Priority schools will 
be based on the 
lowest all‐student 
performance, in 
addition to Title I‐
eligible high schools 
with a graduation 
rate under 60% and 
current Tier I or Tier 
II schools. In addition 
to existing SIG 
interventions, CT will 
create a 
"Commissioner's 
Network" of supports 
and interventions 
(pending legislative 
approval). Schools 
will be selected to 
the Network based 
on low achievement 
and lack of progress. 
A Chief Turnaround 
Office will lead the 
design and 
administration of 
strategies, with a 
proposed budget of 
$24.8 million to 
support its work. The 
Network will ensure a 
governance structure 
likely to succeed, and 
will have the power 
to serve as 
temporary trustee 
administering 
turnaround strategies 
directly. 

Existing SIG schools will 
continue with their current 
interventions. For new 
Network schools, the state 
will conduct a needs 
assessment, ensure strong 
leadership and effective 
teachers, provide additional 
learning time, strengthen the 
school's instructional 
program, use data for 
continuous improvement, 
create a positive school 
climate, and develop ongoing 
mechanisms for family and 
community engagement. The 
Turnaround Team will begin 
needs assessments in July 
2012. 

To exit SIG 
or the 
Network 
schools 
must 
demonstrate 
sustained 
improvemen
t on the 
factors that 
led to their 
original 
identificatio
n. 

CT will create a 
"high needs" 
subgroup 
(including ELLs, 
students with 
disability, and 
FRL students – 
and low‐
performing 
African‐
American and 
Hispanic 
subgroups), and 
its Focus schools 
will be the 
schools with the 
lowest student 
performance in 
the high needs 
subgroup. 

CT's 30 lowest‐
performing districts 
will be Alliance 
Districts, and all of 
its Focus schools are 
located in these 
districts. Funding for 
Alliance Districts will 
depend on their 
taking appropriate 
measures to 
improve 
performance in 
Focus schools. The 
state Turnaround 
and Performance 
Offices will ensure 
that districts have 
the resources they 
need for successful 
interventions.  
Improvement plans 
for Focus schools 
will include (1) data 
analysis, (2) root 
cause analysis, (3) 
goal setting, (4) 
intervention 
selection, (5) 
implementation 
planning, and (6) 
monitoring. 
Interventions will be 
tailored to meet the 
needs of individual 
schools. 

Schools will exit 
focus status 
when they have 
met their AMO 
for three years 
for the particular 
subgroup that 
was the basis of 
their 
identification. 
High schools 
must also meet 
graduation rate 
targets. 

All schools in CT will
be classified as 
Excelling, 
Progressing, 
Transition, Review, 
or Turnaround. 
These will be three‐
year classification, 
although 
performance will be 
reported annually. 
The level of state 
involvement in 
improvement 
planning and 
execution will vary 
depending on school 
performance, with 
high‐performing 
schools having fewer 
requirements.  

The CSDE is 
undergoing 
significant 
organizational 
change to become 
more proactive, 
with new teams 
put in place. CT 
will also seek to 
build regional 
capacity to be 
leveraged by the 
Turnaround Team. 
District capacity 
will be supported 
through grants to 
Alliance Districts, 
with funding tied 
to clear plans for 
reform and 
increased 
efficiency. Alliance 
Districts will have 
their own tiered 
intervention and 
support plans 
leveraging 
increased Title I 
flexibility. CT will 
also continue to 
provide statewide 
professional 
development, and 
CSDE is proposing 
legislation to make 
certification and 
professional 
development 
more meaningful. 
CT will also screen 
external school 
operators and hold 
districts 
accountable by 
leveraging Alliance 
District funding 
and its statutory 
intervention 
power. 
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DC will have separate 
accountability measures 
for its DCPS LEA and its 
charter LEAs. For DCPS, 
accountability measures 
will include student 
performance (based on 
student performance on 
state reading/math 
tests, student 
engagement survey, 
retention of highly 
effective teachers, and 
student growth); student 
progress; safe and 
effective schools (based 
on attendance, 
suspension/expulsion 
rates, and re‐enrollment 
rates); and family and 
community engagement 
(based on a community 
stakeholder survey and a 
parent engagement 
survey). Charter LEAs 
will be accountable for 
student progress on 
reading and math tests; 
student achievement on 
reading and math tests 
(as well as AP/IB in high 
school); gateway 
measures (3rd grade 
reading, 8th grade math, 
and 11th grade PSAT); 
and leading indicators 
(attendance and re‐
enrollment rates and % 
of 9th graders on track to 
graduate). The state will 
add writing assessments 
(2013) and science 
assessments (2014) that 
will be added at ½ 
weight of other subjects.  

Option C—The 
state has set two 
AMOs. One is 
based on 
proficiency with a 
goal or reducing 
the number of 
non‐proficient 
students in half 
within six years. 
The other is a 
graduation rate 
AMO with a goal 
of graduating 70% 
of students in 4 
years and 90% of 
students in 6 
years by 2017. 
Schools will be 
required to raise 
graduation rates 
by 4% annually on 
both 4‐year and 6‐
year graduation 
rates to meet this 
AMO.  

The state is not 
proposing any 
subgroup 
consolidation 
but is 
considering 
lowering the 
minimum n size 
from 25 to 10 to 
hold more 
schools 
accountable.  

Schools will 
receive credit 
for both 
student 
proficiency 
and growth. 
Growth will 
be measured 
based on 
change in 
performance 
level (with 
three 
categories 
within below 
basic, basic, 
proficient, 
and 
advanced) 
and a sliding 
scale of 
points for 
growth 
across the 
scale to 
advanced.  

Reward schools will be 
schools that score over 
80 on the overall 
proficiency/growth index 
score.  Schools will be 
recognized for 
proficiency and progress. 
Possible methods of 
recognition identified 
include letters, press 
releases, certificates, 
participation in special 
events, and (for Title I 
schools meeting certain 
criteria) possible financial 
awards. Reward schools 
will also be granted 
additional autonomies in 
funding and professional 
development. Charter 
schools will also be 
recognized through 
pathways to replication, 
access to facilities, and 
potential financial 
awards. 

Priority schools will 
be the lowest‐scoring 
schools on the overall 
Priority/growth 
index, which 
currently would 
include schools 
scoring 0‐24. 

Meaningful interventions will 
address all of ED's required 
turnaround principles. LEAs 
may select from one of the 
four SIG models. LEAs with 
one or more Priority schools 
may receive Race to the Top 
and SIG funding, but may be 
required to reserve a portion 
of Title I funds to support 
meaningful interventions. 
Each LEA with a Priority 
school will have a 3‐year 
improvement plan based on 
a school‐level needs 
assessment. OSSE will 
approved Title I funds for 
LEAs with strong plans, with 
mid‐year and annual 
performance targets in four 
areas (academic 
achievement, school climate, 
community and parent 
involvement, and resource 
management). This will 
support OSSE's oversight and 
monitoring. Interim actions 
may occur if schools do not 
improve in the three years, 
and after three years schools 
that would be in Priority 
status again will be 
recommended for closure or 
alternative governance.  
DCPS schools may be subject 
to turnaround, alternative 
governance, or closure, and 
mandatory professional 
development. Charter 
schools under the DC Public 
Charter School Board are 
subject to revocation or 
intensive support, with 
progress monitoring and re‐
assessment. 
 

Schools in 
Priority 
status will 
be assessed 
each year to 
determine if 
they have 
made 
"significant 
progress," 
"some 
progress," or 
"little/no 
progress" in 
three areas: 
meeting 
academic 
goals, 
progress on 
ED‐defined 
leading 
areas, and 
progress 
toward fully 
implementin
g selected 
intervention
. OSSE will 
have 
detailed 
criteria for 
each area. If 
after three 
years the 
school is 
making 
significant 
progress it 
will exit 
Priority 
status; if 
not, it will 
adjust its 
plan and add 
an 
additional 
year to its 
timeline. 

Focus schools 
will be schools 
with a 
proficiency and 
growth index 
between 25 and 
34. 

The interventions in 
Focus schools will 
be similar to those 
in Priority schools. 
OSSE will require 
one‐year 
improvement plans, 
with mid‐year and 
annual performance 
targets in four areas 
(academic 
achievement, school 
climate, community 
and parent 
involvement, and 
resource 
management).  If a 
school fails to meet 
targets, OSSE will 
recommend 
adjustments to 
interventions. 
Schools in danger of 
entering Priority 
status will be 
subject to more 
significant 
interventions. 
Supports for focus 
charter schools will 
be based on the 
needs of the school, 
and charters will be 
responsible for 
implementing an 
action plan that 
OSSE will monitor. 

Schools in focus 
status will be 
assessed each 
year to 
determine if 
they have made 
"significant 
progress," "some 
progress," or 
"little/no 
progress" in 
three areas: 
meeting 
academic goals, 
progress on ED‐
defined leading 
areas, and 
progress toward 
fully 
implementing 
selected 
intervention. 
OSSE will have 
detailed criteria 
for each area.  
Schools will exit 
focus status as 
long as they no 
longer meet the 
criteria for focus 
designation. 

All schools not 
identified as Priority 
or focus that fail to 
meet AMOs will be 
identified for 
additional support. 
LEAs will in their 
Title I grant 
application assess 
performance and 
describe a plan, 
which will then be 
implemented 
through Title I. OSSE 
will provide 
differentiated 
interventions and 
supports to those 
schools. 

OSSE plans to use 
the Common Core 
as a launching pad 
for building LEA 
and school 
capacity, with a 
focus on 
implementation of 
Common Core as a 
driver of capacity‐
building. OSSE has 
a training and 
technical 
assistance unit 
that provides 
trainings in 
multiple areas, and 
other units also 
provide support in 
relevant areas. 
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L 
A 
W 
A 
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DE will continue to use 
existing measures of 
reading and math 
performance and 
attendance (K‐8) and 
graduation rates (9‐12). 
Proficiency will continue 
to be measured based 
on status or growth 
model targets.  

Option A‐The 
state chose to 
reduce by half the 
percent of 
students who are 
non proficient 
overall and in 
each subgroup. 
Similarly, it 
selected a 
graduation rate 
AMO based on 
decreasing by ½ 
the percent of 
students in each 
subgroup not 
graduating with a 
floor level of the 
current 2010‐11 
rate for all 
students. 

The state will 
use traditional 
subgroups in its 
accountability 
determinations. 
However, for 
schools to exit 
Focus status, 
the state 
proposes to 
base exit criteria 
on the 
combined 
performance of 
the subgroups 
that resulted in 
school 
identification. 
Additionally, in 
providing 
supports to 
schools, the 
state will 
consider the 
performance of 
a super 
subgroup of 
traditionally 
low‐performing 
groups (African‐
American, 
Hispanic, ELL, 
low‐income, and 
students with 
disabilities).  

The state 
plans to 
continue 
using a value‐
table based 
growth 
model.  

DE will use a new method 
of recognizing Reward 
schools in 2012‐13 and 
2013‐14. High performing 
schools are those Title I 
schools rated as Superior 
for two years under DE's 
AYP system, with credit 
to schools serving a high 
percentage of at risk 
populations. High 
progress schools have 
achieved high AYP ratings 
for two years and have 
reduced the achievement 
gap over the last two 
years without a 
descrease in the 
proficiency of the non‐at‐
risk population. Other 
schools were identified 
through a state process 
focused on achievement 
gap closure. DE will also 
have Recognition Schools 
that can be non‐Title I 
schools. Schools will 
receive financial awards, 
banners, certificates, and 
a ceremony. 
 

Priority Schools are a 
subset of Partnership 
Zone schools, which 
all receive SIG funds. 
All ten schools 
identified are Title I 
schools that received 
1003(g) funds in 
2010‐11. These 
schools were 
identified pursuant to 
DE regulation. 

DE has a regulatory 
framework that gives the 
state the ability to select 
persistently low achieving 
schools for turnaround, sign 
off on the choice of a SIG 
model, force negotiations 
between districts and 
bargaining units on reform 
plans, and choose a reform 
plan if the LEA and its 
bargaining unit cannot agree. 
The state enters MOUs with 
LEAs and has significant 
authority over the model 
chosen. The model MOU 
defines roles and 
responsibilities of the 
district, the progress 
monitoring system, and the 
mediation process. 

Schools exit 
Priority 
status by 
making AYP 
at least once 
by the end 
of 
implementat
ion year two 
and not 
showing any 
major 
regressions 
in student 
outcomes, 
or by 
meeting 
targets set 
based on 
AMOs.  

Focus schools 
will be based on 
rankings that 
include the 
achievement gap 
between low‐
income and non‐
low‐income 
(70%) and the 
five‐year 
performance 
gap trend (30%). 
The six lowest‐
scoring schools 
not in Priority 
status were 
identified as 
Focus schools by 
this method. 
Eight more 
schools were 
chosen based on 
this measure 
and their low 
performing 
subgroups. 

Focus schools will 
conduct a 
comprehensive 
needs assessment 
and design an 
intervention based 
on those needs. The 
DDOE will monitor 
implementation on‐
site. 

Schools can exit 
focus status by 
meeting 
specified targets 
for two 
consecutive 
years, based on 
their starting 
baseline. 

DDOE will create 
Recognition schools 
to honor non‐Title I 
schools. It also 
intends to provide 
differentiated and 
targeted supports to 
all LEAs. 

DDOE is revising its 
statewide system 
of support for all 
LEAs and schools. 
It will have more 
intensive supports 
targeted to the 
districts that need 
it most; training 
initiatives available 
by request; and 
will disseminate 
information and 
provide short‐term 
technical 
assistance to all 
schools. LEAs will 
receive supports 
based on their 
identified need. 
LEAs and schools 
can transition to 
lower or higher 
levels based on 
their performance. 
DE has identified 
specific strategies 
that may need to 
be implement in 
districts identified 
for support.  
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I 
D 
A 
H 
O 
 

ID created a five‐star 
system for all schools 
with measure of 
proficiency, growth 
(both normative and 
growth to standard), 
growth of subgroups, 
and postsecondary and 
career readiness. 
Achievement is 
measured by state tests 
in reading, math, and 
language usage and 
weighted 20% for high 
schools and 25% for 
elementary/middle 
schools based on the 
percentage of students 
proficient or above. 
Growth is measured 
using both Student 
Growth Percentiles 
(SGPs) as a normative 
measure, and Adequate 
Growth Percentiles 
(AGPs) as a growth‐to‐
standard measure and 
weighted 30% at the 
high school level and 
50% at the 
elementary/middle 
school level. These 
growth measures are 
also calculated for a set 
of subgroups that 
includes economically 
disadvantaged, minority, 
ELL, and students with 
disabilities. The final 
measure is post‐
secondary career 
readiness which is 
weighted 30% at the 
high school level and 
includes graduation 
rates‐10%, advanced 
coursework (AP/IB/Tech 
Prep)‐10%, and college 
entrance/placement 
exam‐10%. 

Option C—ID 
identified AMOs 
based on each of 
the metrics in its 
accountability 
performance 
matrix as well as 
overall 
performance of 
schools and 
districts. AMOs 
for achievement 
are at least 84% 
of students 
proficient and 
above in reading 
and math. AMOs 
for growth require 
schools to have a 
student growth 
percentile that is 
larger than their 
adequate growth 
percentile or have 
a very steep 
trajectory of 
growth. The 
graduation rate 
AMO is based on 
a graduation rate 
target of 90%.  
 
The state has 
requested to hold 
AYP targets 
constant in 12‐13 
while introducing 
its new 
framework and 
use both rating 
systems for the 
12‐13 year.  

The state will 
weight the 
performance of 
a consolidated 
set of 
subgroups‐‐ 
economically 
disadvantaged, 
minority, ELL, 
and students 
with disabilities. 
Additionally, the 
state will lower 
its minimum n 
size from 34 to 
25. This will 
allow the state 
to hold 
significantly 
more schools 
accountable in a 
state with little 
racial diversity.  

Growth is 
measured 
using both 
Student 
Growth 
Percentiles 
(SGPs) as a 
normative 
measure, and 
Adequate 
Growth 
Percentiles 
(AGPs) as a 
growth‐to‐
standard 
measure. To 
be counted 
as making 
AGP, a 
student must 
be on track to 
proficiency 
within 3 
years or by 
grade 10, 
whichever is 
first. 3 

Awards will be given to 
"Five Star Schools" as 
either high‐performing or 
high‐progress. Schools 
must be Reward schools 
to be nominated for 
national awards. Schools 
will be recognized with a 
statewide 
announcement, 
assembly, symbol of 
recognition, and financial 
rewards (including 
rewards tied to the 
state's new pay‐for‐
performance plan). 

Priority schools will 
be those that receive 
a One Star rating, 
based on the 
multiple factors in 
ID's overall 
accountability 
system. 

ID's interventions are aligned 
to turnaround principles. 
Each One‐Star school must 
write a Turnaround Plan and 
implement it effectively.  It 
must choose one of the 
permissible turnaround 
models – transformation, 
turnaround, restart, closure, 
and a Governance 
Partnership Model, which 
involves districts partnering 
with external entities to 
implement turnaround 
principles. District charter 
schools will renegotiate their 
charters. Schools use a web‐
based tool (WISE) provided 
for school improvement 
planning, identifying how 
they meet the turnaround 
principles. LEAs will oversee 
improvement plans, which 
will be approved by the state 
and monitored by both the 
state and district. 

Schools that 
achieve a 
three‐star or 
better 
ranking for 
two years in 
a row may 
exit one‐star 
status. This 
requires 
demonstrati
ng system‐
wide 
improvemen
t on multiple 
criteria. 

Focus schools
will be those 
that receive a 
two‐star rating. 
This includes all 
schools with a 
graduation rate 
under 60%, and 
ID's 
methodology 
captures schools 
with low growth 
to achievement. 
This includes a 
focus on ID's 
super‐subgroup 
to capture 
schools with 
small subgroup 
populations.  

Focus schools will 
be required to write 
a Rapid 
Improvement Plan, 
and will be required 
to continue offering 
choice and 
supplemental 
tutoring. The school 
must use the WISE 
tool to develop its 
plans, and update 
its plans annually. 
The state will 
monitor to ensure 
the plan is being 
implemented 
effectively.  

Schools that 
achieve a three‐
star rating or 
better for two 
consecutive 
years will exit 
focus status, as 
will schools that 
drop to one‐star.

ID has developed a 
comprehensive 
system of 
recognition, 
accountability, and 
support. Three‐star 
schools will have 
options for support 
to help reach higher 
levels, including (1) 
operational 
flexibility, (2) 
support programs, 
(3) flexibility with 
Title I set‐asides, and 
(4) a modified path 
to four or five star 
status (which opens 
up the possibility of 
greater flexibility 
and rewards). 

ID's overall 
accountability 
system will build 
capacity at 
multiple levels. 
The WISE tool will 
help schools focus 
on the capacity 
needed. When 
state TA is 
provided district 
leadership will 
enter into 
performance 
agreements to 
detail 
expectations. All 
improvement 
programs will be 
tied to research.  
LEA and school 
plans and 
interventions will 
be monitored 
regularly, and the 
state will 
implement a 
rigorous process 
for approving 
external providers. 
Support systems 
will be focused on 
building district 
capacity. 
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The state will use a 
Multiple Measure Index 
to classify schools into 
categories on a five star 
scale.  Measures used at 
the elementary level will 
include achievement (% 
met/exceeded and % 
exceeded proficiency on 
state tests in 
reading/math/science); 
growth in math and 
reading, % of ELL 
students making 
progress on ACCESS, and 
a bonus for a school 
climate survey.  At the 
high school level, 
measures will include 4 
and 5‐year graduation 
rates; the % of students 
meeting or exceeding 
standards on the ACT 
testing series and/or 
receiving a WorkKeys 
certificate; achievement 
gap reduction on the 
ACT series, % of ELL 
students making 
progress on access; and 
a bonus for school 
climate survey, and % of 
students scoring 3 or 
higher on AP/IB, taking 
dual language or honors 
classes, or receiving 
industry credentials.   

Option A‐The 
state will set 
unique targets for 
each school, 
district and 
subgroup based 
on reducing in 
half the 
percentage of 
students who are 
not proficient 
within six years.  
The state will use 
the 2011 
assessments as a 
baseline and set 
AMOs based on 
new state test cut 
scores.   

The state will 
measure 
achievement 
gap reduction 
using a 
subgroup of 
African‐
American, 
Hispanic, and 
Native American 
students that 
will be 
compared to a 
group of white, 
Asian, Hawaiian 
Pacific Islanders, 
and multiracial 
students, as well 
as separate 
subgroups of 
economically 
disadvantages, 
ELL, and special 
education 
students. These 
groups were 
chosen based on 
historical 
performance.  
For the 5% of 
Illinois schools 
that will still not 
be held 
accountable 
with this 
method, the 
state will create 
a super 
subgroup 
composed of 
students in each 
of these 
subgroups to 
hold them 
accountable for.  

The state is 
using a value 
table model 
to measure 
growth.  
Illinois will 
add 9th and 
10th grade 
ACT 
assessments 
to measure 
growth in 
high school.  
The state is 
currently 
developing 
technical 
methods and 
value point 
waiting now, 
but will 
assign points 
based on 
student 
growth 
between the 
previous and 
current year.   

IL recognizes schools in 
three categories: 
spotlight, academic 
excellence, and academic 
improvement. Spotlight 
schools include the 
highest performing Title I 
schools, and recognizing 
high povery high 
performing schools. 
Academic excellence 
schools have sustained 
high performance over 
three years. Academic 
improvement recognizes 
substantial gains, , 
recognizing Title I schools 
and schools making 
significant progress for 
LEP students. A gap 
reduction award honors 
high‐performing schools 
that closed the 
achievement gap for 
subgroup students. 
Schools are honored with 
recognition, including 
press releases and a 
ceremony. Beginning this 
year ISBE will fund 
communities of practice 
for honor roll schools, 
and honor Spotlight 
Educators working in 
spotlight schools. 

Priority schools are 
among the lowest 
performing 5% of 
Title I schools in the 
state in all‐student 
performance, 
demonstrates a lack 
of progress, or is Title 
I eligible with a three‐
year graduation rate 
averaging less than 
60%. Lack of progress 
is defined as a 
decrease in the 
percentage of the "all 
students" group 
meeting standards, 
or an inadequate 
increase in the 
number of students 
meeting standards. 

IL will enhance its statewide 
support systems to 
concentrate support and 
assistance at the district level 
to build district capacity, 
through the Center for 
School Improvement. IL will 
use a regional delivery 
system with ten areas in the 
state, leveraging 
partnerships with the 
statewide principals and 
school boards associations. 
Assistance focuses on 
standards‐aligned 
instructional systems, data 
analysis, cultivating educator 
talent, and implementing 
interventions in low‐
performing schools; these 
address the essential 
elements and turnaround 
principles identified by ED.  A 
comprehensive audit will 
form the basis of a School 
Transformation Plan 
submitted by the LEA on 
behalf of the school. 
Chronically underperforming 
districts will be given special 
support by the state. Among 
one‐star districts, those with 
the lowest capacity based on 
a multi‐factor analysis will 
receive strong on‐the‐ground 
support through an 
intergovernmental 
agreement or involuntary 
intervention. A lead partner 
will assist with the school 
district's work. ISBE will be 
seeking legislative authority 
for streamlined waivers for 
turnaround schools. Where 
there is inadequate progress 
the state can take over the 
district, remove schools from 
district control, or dissolve 
the district and combine it 
with another neighboring 
district. 

Schools exit 
Priority 
status when 
they meet 
targets for 
two years, 
are no 
longer 
within the 
bottom 5% 
of schools in 
the states, 
and (if 
applicable) 
the 
completion 
of the 
1003(g) 
grant 
period. 
Supports for 
Priority 
schools will 
continue for 
two years 
after exit to 
ensure 
continued 
improvemen
t. 

Focus schools 
will be identified 
as those schools 
with the highest 
in‐school 
achievement 
gaps, and Title I 
schools with low 
performance 
and graduation 
rates.  One half 
of Focus schools 
will come from 
each method.  

Interventions will be 
focused on 
strengthening 
leadership capacity 
through 
professional 
development 
delivered through 
IL' regional system. 
ISBE is establishing 
greater coherence 
in its regional 
system. District 
level teams will 
make diagnostic 
findings, support 
the use of tools and 
resources to 
improve practice, 
strengthen 
leadership teams, 
and monitor 
progress. The goal 
will be to create a 
cycle of service and 
support.  

Focus schools 
exit by rising 
above the 
measurement 
that placed them 
in focus status 
for two 
consecutive 
years. 

ISBE's focus is on 
systemic capacity, 
with coaches 
working to establish 
continuous 
improvement at the 
district level. The 
lowest performing 
schools will receive 
significant 
interventions while 
the highest 
performing schools 
will self‐direct 
continuous 
improvement. 

The state's 
approach to 
interventions 
focuses on the 
district level, and 
the state will 
increase its 
capacity to aid 
districts. In recent 
years a cross‐
divisional ISBE 
team has worked 
to bring 
coordination to 
school level 
supports, and will 
build off of that 
framework. 
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I 
O 
W 
A 

IA's created a 
performance index for 
all schools with six 
performance categories 
(exceptional, high 
performing, 
commendable, 
acceptable, needs 
improvement‐focus, and 
priority).  The state 
accountability measures 
include 40% growth on 
state tests, 40% 
proficiency on state 
tests, and 20% other 
indicators.  At the high 
school level, these 
include 10% graduation 
rates, 5% college 
readiness (measured by 
Iowa Assessment 
National Scale Score), 
and 5% attendance).  At 
the middle school level 
these include 10% 
college readiness, and 
10% attendance.  At the 
elementary level, these 
include 10% attendance 
and 10% 3rd grade 
reading proficiency.  The 
state will also calculate a 
gap closing score for all 
subgroups which will 
also be a factor in 
determining which 
performance category a 
school will be assigned.  
Schools with graduation 
rates below 60% or 
participation rates below 
95% will automatically 
be assigned to Focus 
status.   

Option C‐The 
state has created 
an AMO based on 
a school 
achievement 
score of 85.  
Schools will meet 
the AMO if they 
are on a trajectory 
to reach this goal 
within 10 years.   

The state will 
examine the 
performance of 
all subgroups 
and measure 
their progress 
from an 
achievement 
index of 85.  The 
performance of 
these subgroups 
will be a factor 
in determining 
school 
performance 
category. 
Additionally, the 
state will reduce 
its n size from 
30 at the school 
level to 10 at 
the district level 
to hold 
additional 
schools 
accountable for 
subgroup 
performance.  

The state will 
measure 
growth on a 
vertical scale.  
Non‐
proficient 
students 
must 
progress 
towards 
proficient 
while 
proficient 
students 
must 
maintain 1 
year's growth 
and advanced 
students 
must remain 
within a 
confidence 
interval 
range.  The 
state plans to 
transition to 
a value‐
added model 
in 2012‐13.  

IA's highest rating, 
Exceptional, meets the 
criteria for Reward 
schools. Schools rated 
Exceptional for three 
years in a row are noted 
as Distinguished. Both 
Distinguished and 
Exceptional Schools will 
receive recognition, and 
will have increased 
autonomy in the school 
improvement process. 
Studio Schools will be 
chosen by application, 
and will provide guidance 
to other schools. 

Priority schools will 
be those with a 
performance index 
score of 56 or lower. 

Priority schools will receive 
more intensive differentiated 
supports, including a 
rigorous site visit, support 
from the IA Support Team, 
and interventions and 
sanctions. Differentiated 
support will include tiered 
accountability and site visits, 
with a detailed plan for site 
visits. The Support Team will 
guide the school or district 
through a five‐phase 
improvement process: needs 
assessment, analysis, 
planning, implementation, 
and evaluation. Sanctions for 
all focus and Priority schools 
will include parent 
notification, implementation 
of the turnaround principles, 
TA to obtain waivers under 
the IA code, charter options, 
a state review panel (for 
schools that do not improve 
after two years), and Title I 
set‐asides.  

Schools 
achieving a 
performance 
index score 
of greater 
than 56 will 
be removed 
from Priority 
status. 

Focus schools 
will be those 
with no 
subgroups on 
trajectory to 
close gaps.  

Focus schools will 
engage in the same 
activities as Priority 
schools, but will also 
have strategies to 
close subgroup 
gaps. IA will provide 
technical assistance 
in outreach to 
diverse populations. 
RTI will also be used 
statewide to 
improve subgroup 
performance. The 
state will also look 
seek to build 
capacity to serve 
English Language 
Learners. 

Schools will be 
reclassified 
when they 
achieve a 
performance 
index score of 57 
with at least one 
subgroup on 
trajectory. 
Supports will 
continue for 
three years after 
classification. 

Universal supports 
include RTI, learning 
supports (including 
PBIS), tiered 
accreditation and 
compliance 
monitoring, the IA 
Core (which includes 
the Common Core 
and a focus on 
critical thinking and 
complex 
communication), an 
Instructional 
Clearinghouse (to be 
constructed), 
support for Family 
and Community 
Engagement, and 
other Data‐Driven 
Decision Making 
initiatives. 

IA will rethink 
agency roles, with 
a chart showing 
roles and tasks for 
schools, LEAs, 
AEAs, and the 
state. All will be 
responsible for 
continuous 
improvement.  
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support for other 
schools   Building Capacity 

K 
A 
N 
S 
A 
S 

KS will use achievement, 
academic growth, and 
gap reduction measures 
to hold schools 
accountable. 
Additionally, the state 
will use graduation rate 
to identify schools for 
Focus and Priority 
status. The state will 
measure achievement in 
reading and math based 
on an index that awards 
partial credit for 
performance 
approaching standard 
and a sliding scale up to 
full credit for exemplary 
performance (on a 5 
category scale). Gap 
reduction will be 
measured by comparing 
the performance index 
of the 70th percentile of 
students with the 
bottom 30% of students 
at the state level to 
determine Focus status 
and at the local level to 
assess AMOs. Finally, the 
state will measure 
growth using a student 
growth percentile (SGP) 
to measure each 
student's growth 
trajectory and aggregate 
these at the school level.  
 

Option C—The 
state has set AMO 
targets for each 
element of its 
accountability 
system. Overall, 
schools must 
make specific 
rates of growth in 
their achievement 
index each year 
with larger gains 
required by 
schools that are at 
the lowest 
percentile 
rankings. These 
percentile ranks 
will be defined 
and reset each 
year to create a 
dynamic system 
of continuous 
improvement. For 
gap reduction, 
schools must 
close ½ of the 
local achievement 
gap in six years. 
For growth, 
schools must be in 
the top 50% of 
median growth 
(which is defined 
such that only ½ 
of schools will be 
able to meet this 
AMO).  
The state has 
requested a 
waiver to hold 
AMOs in place for 
2012 and use 
2011 targets, but 
transition to new 
AMOs in 2013.  

The state will 
compare the 
performance of 
the 70th 
percentile of 
students with 
the bottom 30% 
of students both 
at the state and 
local level. This 
will allow the 
state to focus on 
underperforman
ce without 
duplicating 
students across 
subgroups. 

The state is 
using a 
student 
growth 
percentile 
(STP) model 
to map each 
student's 
academic 
trajectory on 
state 
assessments. 
These will be 
reported in 
percentiles to 
facilitate 
understandin
g and will 
demonstrate 
the rate of 
growth at the 
school and 
district level.  

The top 5% of Title I 
schools based on four 
years of assessment 
performance will be 
identified as high‐
performing. The top 5% 
of Title I schools in 
student growth will be 
identified as high‐
progress. Schools can 
repeat in the top 
category. Districts with 
Reward schools will be 
recognized publicly in 
several ways, and have 
reduced‐fee access to a 
KSDE‐sponsored event. 
Districts will be asked to 
mentor Priority schools, 
potentially with a stipend 
for expenses. These 
schools may be used as 
demonstration sites. 

Priority schools are 
identified through 
two measures 
(combined) – the 
proficiency and 
growth of the all 
students group. KS 
will use the 
Assessment 
Performance Index, 
also used for AMOs. 
The rankings will use 
the most recent four 
years of data. 

KS will focus interventions at 
the district level, to support 
district leadership and 
direction to schools. KS has a 
multi‐tier system of supports 
designed to create a self‐
correcting feedback loop.  KS 
interventions include the 
elements required by ED, 
with districts having Priority 
schools selecting from the 
Menu of Meaningful 
Interventions (including 
specific activities organized 
to show linkages to the ED 
categories.  A three‐year 
timeline starts with planning 
and the development of a 
District Action Plan, with the 
state providing technical 
assistance and ongoing 
progress monitoring. School‐
level leaders will participate 
in that process and then 
develop a school‐level action 
plan that includes family 
engagement.  

Priority 
schools exit 
when after 
two years 
they meet 
AMOs and 
maintain a 
top‐50% 
student 
growth 
percentile. 

Focus schools 
will be identified 
based on their 
proficiency gap, 
one based on 
the gap between 
the school's 
lowest 
performing 
students and the 
state's top‐
performing 
schools, and 
another based 
on intra‐school 
gaps. KS is 
seeking to 
eliminate the 
double counting 
of students 
across 
subgroups by 
focusing on the 
lowest 
performing 
students 
regardless of 
subgroup, which 
will also help 
ensure that 
small schools are 
included in the 
analysis.  Focus 
schools will be 
held 
accountable for 
improving the 
performance of 
their lowest‐
performing 
students.  

Focus schools will 
work to identify the 
root causes of their 
low achievement 
and design 
meaningful 
interventions to 
support them. This 
will include a state‐
district self‐
correcting feedback 
loop like the one 
used for Priority 
schools, and the use 
of the Menu of 
Meaningful 
Interventions.  
Districts with Focus 
schools will also 
engage in a planning 
process leading to 
an action plan with 
defined 
interventions. Focus 
schools will receive 
support from the 
district (which in 
turn will receive 
support from the 
state), and the 
district will 
participate in 
ongoing progress 
monitoring. 

Focus schools 
will be identified 
based on a local‐
level gap score, 
which will also 
be the basis for 
leaving focus 
status. Schools 
must maintain 
progress toward 
gap reduction 
for two 
consecutive 
years – or 
achieve an API 
score of 500 for 
two consecutive 
years.  

KSDE provides 
numerous resources 
for all schools, 
including through 
the KS Technical 
Assistance System 
Network. Schools 
making progress will 
be identified as 
Making Progress 
Schools (which will 
be recognized) and 
Not Making Progress 
Schools (which will 
be included in 
district Priority/focus 
planning efforts, or – 
in districts without 
Priority and Focus 
schools – will be 
subject to their own 
analysis and 
intervention 
strategy). 

KSDE's new 
accountability 
system focuses on 
the transition to 
21st century skills. 
KS is creating KS 
Integrated 
Innovation Teams 
to monitor and 
offer technical 
assistance to 
districts with 
Priority and Focus 
schools. KS will 
also provide fiscal 
monitoring and 
professional 
development 
focused on 
teaching English to 
Speakers of Other 
Languages (ESOL). 
A partnership with 
higher education 
will scale up 
implementation of 
a coordinated 
professional 
development 
system. 
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L 
O 
U 
I 
S 
I 
A 
N 
A 

LA will calculate A‐F 
letter grades for each 
school based on school 
performance scores. A 
score of 100‐150 is 
required to receive an 
"A" grade. Schools with 
grades K‐5 are graded 
100% based on student 
achievement in reading, 
math, social studies, and 
science (with reading 
and math weighted 
double). Non‐
participating students 
are weighted as a zero. 
K‐8 and 7‐8 schools are 
graded 95% on student 
achievement and 5% on 
dropouts. Both types of 
schools receive a bonus 
for subgroup growth 
with 1 bonus point for 
every 1% of non‐
proficient students that 
exceed expected growth 
on the state's value‐
added model. High 
schools are graded 25% 
based on end‐of‐course 
exam proficiency, 25% 
based on ACT‐scores 
(with a sliding scale of 
points for scores of 18+), 
25% based on cohort 
graduation rate, and 
25% based on a 
graduation index that 
provides additional 
credit for AP/IB/dual 
enrollment, and a lower 
amount of credit for 
students who earn a 
GED.  
 

Option C—The 
state has set 3 
AMOs. The first is 
the growth of 
non‐proficient 
students. The goal 
for this is that 
non‐proficient 
students will 
exceed expected 
growth on the 
state's value‐
added model. If a 
school has more 
than 35% of its 
non‐proficient 
students exceed 
expected growth, 
it will be 
considered to 
have met this 
AMO. The second 
AMO is overall 
school 
improvement 
based on school 
performance 
score. If already at 
an "A" level, 
schools will be 
required to 
improve 5 points 
or reach 150. All 
other schools will 
be required to 
improve 10 
points. If schools 
hit this target they 
will be considered 
to have met this 
AMO and will be 
designated as 
Reward schools. 
Finally, the third 
AMO is the 
original NCLB 
100% proficiency 
target by 2014.  

The state will 
use a super‐
subgroup 
comprised of all 
non‐proficient 
students 
(currently about 
1/3 of all 
students). The 
state documents 
that there is a 
high overlap 
between this 
group and 
traditional 
subgroups. The 
state will 
measure growth 
of these 
students and 
aware schools 
points for the 
percent of 
students in this 
category who 
exceed expected 
growth. 

The state 
incorporates 
student 
growth into is 
accountabilit
y system 
through the 
bonus points 
available to 
schools in 
which non‐
proficient 
students 
make greater 
than 
expected 
levels of 
growth. 
Growth is not 
currently 
available at 
the high 
school level, 
but the state 
plans to 
develop a 
growth AMO 
based on the 
ACT series for 
high schools 
in the future.  

Reward schools will be 
those achieving an A with 
continued meaningful 
growth (high 
performing), or schools 
that achieved their super 
subgroup AMO or non‐A 
schools demonstrating 
growth of 10 or more 
points on the letter grade 
scale (high progress).  
The state is hoping to 
offer financial rewards, 
but will offer at least 
public recognition and 
additional SPS points. 

Priority schools will 
be schools in the 
Recovery School 
District, which are 
schools that have 
received an F for four 
straight years and 
been recommended 
for transfer by the 
State Board.   

Schools in the RSD can be 
run directly, run as a charter, 
run through university 
partnerships, or run through 
an agreement with a service 
provider. The RSD has 
existed since 2003 and has 
complete authority over the 
schools it operates. The RSD 
is designed to ensure that 
schools have strong 
leadership, effective 
teachers, redesigned learning 
time, strengthened 
instructional programs, data 
use practices, a safe and 
supportive environment, and 
mechanisms for family 
engagement.  

Schools in 
the RSD 
must remain 
for at least 
five years. 
After five 
years, 
schools that 
can operate 
as a stable 
school with 
high 
performance 
schools may 
choose to 
return to 
their LEA.  

Focus schools 
are any schools 
with an F letter 
grade that are 
not in the RSD, 
or any high 
school with a 
cohort 
graduation rate 
under 60%.  

LEAs with Focus 
schools will be 
provided with data 
about the schools to 
support a needs 
assessment that will 
then lead to 
coordinated LDOE 
supports. Districts 
with Focus schools 
will be grouped into 
networks based on 
similar needs. LA 
will leverage the 
existence of the RSD 
while implementing 
tiered supports and 
using external 
providers. Other 
statewide supports 
will also be available 
to Focus schools. 

To exit focus 
status requires 
an increase in 
accountability 
score of at least 
one letter grade.

LA will publish 
annual data to 
support schools and 
create incentives for 
improvement. It is 
also undertaking a 
burden reduction 
initiative, including 
streamlining 
measures 
(eliminating 
duplicative state 
reporting 
requirements), new 
planning and 
budgeting tools, and 
funding stream 
consolidation. 

LA's capacity 
building efforts 
will focus on 
governance and 
leadership, to 
empower and 
support local 
leaders. Specific 
strategies include 
transition supports 
relating to 
Common Core 
implementation 
and teacher 
evaluation, a 
Trailblazers 
initiative for 
committed reform 
districts that 
receive special 
state support, and 
a strong system of 
charter 
authorizing. 
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support for other 
schools   Building Capacity 

M 
A 
R 
Y 
L 
A 
N 
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MD will calculate a 
school performance 
index with five strands 
of schools. At the K‐8 
level, the index will 
include achievement 
(30%) in reading, math, 
and science; gap (40%) 
defined as the difference 
between the highest and 
lowest performing 
subgroups in the school 
on math, reading, and 
science; and growth 
(30%) in reading and 
math based on the 
percent of students 
making at least 1 year of 
growth. At the high 
school level, the index 
will include achievement 
(40%) including 
performance on EOC 
tests in Algebra, English, 
and Biology; gap (40%) 
which will measure 
differences among the 
highest and lowest 
performing subgroups in 
Algebra, English, Biology, 
graduation and drop out 
rates; and college and 
career‐readiness (20%) 
which will include 10% 
on graduation, 4% for 
CTE majors, and 6% on 
attendance. 
  

Option A‐The 
state will reduce 
the percent of 
non‐proficient 
students for each 
subgroup and 
overall by ½ 
within six years. 
Additionally, the 
state will reduce 
by ½ the percent 
of students in 
each subgroup 
not meeting the 
goal of 95% 
graduation by 
2020.  

MD will 
continue to use 
the traditional 
NCLB subgroups 
for school 
accountability 
purposes.  

The state will 
determine 
growth using 
a change in 
scaled scores 
from year to 
year. It will 
be 
determined 
by the 
percent of 
students 
demonstratin
g a positive 
change in 
performance 
level across 
years (and 
the 
magnitude of 
that change).  

Highest Performing 
Reward schools will be 
Title I schools that meet 
AYP for all students and 
subgroups for two 
consecutive years and 
have a 10% or less gap 
between the all students 
group and any 
subgroups. Those that 
are also among the Title I 
schools with the greatest 
improvement will be 
Distinguished HPR 
schools, and those that 
improved by a significant 
amount with 50% or 
more economically 
disadvantaged students 
will be Superlative HPR 
schools. Separately, 
schools showing 
significant progress but 
not yet meeting AYP will 
be designated Highest 
Progress Reward schools. 
Schools will be publicly 
recognized with 
certificates, plaques, a 
press release, a visit from 
the superintendent, and 
be part of a visit 
highlighting best 
practices. 

Persistently lowest‐
performing Tier I 
schools are identified 
through overall 
performance (AYP 
compared to AMOs) 
over a three year 
period, with extra 
weighting for the 
most recent year; 
they must also be 
Title I eligible with 
graduation rates 
under 60%. There are 
also some schools 
that are excluded. 
The 16 schools 
identified are using 
1003(g) funds to 
implement 
turnaround or restart 
models. Tier I does 
not represent 5% of 
all Title I schools, so 
MD has identified 
five additional 
schools based on the 
criteria for SIG 
selection, all from 
Baltimore. 

MD has established the 
Breakthrough Center to work 
with LEAs on interventions. 
The BC focuses on building 
capacity in districts and 
schools. All of the current SIG 
schools are in two of MD's 24 
LEAs, and those LEAs have 
restructured to support 
turnaround. MD is also 
establishing an early 
childhood BC with its Early 
Learning Challenge grant. 
LEAs must use Title I SES and 
Choice set‐asides to help 
implement chosen 
interventions, which MD 
believes will be sufficient in 
combination with Title I Part 
A funds. MD uses a template 
to ensure fidelity to the ED 
principles of turnaround. 

Schools 
must 
advance two 
strands or 
more on the 
MD School 
Performance 
Index or fall 
within 
Strand 2. If 
any Title I 
high schools 
are 
identified in 
the future, 
they would 
be required 
to maintain 
a graduation 
rate of 70% 
or above for 
two 
consecutive 
years. 

Focus schools 
are those not in 
need of systemic 
change but ones 
that need to 
focus on one or 
two subgroups. 
Focus schools 
are Title I with a 
minimum 
number of test‐
takers, and are 
ranked through 
a two‐year gap 
score (weighting 
2011 more than 
2010). MD's 
formula also 
protects against 
the possibility 
that a gap 
reduction could 
be caused by a 
decline in the 
highest‐
performing 
subgroup. 

MD has typically 
relied on the 
restructuring 
planning and 
implementation 
processes to reveal 
the work necessary 
for turnaround. 
Schools and LEAs 
complete 
applications 
identifying their 
needs, which are 
met with the 
amount used for 
SES or choice, and 
1003(a) funds. LEAs 
will provide 
technical assistance, 
and the 
Breakthrough 
Center may provide 
additional support 
in some instances. 
Schools will 
coordinate with the 
LEA on planning 
(including a 
professional 
development plan), 
with flexibility in the 
implementation of 
strategies and the 
possibility of 
partnerships with 
external entities. 

Exit will be based 
on the 
subgroups that 
led to initial 
identification. 
Schools must 
advance 2 
Strands or fall 
within Strand 2 
on the MD 
School 
Performance 
Index. If any Title 
I high schools 
with a 
graduation rate 
below 60% are 
identified, they 
would need to 
raise their 
graduation rate 
above 70% for 
two consecutive 
years to exit. 

MD is rated #1 by 
Education Week for 
performance, based 
on shared planning 
among the state and 
its districts. MD will 
use 1003(a) funds to 
provide base funding 
to Title I schools not 
making progress, so 
that LEAs can have 
additional focus on 
struggling schools. 
LEAs will provide 
technical assistance 
in a variety of areas, 
and the 
Breakthrough Center 
can also help if 
requested.  

MD already has 
strong overall 
performance 
monitoring for its 
LEAs, and requires 
a Master Plan of 
each LEA 
describing its 
progress toward 
each ESEA and MD 
state goal, and 
strategies for 
addressing any 
areas where 
progress is 
inadequate. MD 
has partnered 
closely with the 
two districts that 
include the Priority 
Schools, and the 
Breakthrough 
Center will also 
collaborate with 
LEAs with Focus 
schools. LEAs will 
be required to 
submit 
Professional 
Growth Plans for 
principals in the 
lowest‐performing 
non‐Title I schools, 
and the SEA will 
support LEAs with 
opportunities for 
professional 
growth and 
periodic reviews. 
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MI will rank all schools 
on a "Top to Bottom' list 
based on student 
achievement and 
student growth (where 
available), school 
improvement, and 
achievement gaps. The 
system will utilize five 
subjects—math, reading, 
science, social studies, 
and writing all weighted 
equally. Additionally the 
state will create school 
scorecards with 
proficiency and 
improvement targets for 
all students and 
subgroups coded green, 
yellow, and red. The 
accountability scorecard 
will include graduation 
rates (high school), 
attendance (K‐8), and 
will require schools to 
meet 95% participation 
thresholds and report 
educator effectiveness 
rubrics.  

Option C—The 
state has set a 
goal of 85% 
proficiency by 
2022 and created 
AMOs based on 
making equal 
increments of 
progress towards 
this goal. Schools 
are also eligible to 
make safe harbor 
if they are making 
improvement at 
the 80‐th 
percentile level 
(but will still 
receive a yellow 
flag on their 
school scorecard). 
Additionally, high 
schools must 
meet an 80% 
graduation rate 
target or make 
safe harbor by 
reducing 25% of 
the gap to 80%.  

MI will continue 
to use all 
traditional NCLB 
subgroups but 
will also add a 
bottom 30% 
subgroup for 
each school to 
hold a greater 
number of 
schools 
accountable for 
low‐performing 
students.  

The state will 
use individual 
student level 
growth 
where 
available or 
school 
improvement 
when it is 
not. This is 
based on 
changes in 
performance 
level. 
Students will 
receive credit 
for 
proficiency if 
they are on 
track to 
proficiency 
within 3 
years.  

MI will identify Reward 
schools in four ways. 
Beating the Odds are 
schools that over‐
perform expected 
outcomes based on 
demographics and are 
among the highest 
performers among 
schools with similar 
demographics, through a 
methodology to be 
developed. High 
performing schools are 
those ranking the highest 
on achievement (50%), 
improvement (25%), and 
achievement gap (25%). 
(This uses a Top to 
Bottom methodology 
based on all five tested 
subjects, with a minimum 
number of tested 
students.) High progress 
are schools with the 
hgihest improvement 
rate. Also, schools that 
score beyond the 85% 
overall proficiency target 
and remain a Green 
school otherwise will be 
Reward schools. All 
schools identified must 
meet AYP and not be a 
Priority or Focus school.  
MI will not target ESEA 
funds to Reward schools 
but is working with 
partners to identify forms 
of recognition. 

MI will use its Top to 
Bottom methodology 
to identify Priority 
schools. Priority 
schools will be those 
in the bottom 5% of 
the rankings, any 
additional schools 
necessary to ensure 
that 5% of Title I 
schools are included, 
any schools with a 
graduation rate 
under 60% three 
straight years, and 
any Tier I or Tier II 
school using SIG 
funds. 

Priority schools will be 
required to use one of the 
four SIG models.  Once plans 
are approved and 
implemented, MDE will hold 
networking meetings with 
LEA/school teams and will 
provide ongoing site visits 
and supports. Priority 
schools will receive the 
support of Intervention 
teams with expertise in 
business practices, 
instructional practice, the 
school improvement process, 
and postsecondary. The 
intervention team will 
address district business 
practices, district support of 
instructional programs and 
principals, and district 
communication; it will help 
write District Improvement 
Plans. Priority schools will 
also receive support from 
school support teams to 
provide ongoing technical 
assistance. (Note: much of 
MI's narrative about Priority 
school interventions is 
provided in 2.G.) LEAs will 
meet regularly with schools, 
and the state will ensure that 
monitoring and evaluation 
occurs. Priority schools will 
have flexibility in leveraging 
Title I funding. 
 

Schools exit 
Priority 
when they 
make AYP 
"after a year 
of planning 
and three 
years of 
intervention 
planning or 
are on track 
to make AYP 
in the final 
year of 
intervention, 
and show 
significant 
improvemen
t" through 
implementat
ion and a set 
of indicators 
including 
instruction 
time, 
attendance 
and 
discipline, 
course 
completion, 
teacher 
performance
, plan 
implementat
ion, and 
assessment 
results 
(including 
subgroups). 

Focus schools 
are those with 
the largest 
achievement gap 
comparing the 
top 30% of 
students and the 
bottom 30% of 
students. This 
will include 
schools with 
overall high 
achievement. 
(Schools with 
overall low 
performance 
and low gaps will 
be addressed 
elsewhere in the 
state's 
accountability 
system.)  

Because of the 
variance in likely 
school need, MI has 
a broad set of 
potential activities 
that allows for 
customized analysis 
and strategies.  
Interventions will 
focus at the district 
level.  MI is working 
to coordinate 
multiple 
interventions into a 
clear progression. 
Focus schools will 
receive a toolkit to 
assess capacity and 
will be required to 
report to their LEA. 
Districts with two or 
more Focus schools 
will receive a 
District 
Improvement 
Facilitator to help 
guide their needs 
assessment and 
update the District 
Improvement Plan. 
Focus schools will 
also have flexible 
funding on Title I 
set‐asides (Note: 
much of MI's 
narrative about 
Focus school 
interventions is 
provided in 2.G.)  

Schools will 
remain Focus 
schools for at 
least three years. 
To exit they 
must make AYP 
and meet the 
target for the 
bottom 30% 
subgroup in the 
third year (or a 
subsequent 
year).  

MI will report its Top 
to Bottom ranking. 
All Title I schools are 
expected to use MI's 
Continuous 
Improvement Tools, 
including a building‐
level school 
improvement 
process. These tools 
are meant to 
diagnose needs and 
help schools set 
goals, objectives, 
and strategies. MI 
has numerous tools 
and resources to 
support continuous 
improvement. The 
state provides some 
TA. MDE will play a 
more active role 
with schools not 
making AYP, with 
regional educational 
service centers 
working with 
schools. For these 
schools 20% of Title I 
funds will be used 
for one of three 
things: 
Culture/Climate 
Interventions, 
Complete Surveys of 
Enacted Curriculum, 
and professional 
learning focused on 
groups not making 
AYP.  

Schools are 
annually assessed 
against the School 
Improvement 
Framework, with 
five strands, 12 
standards, 24 
benchmarks, and 
90 characteristics. 
MDE will have a 
better sense of 
how schools are 
performing, 
allowing it to 
provide better 
services. LEAs with 
Priority schools 
will build their 
capacity to use 
MDE tools and will 
be aided in skill 
development by 
School Support 
Teams. LEAs with 
Focus schools will 
build capacity 
through MDE 
processes and 
District 
Improvement 
Facilitators.  
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The state will make 
school determinations 
based on student 
achievement, meeting 
AMOs, participation 
rates, graduation rates 
(HS) and attendance (K‐
8).  Specifically, the state 
will calculate a Quality of 
Distribution Index (QDI) 
based on student 
performance levels with 
differential points 
assigned based on the 
percent of students at 
basic, proficient, and 
advanced levels.  The 
state will also calculate a 
QDI for the highest 
performing group of 
students (40) at the 
school and the lowest 
performing group of 
students (40) at the 
school as well as a gap 
measure of this 
difference.  The state 
will include reading, 
math, and science 
assessments (in available 
grades) in its 
accountability system.  
Mississippi has asked for 
a waiver to include GED 
completion as part of 
high school graduation 
rates.   

Option C—The 
state has set a 
goal of all schools 
reaching a QDI of 
200 (representing 
100% proficiency).  
The annual 
objectives for all 
schools and 
subgroups are 
based on cutting 
the difference 
between this and 
their current 
baseline in half.   

The state has 
proposed to use 
a bottom 
performing 
students group 
in order to hold 
a significantly 
larger number 
of schools 
accountable. 

The state is 
still exploring 
a growth 
model to use 
for 
accountabilit
y and 
educator 
evaluation 
purposes.  

MS identifies high‐
performing schools (Title 
I schools with high 
absolute performance 
that make AYP without 
achievement gaps and 
high graduation rates), 
and high progress schools 
(Title I schools in top 10% 
improving in all students 
category with no 
significant gaps). Reward 
schools can receive 
monetary awards 
(increase in Title I Part A) 
and are recognized by 
SBE. 

MS will identify 5% of 
its Title I schools, 
including schools that 
(a) have the lowest 
5% QDI‐overall and 
have dropped 
significantly from the 
previous year, (b) 
have graduation 
rates under 60% for 
each of the last three 
years, or (b) are 
currently SIG schools.

Existing SIG schools will be 
served through SIG grants. 
Newly added Priority schools 
will receive technical 
assistance, with a three‐year 
required action plan that 
must leverage local funds 
and Title I Part A. 
Interventions will be based 
on the seven federal 
principles with MS‐specific 
indicators for each. The state 
is implementing CII's Indistar 
system. An MDE‐placed 
specialist will provide on‐site 
TA. MS has identified 
indicators (including leading 
indicators focused on 
coursework, attendance, and 
teachers, and achievement 
indicators focused on 
assessment results and 
graduation), and schools will 
be expected to meet annual 
targets in these areas.  

Schools exit 
Priority 
status after 
exiting the 
bottom 5% 
on QDIo, two 
years of 
academic 
improvemen
t, two years 
with no 
material 
audit 
findings, 
meeting 
goals for 
performance 
on 
indicators, 
and having a 
functioning 
community‐
based 
council. 

MS will identify 
Focus schools 
based on school‐
level 
achievement 
gaps or low 
subgroup 
performance, 
using its overall 
academic index. 

An MDE‐placed 
support specialist 
will visit the school 
twice each month to 
evaluate fidelity of 
implementation in 
the 
action/improvemen
t plan, and provide 
support or needed 
corrections. 
Resources will be 
provided to support 
self‐audits. 
Intervention models 
will be based on a 
comprehensive 
needs assessment 
and qualified 
support specialists, 
with Title I Part A 
allocations used for 
specific 
interventions 
related to 
achievement gaps.  

Academic 
improvement on 
QDI, narrowing 
the achievement 
gap to the point 
of no longer 
being identified 
as a Focus school 
based on gap 
data, and a 
functioning 
community‐
based council. 

MDE is developing 
incentives for 
schools, and offers 
flexibility in 21st 
CCLC funds for Title I 
grantees. A new 
Associate 
Superintendent for 
Instructional 
Enhancement and 
Internal Operations 
will support Title I 
schools.  MDE is 
launching an 
intensive effort to 
support all districts 
in implementing the 
professional learning 
communities 
framework. 

MDE is providing 
an integrated 
approach to SIG 
monitoring and 
accountability. It 
will coordinate 
services to ensure 
capacity for 
success at all 
intervention 
levels.  Schools 
identified through 
the state's 
differentiated 
system will receive 
the TA they need 
to improve 
instruction. LEAs 
will be held 
accountable 
through reporting 
and stringent 
oversight, with 
consequences for 
failure to 
implement 
interventions. 
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MO will calculate a 
"Core Score" for each 
school. The Core Score 
will include measures of 
status and 
progress/growth for all 
students and a student 
gap group. Additionally, 
high schools will be held 
accountable for status 
and progress of 4 and 5‐
year graduation rates. 
Status and 
progress/growth will be 
based on performance 
on state tests in ELA and 
math. A three‐year 
average of the state test 
performance index (with 
differential points 
assigned to each 
performance level) will 
be used to determine a 
status score. A 95% 
participation rate is 
required for schools to 
make their AMOs. The 
Core Score will include 
50% weight on overall 
achievement (defined as 
status plus the higher of 
growth/progress), 17% 
weight on subgroup 
achievement, and 33% 
weight on graduation 
rate status and progress. 
For elementary and 
middle schools, this 
formula will be adjusted 
to 75% based on overall 
achievement and 25% 
based on subgroup 
achievement.  
 
 
 
 
 

Option C‐The 
state will set 
AMOs for 
improvement of 
overall academic 
achievement and 
the student gap 
group with an 
overall goal of 
improving student 
proficiency by 
25% by 2020 and 
cutting the gap of 
historically 
underperforming 
subgroups in half. 
AMOs will be 
reported for all 
students, the gap 
group, and all 
NCLB subgroups 
for transparent 
reporting of 
progress towards 
meeting college 
and career‐ready 
outcomes. MO 
will set statewide 
status AMOs for 
districts, schools, 
and subgroups. 
Additionally, the 
state will use 
differentiated 
progress targets 
for subgroups 
based on the 
group's prior year 
of achievement.  

MO will create a 
non‐duplicated 
gap group 
composed of 
students in 
subgroups that 
historically have 
had 
achievement 
gaps. These 
include: African 
American, 
Hispanic, low 
income, special 
education, and 
English language 
learner 
students. Using 
this approach 
will allow the 
state to hold a 
greater number 
of schools 
accountable for 
subgroup 
performance.  

The state will 
determine 
growth 
scores for 
students in 
grades 4‐8 in 
ELA and 
math. 
Schools will 
be able to 
apply either a 
growth or 
progress 
score 
(whichever is 
higher) 
towards the 
calculation of 
their Core 
Score for 
both all 
students and 
for the 
student gap 
group. The 
state will 
make a 
determinatio
n of whether 
the LEA, 
school, or 
subgroup 
meets, 
exceeds, or 
does not 
meet 
expected 
growth 
targets in 
reading and 
math.  

Highest Performing 
schools will be the 
highest‐status Title I 
schools in both 
communication arts and 
mathematics, with no 
grade level risk factors. 
Highest Progressing 
schools will be those that 
have progressed the 
most in both 
communication arts and 
mathematics across 
subgroups. Reward 
schools will be 
recognized for their 
excellence. 

Priority schools will 
be those among the 
lowest 5% of 
Persistently Low 
Achieving Title I 
schools, Title I 
eligible high schools 
with a graduation 
rate under 60%, and 
Tier I and Tier II 
schools receiving SIG.  
In addition to the Tier 
I and Tier II schools 
and those identified 
for low graduation 
rates, identification 
will be based on 
School‐Level 
Academic 
Achievement with 
the greatest number 
of risk factors. 

MO will focus on 
implementation with 
dedicated project 
management and 
instructional improvement 
support, with progress 
monitoring based on 
outcomes and collaboration 
among stakeholders. Priority 
schools will be required to 
meet the federal principles 
and will have Priority status 
for at least three years. 
Regular reviews will be based 
on data and will include state 
site visits. 

MO is 
considering 
multiple 
possible exit 
criteria, with 
a focus on 
significant 
and 
sustained 
performance 
over 
multiple 
years. 

Focus schools 
will be those 
with low‐
achieving 
subgroups and 
low graduation 
rates. MO will 
rank‐order 
schools based on 
average 
academic 
achievement for 
each subgroup 
(black, Hispanic, 
FRL, IEP, and 
ELL) that meets 
the minimum n 
size of 30, with 
the lowest 10% 
identified.  

LEAs (with state 
assistance) will be 
required to focus on 
interventions that 
incorporate a set of 
key principles 
aligned with the 
federal principles, 
including improving 
instruction, 
developing common 
formative 
assessments, 
support continuous 
development by 
adults, and 
reporting monthly 
on a leading 
indicators 
dashboard. LEAs will 
submit an 
accountability plan 
developed in 
collaboration with 
the state. 

Accountability 
plans will include 
qualitative and 
quantitative 
measures of 
progress as 
benchmarks, 
which will be 
utilized to 
determine when 
schools leave 
Focus status. 
These schools 
must show a 
reduction in 
their 
achievement 
gap.  

MO's accountability 
system will continue 
to include other Title 
I schools, and 
services will be 
provided as needed. 

MO has a process 
for monitoring and 
providing TA 
through 
contracted 
individuals. The 
Department will 
use a cross‐office 
quality control 
team to build state 
capacity and 
ensure supports 
are focused on 
building district 
and school 
capacity. Support 
for Common Core 
implementation 
will be one activity 
supported beyond 
the Priority and 
Focus schools. 



DRAFT Waiver Analysis Framework—Principle 2: Accountability 
 

15 
 

 
Accountability 
Measures & Weights  AMOs 

Subgroup 
strategy 

Use of 
Student 
Growth  Reward schools 

Priority School 
Identification  Priority Interventions  Priority Exit 

Focus 
Identification  Focus Interventions  Focus Exit 

Incentives & 
support for other 
schools   Building Capacity 

N 
E 
V 
A 
D 
A 

NV will calculate school 
ratings based on a 100 
point School 
Performance Framework 
that translates into a 1‐5 
star rating. The index 
will measure growth 
(40%), achievement 
(30%), gap (20%), and 
attendance or other 
approved indicator of 
engagement (10%) at 
the K‐8 level, and 
achievement (30%), gap 
(10%), graduation rates 
and gaps (30%), college 
and career‐readiness 
(student requiring 
college remediation 4%, 
students earning 
advanced diploma 4%, 
AP 
participation/performan
ce 4%, SAT/ACT 
participation/performan
ce 4%), 9th grade credit 
deficiency (4%), and 
attendance or other 
approved indicator of 
engagement (10%) at 
the high school level.  

Option C‐NV has 
created targets 
based for each 
measure in its 
accountability 
system using the 
95th percentile of 
performance. 
School can earn 
partial credit for 
performance that 
approaches the 
AMO target.  

In measuring 
gaps in the 
state's 
accountability 
system, the 
state will focus 
on three 
historically 
underperformin
g subgroups: 
ELLs, 
economically 
disadvantaged, 
and students 
with disabilities. 
At schools 
where there are 
fewer than 10 
students in each 
of these 
categories, the 
school will be 
held 
accountable for 
a non‐
duplicated 
super‐subgroup 
of these 
categories. 
Additionally, the 
state is reducing 
its n‐size from 
25 to 10 to hold 
a greater 
number of 
students 
accountable. 
The state also 
intends to 
report to 
performance of 
ELL and special 
education 
students who 
have exited 
those services.  

NV is using a 
student 
growth 
percentile 
model with 
norm and 
criterion 
referenced 
data. This will 
allow the 
state to 
measure 
student 
progress 
compared to 
peers as well 
as absolute 
growth. At 
the school 
level it will 
calculate a 
median 
growth 
percentile 
(MGP) and 
can compare 
this to 
adequate 
group 
percentile 
(AGP) to 
assess 
growth to 
standard.  

NV will identify three 
categories of Reward 
school: High Status, High 
Growth, and Exemplary. 
High Status schools are 
those in the top 10% of 
elementary schools for 
proficiency in reading 
and math, and at least 
the top 25% each of the 
two previous years. High 
Growth elementary and 
middle schools are those 
that are in the top 10% 
for growth, and were in 
the top 25% in each of 
the previous two years. 
High schools must be in 
the top 10% of high 
schools in the reduction 
of non‐proficient 
students, and in the top 
25% each of the previous 
two years. Exemplary 
schools meet both 
criteria. Reward ES and 
MS must not be in the 
bottom 25% of schools 
based on subgroups or 
super‐subgroups. A 
Reward high school must 
not be in the bottom 25% 
of high schools in the 
NSPF index for 
graduation and 
proficiency. Reward 
schools will be 
recognized through 
reporting, plaques and 
assemblies, and 
recognition at the state's 
annual conference. NV 
will promote greater 
collaboration and 
networking, with Reward 
schools playing a 
leadership role. Other 
forms of reward – 
including financial 
rewards, many tied to 
teacher hiring and 
performance – are being 
considered. 

Priority elementary 
and middle schools 
will be those in the 
bottom 10% based 
on NSPF index points 
in reading and math. 
All of the schools also 
in the bottom 25% 
each of the two 
previous years will be 
ranked from lowest 
performing to 
highest‐performing. 
The bottom 5% of 
Title I schools will be 
included, and any 
non‐Title I schools 
with lower scores. 
The same 
methodology will be 
used separately for 
high schools, and 
schools with a 
graduation rate of 
less than 60% will 
also be included. 

Priority schools must submit 
a Priority Turnaround Plan, 
which requires higher levels 
of monitoring and oversight 
from the LEA and NDE. This 
will include a description of 
the approach to performance 
improvement, the strategies, 
and the action steps. The LEA 
role is essential. The focus of 
the plan will be on drivers 
identified by Fixsen: 
recruitment and selection, 
training, supervision and 
coaching, performance 
assessment, decision support 
data systems, facilitative 
administration, systems 
interventions, and 
leadership. A menu of 
intervention strategies will 
be available. SIG 
administrative funds are 
being used to provide 
intensive turnaround support 
in partnership with UVA's 
School Turnaround Specialist 
Program. UVA has identified 
cluster areas relating to the 
competence of teachers and 
leaders: driving for results, 
influencing for results, 
problem solving, personal 
effectiveness (teachers) and 
showing confidence to lead 
(leaders). The annual 
timeline for implementation 
will fit within state‐law 
requirements for 
assessments and teacher 
hiring. LEA Priority Schools 
Applications will identify 
resources to be used for 
Priority Schools, including 
SIG, 1003(a), and up to 25% 
of an LEA's Title I allocation. 
 

To exit 
Priority 
status, 
schools 
must meet 
the 95% 
participation 
rate. 
Elementary 
and middle 
schools exit 
if they are 
above the 
bottom 10% 
on the NSPF 
index in 
both status 
and growth 
for each 
year it is in 
Priority 
status, or 
above 25% 
for any year 
it is in 
Priority 
status. The 
same is true 
for high 
schools, 
which must 
also have a 
graduation 
rate above 
60% for 
each year it 
is 
designated 
Priority. 

Focus schools 
will be in the 
bottom 25% of 
schools on the 
NSPF index 
points for 
subgroup 
calculations in 
reading and 
math. All of 
those schools 
that were also in 
the bottom 25% 
the previous two 
years will be 
ranked from 
lowest to 
highest 
performing. The 
lowest 10% of 
Title I schools 
will be 
identified, along 
with non‐Title I 
schools that 
scored lower. 
(This process will 
be used 
separately for 
elementary/mid
dle schools and 
high schools.)  

Focus schools will 
be expected to 
engage in a 
continuous 
improvement 
process. NDE has a 
Student 
Achievement Gap 
Elimination process, 
a research based 
school 
improvement 
process based on 
identifying root 
causes (in part 
through data use) 
and identifying 
focused solutions. 
Through the waiver 
NV is proposing that 
LEAs with Focus 
schools be required 
to reserve up to 
25% of Title I Part A 
funds to support the 
implementation of 
interventions, on a 
sliding scale based 
on the number of 
affected students. 
Strategies for 
improvement will 
include 
comprehensive 
audits, focusd TA 
and PD, and 
improved 
technology and 
materials. 

Schools exit 
Focus status if 
they have 95% 
assessment 
participation for 
each year they 
are Focus, and if 
their subgroup 
scores remain 
above the 
bottom 25% of 
schools for 
adequate growth 
percentiles in 
reading and 
math for each of 
the years it is 
designated 
Focus. High 
schools must 
also be above 
the bottom 25% 
for graduation 
rate. 

All LEAs and schools 
will be included in a 
comprehensive 
supports and 
interventions 
system, focused on 
local capacity. 
Higher‐performing 
schools self‐assess 
and implement; 
schools with some 
internal capacity get 
assistance in the use 
of systems and tools; 
and significantly 
struggling schools 
have external teams 
conduct diagnosis 
and assist with 
planning.  NV is also 
implementing a new 
set of differentiated 
responses, with 
supports targeted 
based on audit 
results; early results 
are promising. If 
schools spend three 
years at Level 5 
status, interventions 
can include closure, 
restart, or moving to 
a competency‐based 
funding model. 

The state will build 
capacity by 
aligning standards, 
curriculum, 
pedagogy, 
assessment, 
evaluation and PD, 
and will provide 
supports for 
implementation of 
interventions in 
Priority and Focus 
schools (and other 
struggling Title I 
schools). NV will 
also leverage other 
available grants in 
Priority schools. 
The State 
Superintendent of 
Public Instruction 
is now appointed 
by the governor, 
and NV is building 
multiple 
partnerships to 
help build local 
capacity. NV will 
operate primarily 
through MOUs 
due to limited 
state capacity.  
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NY will calculate a 
performance index 
scores for each school 
(and NBLC subgroup) 
between 0‐200.  The 
score will measure the 
percent of students who 
are proficient or on track 
to proficiency (within 
three years or by 8th 
grad—whichever is first) 
through growth data for 
reading and math.  
Schools will receive 
credit for students 
scoring at least basic 
(100 points) and those 
who are 
proficient/advanced 
(200 points).  Students 
on track to proficiency 
will be credited at 200 
points.  The weighted 
average of this total will 
be the performance 
index score for 
elementary and middle 
schools.  High schools 
will not have growth 
measures but will 
calculate a similar index.  
Graduation rates are 
used at the high school 
level to determine 
priority, focus, and 
reward schools, focus 
districts, and in 
development of local 
assistance plans.  

Option C—The 
state will set 
AMOs based on 
the school 
performance 
index.  The goal is 
to reduce ½ the 
gap in the 
performance 
index from its 
current level to a 
perfect score of 
200 for all 
students and each 
subgroup.  A 
group is also 
considered to 
have made the 
AMO if they have 
closed 10% of the 
gap between the 
prior year and 200 
points. Schools 
must also have 
95% participation 
to have made 
AYP.   

NY is using all 
NCLB student 
subgroups in its 
AMO 
calculations and 
as part of the 
process of 
determining 
Reward, Focus, 
and Priority 
School and 
Focus Districts. 

NY will 
calculate 
whether 
students are 
on track to 
proficiency 
using student 
growth 
percentiles 
(also used in 
teacher and 
leader 
evaluation).  
The state will 
also calculate 
growth for all 
ESEA 
subgroups to 
measure 
which schools 
and districts 
are making 
progress 
compared to 
statewide 
median 
growth 
percentiles.  

High‐performing ES and 
MS will be chosen based 
on Performance index 
scores, AYP, significant 
growth (overall and for 
the lowest‐performing 
students), and shrinking 
the achievement gap;  
high schools will be 
chosen based on 
Performance Index, AYP, 
high rates of Regents 
diploma recipients, 
having an above‐average 
four‐year graduation rate 
for students who scored 
at Level 1 or 2 on ELA or 
math in grade 8, and 
shrinking the 
achievement gap. High‐
progress ES and MS will 
achieve high growth, 
meet AYP, show growth 
for their bottom quartile, 
and shrink the 
achievement gap. High‐
progress high schools will 
achieve high growth, 
meet AYP, have high 
rates of Regents diploma 
recipients, having an 
above‐average four‐year 
graduation rate for 
students who scored at 
Level 1 or 2 on ELA or 
math in grade 8, and 
shrinking the 
achievement gap. All of 
these criteria are 
identified with precision 
in the waiver request. 
Reward schools will be 
publicly recognized and 
eligible to compete for 
special grants, currently 
funded through RTTT. NY 
will also create a process 
for Reward schools to 
obtain extra flexibility, 
and seek to highlight best 
practices from Reward 
schools. 

SIG schools will be 
identified as Priority 
schools, as will high 
schools with 
graduation rates 
below 60%. The 
lowest‐achieving 
schools (based on 
Performance Index) 
will be identified 
based on a cut score. 
Criteria for failing to 
show progress 
include the failure to 
make significant 
gains, and a majority 
subgroups with SGPs 
lower than the 
statewide median; 
specific numerical 
cutoffs have been set 
for each criteria. 
Some special schools 
will be identified 
separately.  

NY is working to connect its 
current Differentiated 
Accountability system to a 
new approach based on ED's 
turnaround principles. 
Approved SIG plans will meet 
the requirements for Priority 
Schools, and must use one of 
the turnaround models. 
Other Priority Schools must 
have a Comprehensive 
Education Plan addressing 
the turnaround principles 
and the elements of the 
Diagnostic Tool for School 
and District Effectiveness. 
SEA and LEA on‐site reviews 
based on the diagnostic tool 
will form the basis for 
planning. LEAs with Priority 
and Focus schools will 
develop a District 
Comprehensive 
Improvement Plan and will 
document how they will 
leverage federal funds. The 
state is working to align its 
accountability systems, and 
through RTTT is using 
Network Teams to provide 
PD in core areas. It will 
continue to leverage special 
ed funding, and create a 
leadership academy. NY will 
combine SIG with its state 
regulations for low‐
performing schools, and 
continue to review local 
plans. LEAs will now also 
have the option of 
contracting with outside 
organizations to implement 
intervention models. State 
site visits will support 
intervention plans, as well as 
a Distinguished Educator 
designated for the school. 
 

Schools will 
exit Priority 
status if they 
meet 
performance 
targets set 
by the 
commission
er, including 
Performance 
Index results 
that exceed 
the 
threshold 
for Priority 
Schools by 
at least 10 
points for 
two 
consecutive 
years, and 
for high 
schools have 
a graduation 
rate over 
70%. If 
schools are 
beginning to 
implement a 
new model 
they must 
complete 
that work 
even after 
removal 
from Priority 
status. 

Because of NY's 
focus on districts 
as the driver of 
systemic change, 
NY will identify 
Focus Districts, 
those with 
Performance 
Indexes in ELA or 
math that place 
them among the 
lowest 5% for 
any subgroup 
(unless the 
district's grad 
rate for that 
subgroup is 
above the state 
average or the 
MGP for that 
group has been 
above the state 
median for the 
past two years 
combined), or 
any district with 
a Priority School. 
NY identifies cut 
points for the 
identification of 
each subgroup. 
Focus Districts 
will then be 
required to 
identify a 
minimum 
number of 
schools, and the 
LEA may support 
those schools – 
or the District 
may choose to 
focus on a 
subgroup across 
schools, using a 
rank ordering 
provided by the 
SEA to identify 
participating 
schools. 

Focus districts will 
participate in a 
review using the 
Diagnostic Tool for 
School and District 
Effectiveness, and 
then prepare 
comprehensive 
plans based on the 
results. The 
Integrated 
Intervention Teams 
will visit all or a 
sample of Focus 
schools and the 
Teams' findings will 
be incorporated in 
improvement plans. 
Focus Districts will 
be required to 
commit between 5‐
15% of Title I Basic, 
Title II A, and Title III 
allocations (if 
identified for ELL) to 
support 
implementation, 
and NY itemizes 
allowable costs 
relating to the 
intervention. 

Focus Districts 
will be 
established 
based on 2010‐
11 school year 
results, but the 
SEA will provide 
updated rank 
orderings each 
year; districts 
may choose to 
shift their 
resources to 
newly‐identified 
schools. Districts 
and schools will 
continue to be 
monitored for a 
year after being 
removed from a 
list. 

NY will support a 
continuous 
improvement cycle 
in other schools. It 
will identify schools 
for gap closure, 
which will be 
required to have a 
plan to close gaps. 
NY will seek to 
strengthen common 
expectations about 
district conditions 
based on the 
Regents Reform 
Agenda, and to 
implement a new 
Diagnostic Tool to 
help LEAs. A system 
of comprehensive 
supports will help 
LEAs implement 
plans, including 
supports from 
BOCES. Support will 
also include Regional 
Special Education 
Technical Assistance 
Support Centers, and 
the Regional 
Bilingual Education 
Resource Network.  

NYSED is opening 
new offices and 
redeploying staff 
to better align 
with the Regents 
Reform Agenda. 
The state has a 
State Turnaround 
Office that 
supports LEAs, 
particularly those 
with Priority 
schools. The state 
is issuing two RFPs 
to support district 
capacity – one for 
training district 
turnaround offices 
and principals, 
another to provide 
external support 
to NYSED in on‐
site school review. 
NYSED will be 
undertaking 
greater monitoring 
with more on‐site 
visits to provide 
feedback to 
districts on how to 
improve 
operations. NY is 
also seeking to 
consolidate 
funding streams to 
make it easier for 
LEAs to utilize 
funds effectively, 
and will require 
less reporting from 
districts whose 
schools are in 
good fiscal and 
academic health. 
NY is seeking the 
optional waiver for 
expanded learning 
time and will allow 
a range of models 
and approaches 
that support the 
school's overall 
academic focus. 
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NC intends to measure 
status and progress for 
all schools to make 
accountability 
determinations. At the 
K‐8 level this will include 
achievement on ELA, 
math and science 
assessments and 
progress against 
performance targets. At 
the high school level, 
this will include 
achievement on state 
EOC exams, 
performance on ACT, 
4/5 year graduation 
rates, performance on 
WorkKeys, college and 
career‐ready curriculum 
completion, and a 
graduation project. High 
schools will also be 
evaluated on progress 
on these measures 
(except graduation 
project).  

Option A—The 
state will reset 
AMO targets 
using 2012‐13 as a 
baseline. NC will 
reduce by ½ the 
percent of 
students not 
proficient within 
six years.  

The state plans 
to continue 
using traditional 
NCLB subgroups 
and will add a 
gifted subgroup 
to its reporting.  

NC will use 
the Education 
Value‐Added 
Assessment 
System 
(EVAAS) to 
measure 
growth. This 
VAM is based 
only on prior 
achievement 
and does not 
control for 
student 
demographic
s.  

In NC Reward schools are 
Title I schools with a 
poverty rate above 50% 
with an achievement gap 
below the 3‐year state 
average, that (1) made 
AYP and have all 
subgroups performing 
above the state average 
for that subgroup (and 
for high schools have an 
above‐average grad rate 
for each subgroup) or (2) 
have a high performance 
composite (>60%) that 
are among the top 10% in 
progress (and at the HS 
level are also among the 
top 10% in graduation 
rate progress).  Schools 
are recognized through 
various forms of 
recognition 
(announcement, NCDPI 
website, dissemination of 
best practices), and the 
top 10% of Reward 
schools are invited to 
submit portfolios that are 
used to help choose the 
Highest‐Performing and 
Highest‐Progress schools 
in the state. These 
schools receive $10,000 
awards and a spotlight 
session at the state's 
annual student 
achievement conference, 
and are also invited to 
participate in other 
events. The top 10% of 
Reward schools are also 
eligible for mini‐grants to 
support demonstration 
classrooms and other 
instructional priorities. 

In NC Priority schools
include Title I schools 
with proficiency 
scores below 50%, 
Title I‐eligible high 
schools with 
graduation rates 
below 60% in the last 
year (and in one of 
the two previous 
years), and SIG 
schools. 

Priority Schools must either 
(1) implement a SIG model, 
or (2) implement a 
meaningful intervention 
aligned to all turnaround 
principles selected with 
community involvement. 
LEAs must use the Indistar 
Tool (developed by the 
Center on Innovation and 
Improvement) to 
demonstrate alignment of 
interventions to turnaround 
principles. SIG Race to the 
Top schools must continue to 
implement the models 
defined in the district's scope 
of work. 

Priority 
schools will 
be 
maintained 
for a three‐
year period. 
After three 
years a new 
list will be 
developed, 
and schools 
that no 
longer meet 
the criteria 
for Priority 
Schools will 
no longer be 
included; 
those that 
still do will 
remain on 
the list. 

Focus schools 
will be those 
Title I schools 
with in‐school 
achievement 
gaps above the 
3‐year state 
average, when 
averaging the 
previous year's 
gap and at least 
one of the two 
prior years, and 
that have a 
subgroup with a 
proficiency score 
below 50% in 
the last year and 
one of the two 
previous years. If 
more than 10% 
of Title I schools 
meet the criteria 
the list will be 
ranked and the 
top 10% will be 
chosen; if fewer 
than 10% are 
identified, the 
list will also 
include the 
schools with the 
lowest 
proficiency rank 
in the previous 
year. 

Title I school plans 
will describe aligned 
interventions to 
improve the 
performance of 
subgroups that are 
furthest behind, 
based on academic 
and non‐academic 
student needs.  
Districts may 
implement school 
choice options and 
tutoring or 
expanded learning 
time.  

Focus schools 
will be 
maintained for a 
three‐year 
period. After 
three years a 
new list will be 
developed, and 
schools that no 
longer meet the 
criteria for Focus 
schools will no 
longer be 
included; those 
that still do will 
remain on the 
list. 

NC has a set of 
Roundtables that 
coordinate and 
monitor support, 
described further in 
1.B.  A Strategic 
Roundtable includes 
SEA leadership; the 
Agency Roundtable 
includes SEA division 
directors; and 
Regional 
Roundtables include 
regional SEA staff 
and representatives 
of Regional 
Education Service 
Areas. Title I 
consultants provide 
ongoing support.  

NC will provide 
monitoring and 
technical 
assistance, 
including onsite 
visits. The SEA 
provides direct 
support to LEAs for 
SIG 
implementation.  
Districts are held 
accountable for 
student 
achievement, and 
provides School 
Report Cards that 
take into account 
community‐level 
variables. 
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OH will use an A‐F 
grading system to 
measure school 
performance. The state 
will use 4 measures: a 
performance index, the 
percent of state 
indicators met, 
achievement and 
graduation gaps, and a 
value‐added measure. 
The state indicators 
include: 75% proficient 
on ELA/math/science in 
grades 3‐8; 75% 
proficient on each of 5 
(reading/writing/math/s
ocial studies/science) 
sections of OH 
Graduation Test in 10th 
grade and 85% proficient 
in 11th grade; 90% 
graduation, and 93% 
attendance. The 
performance index 
provides differential 
weighting across five 
performance levels with 
untested students being 
weighted as zero. The 
achievement and 
graduation gap measure 
will compare subgroups 
to state targets and 
grade them on whether 
they make targets 
outright, through safe 
harbor, through growth, 
or not at all. Finally, the 
value‐added measure 
will assess whether 
students are making 
expected growth. School 
report cards will also 
report college and 
career‐ready transition 
indicators, 4/5 year 
graduation rates, and 
rankings of school fiscal 
performance.  

Option C—The 
state will aim to 
reduce ½ of the 
gap between the 
current 
proficiency rate of 
all students and 
each subgroup. 
High schools will 
have a graduation 
rate AMO based 
on a goal of 
reaching 90% 
graduation by the 
2018‐19 school 
year.  

The state will 
use traditional 
NCLB subgroups 
and add a gifted 
student 
subgroup to its 
reporting.  

OH will use 
the SAS 
Education 
Value‐Added 
Assessment 
System 
(EVAAS) to 
measure 
growth. This 
model will 
use value 
added data 
from two 
years to 
determine if 
students 
have met 
expected 
growth.  

OH has multiple 
recognition programs 
based on the state 
accountability system, 
including the highest 
rated schools, schools 
that make significant 
progress, schools that 
achieve above‐expected 
growth (as measured by 
value‐added), and 
Schools of Promise, 
which recognizes schools 
that are high‐achieving in 
all subgroups with a low‐
income population over 
40%. Its new system will 
designate as Reward 
schools high‐performing 
and high‐progress 
schools with low‐income 
populations over 40%, 
and a Schools of Honor 
program building on the 
Schools of Promise 
methodology – these are 
Schools of Promise that 
score in the top 10% of 
schools in combined 
math and reading 
proficiency with no 
subgroup below 75% on 
state assessments, that 
also met value added 
targets with an overall 
grade of B and a grad gap 
measure of A (with an 
overall graduation rate 
above 90%). High 
Progress Schools of 
Honor will be in the top 
10% in reading and math 
gains over five years that 
are Title I eligible with 
low income populations 
over 40%, with a Local 
Report Card overall grade 
no lower than a C and an 
Achievement & Grad Gap 
grade of at least a B. 
Schools will be 
recognized and used as 
exemplars. 

OH will identify 
schools based on SIG 
methodology, with a 
single weighted 
proficiency average 
for reading and math 
over five years. 
School performance 
and progress are 
weighted equally to 
generate a combined 
current proficiency 
score, which ranks all 
eligible schools (Title 
I‐served schools in 
improvement status 
and Title I‐eligible 
secondary schools). 
High schools with 
graduation  

Priority Schools that are SIG 
funded will chosose a SIG 
model; those that are not 
may choose the OH 
Improvement Process 
Selected Intervention and 
Turnaround Principles Model 
(which incorporates the 
required turnaround 
principles). Priority Schools 
will be required to 
implement Extended 
Learning Opportunities.  

The Priority 
Schools list 
will be 
maintained 
for three 
years. 
Schools exit 
Priority 
status by 
improving 
proficiency 
and 
graduation 
to rise above 
the bottom 
5% in 
combined 
proficiency, 
or by raising 
their 
graduation 
rates. 
Sustained 
improvemen
t over time 
will be 
necessary to 
exit the 
Priority 
Schools list. 

OH focuses on 
schools with the 
greatest 
achievement 
gaps that are 
failing to close 
them. Title I 
schools are 
identified as 
Focus schools if 
subgroups are 
performing 
below state 
expectations 
(school‐to‐state 
achievement gap 
at the 85th 
percentile or 
greater) and are 
failing to make 
progress over 
three years. 
Focus schools 
also include high 
schools with 
school‐to‐state 
graduation gaps 
at the 85th 
percentile or 
greater that are 
not making 
adequate 
progress. 

Focus schools will 
be required to 
implement the OH 
Improvement 
Process under LEA 
and state oversight.  
This will include 
diagnostic reviews 
and monitoring. 
Focus schools must 
perform a School 
Needs Assessment 
and develop a 
focused plan. 

The list of Focus 
schools will be 
updated 
annually. Schools 
can be included 
on the list even if 
they meet AMO 
targets. Schools 
will need to 
demonstrate gap 
closure and 
progress to exit 
the Focus 
schools list. 

OH is developing a 
unified system of 
accountability and 
supports. OH's new 
Differentiated 
Recognitions, 
Supports and 
Interventions model 
will be based on LEA 
Combined Percentile 
Ranking and overall 
grade, and will 
determine the level 
of support provided. 
Schools in 
Independent 
Support will have 
the most freedom; 
Low Intervention 
Support Status LEAs 
must conduct Needs 
Assessments, and 
plans will be 
monitored by the 
SEA; Medium 
Intervention Support 
Status LEAs will also 
be required to 
address non‐
academic barriers in 
their planning; and 
High Intervention 
Support Status LEAs 
will also receive on‐
site reviews from the 
state. 

OH will hold 
schools 
accountable while 
offering 
recognition and 
autonomy and 
intensive 
interventions 
within a multi‐
tiered approach. 
OH offers a variety 
of supports and 
interventions for 
all LEAs, including 
process tools and 
learning networks. 
State support 
teams work in 16 
regions. Intensive 
supports include 
the Office of 
School 
Turnaround.  
Some special 
interventions are 
provided for 
persistently low 
achieving LEAs.  
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OR will rate all schools 
based on proficiency, 
growth, subgroup 
performance, and 
graduation rates. The 
state has also identified 
a significant number of 
additional measures that 
it intends to add to its 
system in 2013 and 
beyond. At the 
elementary and middle 
school level, the state 
will measure 
performance and growth 
in reading and math and 
subgroup growth. At the 
high school level, the 
state will measure 
performance in reading 
and math, subgroup 4/5 
year graduation rates, 
and overall graduation 
rates.  

Option C‐The 
state will create 
achievement 
compacts with 
each district that 
will determine the 
AMOs for the 
district. The 
districts will 
subsequently set 
rigorous school 
level AMOs.  

The state is still 
determining 
how to include 
subgroup 
performance in 
its 
accountability 
system, but 
growth will be a 
significant factor 
in determining 
selection of 
Reward, Focus, 
and Priority 
schools, and the 
state will also 
place strong 
emphasis on the 
4/5 year 
graduation rates 
of subgroups. 
The state is 
considering use 
of a 
consolidated 
subgroup 
approach similar 
to Colorado to 
hold more 
schools 
accountable for 
subgroup 
performance.  

The state is 
considering 
using a 
modified 
version of the 
Colorado 
Growth 
Model that 
will allow the 
state to 
measure 
median 
student 
growth as 
well as 
median 
required 
growth. 
Before 
making a final 
decision, the 
state plans to 
consider the 
accuracy and 
predictive 
mature of 
using mean 
growth.  

A single integrated rating 
will be used to identify 
"model schools" based 
on achievement, growth, 
and subgroup growth in 
reading and mathematics 
– and grad rate (overall 
and for subgroups) for 
high schools (with 
missing participation 
targets causing a penalty)  
At least two years of data 
with minimum group 
sizes is required, and the 
formula is weighted 
toward growth.  Highest 
Performing schools are 
ones that receive an 
"Exceeds" on their 
performance rating 
without significant 
learning gaps and at least 
a "Meets" in growth. 
High Progress schools 
receive an Exceeds on 
growth rating, with a 
Meets or better on 
achievement and 
subgroup growth. These 
schools will serve as 
mentors for Priority and 
Focus schools within 
their region, and experts 
for professional 
development across the 
state. Schools will be 
recognized with awards 
and a small privately 
funded grant.  

OR's single integrated 
rating for ES and MS 
will incorporate 
achievement in 
reading and math 
(25%), growth (50%), 
and subgroup growth 
(25%), with a penalty 
for missing 
participation targets. 
At the HS level the 
ratings incorporate 
achievement (20%), 
growth (20%), 
subgroup growth 
(10%), graduation 
(35%), and subgroup 
graduation (15%). 
The achievement 
rating is based on the 
two most recent 
years of assessment 
data, and schools can 
be rated Exceeds, 
Meets, Nearly Meets, 
or Does Not Meet. . 
Once the unified 
rating is created, 
Priority Schools are 
the lowest percentile 
that includes at least 
5% of Title I schools, 
Focus schools are the 
lowest percentile 
that includes 15% of 
Title I schools, and 
Model Schools are 
the percentile that 
includes at least 10% 
of Title I schools.  

OR is seeking to move away 
from one size fits all 
sanctions and toward a 
differentiated system 
focused on support, ensuring 
voice for eduactors and 
parents, and recruiting the 
best educators to assist. OR 
does not intend to 
distinguish between Priority 
and Focus schools in 
determining interventions, 
but rather to perform a 
deeper diagnosis in key areas 
(teaching & learning, 
educator effectiveness, 
family & community 
involvement, district & 
school structure and culture, 
and leadership – 
technical/adaptive) that will 
be conducted by a School 
Appraisal Team to inform a 
Comprehensive Achievement 
Plan. The plan must be 
approved by ODE based on 
fidelity to federal turnaround 
principles and the sufficiency 
of the plans for identified 
schools. Supports and 
interventions will then be 
delivered through a multi‐
level system. The 
interventions will be district‐
led, but if they are 
unsuccessful the state may 
seek additional authority to 
intervene. 

Initial 
intervention 
placement 
will focus on 
four 
categories: 
persistence 
in not 
making 
adequate 
progress, all 
students 
trend, 
subgroup 
trend, and 
growth gap. 
Schools with 
the highest 
deficiencies 
will be 
places in 
more 
stringent 
intervention
s.   

OR's 
methodology for 
identifying Focus 
schools is 
described 
further under its 
methodology for 
identifying 
Priority Schools. 

OR's methodology 
for intervening in 
Focus schools is 
described further 
under its 
methodology for 
intervening in 
Priority Schools.   

OR's 
methodology for 
exiting Focus 
schools is 
described 
further under its 
methodology for 
exiting Priority 
Schools.  

OR's Education 
Investment Board 
will create an 
integrated PK‐20 
system of 
governance; within 
this frame it will 
(pending legislative 
approval) enter into 
achievement 
compacts with 
districts and invest 
state funds 
strategically. ODE 
will provide support 
to this effort, and 
will manage the 
framework of state 
support and 
technical assistance. 
Regional Network 
Coordinators will 
provide TA and help 
support School 
Appraisal Teams and 
Support Teams. 
Appraisal Teams will 
help schools 
diagnose needs, and 
support teams will 
help implement 
action plans. A 
Continuous 
Improvement 
Network will support 
peer‐to‐peer 
improvement 
efforts. The Network 
will focus on 
prevention rather 
than intervention, 
and scaling up 
successful practices. 

OR's overarching 
strategies are to 
create an 
integrated and 
coordinated 
system from pre‐k 
through 
postsecondary, 
focusing 
investment on 
education 
outcomes, and 
building statewide 
support – with the 
state defining 
outcomes clearly 
but allowing 
institutions 
flexibility to 
accomplish those. 
This will include a 
new Chief 
Education Officer, 
new infrastructure 
for early learning, 
Extended learning 
opportunities will 
be provided in K‐
12, and the state 
will align K‐12 with 
higher education. 
Supports include 
the state's 
longitudinal data 
system and 
wraparound 
services. The 
development of 
Achievement 
Compacts will set 
district 
expectations for 
school 
achievement, and 
district flexibility 
will be lost if goals 
are not met. OR 
also is working to 
reduce mandates 
on districts as part 
of its "tight‐loose" 
approach. 
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RI has created a 
Composite Score Index 
(CIS) based on 7 
elements that will yield a 
score between 20‐100 
and designate six levels 
of school performance. 
Across all schools, these 
measures include: 
proficiency (30%), 
progress towards AMO 
(10%), subgroup 
performance gaps (30%), 
percent of students at 
distinction level (5%). At 
the elementary level, the 
remaining points (25%) 
will be give for growth of 
all students, and two 
subgroup categories. At 
the high school level, the 
remaining points will be 
given for graduation 
rates (20%) and high 
school scaled score 
change (5%).  

Option A—The 
state will reduce 
by ½ by 2017 the 
proportion of 
students who are 
not proficient 
across all students 
and subgroups.  

The state 
intends to 
collapse all 
subgroups to 
three 
categories. 
These include all 
minority and 
economically 
disadvantaged 
students; all ELL 
and special 
education 
students; and a 
performance 
reference group 
of white 
students who 
are not ELL or in 
special 
education. This 
performance 
reference group 
will be the 
comparison 
point for the 
other two 
subgroups. The 
state also plans 
to lower its n 
size from 45 to 
20 to hold a 
greater number 
of schools 
accountable.  

RI will use the 
student 
growth 
percentile 
(SGP) method 
to calculate 
student 
growth for 
schools and 
subgroups of 
students.  

RI will identify 
Commended Schools 
(Reward schools) as a 
subset of schools with 
Composite Index Scores 
between 75 and 100. 
These are Title I schools 
with high performance in 
overall achievement, 
closing gaps, or strong 
growth. The highest 
performing and highest 
progress schools will be 
honored at an awards 
ceremony.  

Priority Schools are 
those with the lowest 
CIS scores, with the 
Commissioner 
retaining discretion 
to classify schools 
based on multiple 
factors.  Eight schools 
will be identified as 
Priority Schools 
based on low 
proficiency, gaps in 
achievement, low 
growth rates, and 
missing AMOs by 
large margins.  

RI's interventions are meant 
to be diagnostic, targeted, 
empirically based, catalyze 
bold reform, and outcomes‐
driven. After an initial 
diagnosis and data meeting 
between the LEA and RIDE 
(with RIDE conducting a 
diagnostic screen based on a 
28‐area rubric), LEAs will 
select an intervention model 
(subject to RIDE approval). 
LEAs will be expected to 
articulate a clear connection 
between the reasons for 
school underperformance 
and the selected strategy. 
The models include closure, 
restart, and Flex, which 
allows for a package of 
strategies from a RIDE‐
approved list. These 
interventions are aligned to 
federal turnaround 
principles. All Priority Schools 
will implement three core 
improvement strategies: 
Common Core training for 
personnel, participation in 
the state's evaluation 
system, and using data to 
inform daily instruction LEA 
plans will be for three years, 
and Priority School plans will 
begin implementation in 
2012‐13. The SEA will track 
progress with quarterly data 
meetings with LEAs.  

Starting in 
2014‐15 
Priority 
Schools will 
be classified 
as either 
Rising 
Priority or 
Priority, 
Caution. 
Schools 
meeting 
80% of their 
performance 
targets will 
be Rising 
Priority, and 
the rest will 
be Priority, 
Caution. Exit 
requires 
meeting 
80% of 
performance 
targets and 
90% of 
AMOs for 
two 
consecutive 
years 
(including all 
missed 
targets that 
contributed 
to their 
original 
status), or if 
the school is 
rated 
"Typical" 
based on its 
composite 
index score. 

Focus schools 
will be identified 
by CIS, with 16 
Focus schools 
identified 
(representing 
10% of Title I 
schools).  

Focus schools will 
undergo a 
Diagnostic 
Screening similar to 
that of Priority 
Schools. Like Priority 
Schools Focus 
schools will be 
required to select 
an intervention 
model, and 
implement three 
core school 
improvement 
strategies (Common 
Core training for 
personnel, 
participation in the 
state's evaluation 
system, and using 
data to inform daily 
instruction). Focus 
schools have the 
same choice of 
three models 
(Closure, Restart, 
Flex) as Priority 
Schools.  LEAs with 
large achievement 
gaps implementing 
the Flex models will 
have to incorporate 
elements focused 
on students with 
disabilities and 
English Learners.  
Focus schools will 
also be required to 
implement RTI. 

Schools will exit 
only upon 
demonstration 
of sustained 
improved 
performance. 
Schools will be 
categorized as 
Rising Focus or 
Focus, Caution, 
based on 
meeting 
performance 
targets.  Exit 
requires meeting 
80% of 
performance 
targets, and 
either meeting 
90% of AMOs or 
raising their CIS 
rating. 

RI's classification 
system uses six 
levels, which is 
meant to allow 
meaningful support 
and intervention 
beyond just Priority 
and Focus schools. 
The classifications 
are based on CIS 
scores.  Warning 
Schools are those 
with a CIS between 
38.50 and 50, or 
scores below set 
criteria for absolute 
proficiency, gap, 
growth, or 
graduation rate. 
Warning schools will 
have an additional 
intervention strategy 
beyond the core 
improvement 
strategies, but will 
not be required to 
select a full 
intervention model. 
Through Race to the 
Top funding RIDE 
operates an 
Academy of 
Transformative 
Leadership, designed 
to provide 
comprehensive 
support to all low‐
performing and 
struggling schools – 
including creating a 
pipeline of 
turnaround leaders, 
professional 
development, TA for 
LEAs supporting 
students with 
disabilities and 
English learners, 
maintaining an 
approved provider 
list for vendors, and 
screening services. 

RIDE has identified 
six strategies for 
building capacity: 
(1) clarifying SEA 
and LEA roles; (2) 
comprehensive 
monitoring 
(beyond self‐
reporting), (3) 
Alignment of 
diagnostic, 
intervention, and 
progress 
monitoring efforts 
focused on 
leadership, 
personnel 
supports, 
infrastructure, and 
academic content; 
(4) rigorous 
approval processes 
for external 
partners; (5) 
focused and 
coordinated 
investment; and 
(6) reducing the 
administrative 
burden on LEAs. 
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SC will use achievement 
and graduation rates in a 
matrix of indicators to 
determine A‐F letter 
grades for all schools 
and districts. The state 
will give partial credit on 
an indicator for progress 
even if performance falls 
short of the target for 
that area. At the K‐8 
level, the state will 
measure achievement in 
ELA (30%), math (30%), 
science (5%), and social 
studies (5%). The state 
will also consider test 
participation in ELA 
(15%), and math (15%). 
At the high school level, 
the state will measure 
achievement in ELA 
(22.5%), math (22.5%), 
science (5%), and social 
studies (5%). The state 
will also measure test 
participation in ELA 
(10%), and math (10%), 
as well as graduation 
rates (25%).  

Option C—The 
state will base its 
AMOs on actual 
test scores. AMOs 
are set based on 
current means 
(above proficiency 
threshold) with 
expected 
increases of 3‐5 
points annually. 
The state intends 
to recalibrate its 
AMOs after 
introduction of 
the SBAC 
assessments. 

The state plans 
to continue to 
use traditional 
NCLB subgroups 
but will also add 
gender based on 
identified 
performance 
gaps.  

The state is 
not using an 
individual 
student 
growth 
model. 
Instead, 
schools can 
receive 
points for 
making 
progress 
towards 
accountabilit
y targets.  

SC recognized the highest 
performing Title I schools 
as Highest Performing 
Distinguished Schools, 
based on achieving an A 
or B in the two most 
recent school years 
assessed, with an FRL 
count >50%. High 
Progress schools or those 
with an A, B, or C and an 
FRL count >50%, that are 
making the most 
progress in achievement 
(and graduation rates at 
the high school level).  
Distinguished Schools in 
South Caroline receive 
small grants, with the top 
three schools receiving 
$5000 each and the top 
school receiving $10,000. 
These schools are also 
acknowledged as models 
for other schools. The 
state also gives Palmetto 
Gold and Silver Awards 
based on state law, and 
publicizes the winners. 

Priority Schools will 
be identified based 
on total weighted 
composite index 
scores. The lowest 
5% of schools among 
elementary, middle, 
and high schools will 
be designated. All 
schools in the bottom 
5% of Title I schools 
will be designated 
regardless of overall 
rank. 

SCDE in 2011 created the 
Office of School 
Transformation to transform 
schools and build on 
previous experiences. It will 
focus on transforming the 
lowest performing schools. A 
focus on children with 
disabilities will be an 
important part of SCDE's 
technical assistance, 
including partnerships with 
the Office of Exceptional 
Children.  Priority Schools 
must offer SES and choice, 
with some modifications. The 
Priority School 
transformation process will 
begin with a Comprehensive 
Capacity Assessment (CCA) 
conducted by an external 
source, followed by a 
Transformational Learning 
Community (TLC) team 
(including multiple 
stakeholders) writing a 
Challenge to Achieve (CTA) 
plan for transformation in 
response to the assessment. 
Meaningful interventions 
aligned to the federal 
turnaround principles will be 
described in the plan. 
Schools that have been in 
Priority status for five years 
with a negative CCA and no 
growth can be 
recommended for 
reorganization; SCDE can 
already mandate state 
management or charterize 
schools, but will seek 
legislative authority to bring 
in a management 
organization or to utilize a 
new intervention focused on 
curriculum and instruction.  

Two 
consecutive 
years out of 
the bottom 
5%, with 
value‐added 
growth and 
a positive 
Comprehens
ive Capacity 
Assessment. 

Focus schools 
will be those 
with the largest 
subgroup 
performing gaps 
or significantly 
underperformin
g subgroups. 
SCDE will focus 
on mean 
performance of 
subgroups 
across four 
content areas 
(ELA, math, 
science, and 
social studies), 
to identify the 
gap across 
content areas 
for each school. 
The 10% of Title 
I schools with 
the widest gaps 
will be Focus 
schools, as will 
Title I high 
schools with 
graduation rates 
under 60% for 
the last two 
years. 

Focus schools with 
develop a focused 
CTA plan with their 
TLC, with alignment 
to federal principles. 
During 
implementation 
data will 
continuously be 
collected and 
analyzed.  
Instruction for 
children with 
disabilities will be 
emphasized.  

Subgroup 
performance 
meeting or 
exceeding 
annual AMO 
goals for two 
consecutive 
years. 

SC will establish a 
plan for a statewide 
system of support. 
All schools graded C 
or D will receive 
differentiated 
support based on a 
needs assessment; 
these schools will 
submit a plan for 
addressing issues 
raised in the needs 
assessment. Support 
will come from 
1003(a) funds. 
Emphasis will be 
placed on subgroups 
not meeting AMOs.  

SCDE is seeking to 
develop 
instruments to 
measure the 
effectiveness of 
technical 
assistance it 
provides. The 
Office of School 
Transformation is 
focused on 
building capacity 
to help all schools, 
particularly the 
lowest achieving. 
It is currently 
monitoring the 
progress of 
implementation of 
Palmetto Priority 
School 
Memorandum of 
Agreement Plans 
of Action, and if 
those plans do not 
lead to 
improvement the 
state is granted 
authority to take 
over management 
of the school.  The 
improvement 
process begins 
with the 
Comprehensive 
Capacity 
Assessment and 
the development 
of a plan, but after 
five years if 
schools do not 
improve they are 
placed into 
Priority‐
Reorganization 
status.  
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SD will develop a 100 
point school 
performance index with 
indicators of student 
achievement in 
ELA/math; growth in 
ES/MS; attendance in 
ES/MS; high school 
graduation and 
completer rate in HS; 
college and career‐
readiness in high school; 
effectiveness of teachers 
and principals (to be 
added in 2014); and 
school climate (to be 
added in 2014). The 
weights will ultimately 
be: achievement (25%), 
growth/graduation 
(25%), 
attendance/college and 
career‐readiness (20%), 
teacher and principal 
effectiveness (20%), and 
school climate (10%).  

Option C—The 
state will use an 
AMO based on 
overall SPI score. 
There are 4 
categories of 
schools with 
differentiated 
targets and 
greater progress 
required for those 
with lower initial 
values. Schools 
are required to 
grow between ¼ 
and ¾ of a 
standard 
deviation within 
the next four 
years.  

The state will 
measure 
achievement of 
two specific 
subsets of 
students and 
use a weighted 
average to 
determine 
overall 
achievement. 
The first group 
will be an 
unduplicated 
group of 
historically low 
performing 
subgroups 
including 
African‐
American, 
Native 
American, 
Hispanic, 
economically 
disadvantaged, 
ELL, and 
students with 
disabilities. The 
second group 
will be all other 
students. The 
state will use a 
minimum n size 
of 10.  

The state will 
use a value‐
added linear 
regression 
model to 
measure 
growth and 
account for 
student prior 
achievement 
and 
background 
characteristic
s to isolate 
effects and 
give schools 
credit for 
exceeding 
expected 
growth 
targets. This 
is the same 
system used 
in TIF.  

SD will recognize 
Exemplary High 
Performing Schools and 
Exemplary High Progress 
Schools. High Performing 
Schools are those who 
score in the top 5% of 
schools on the School 
Performance Index. 
Exemplary High Progress 
Schools are those that 
score the highest for the 
Academic Growth 
indicator of the SPI, with 
the top 5% in rank order 
acknowledged. There are 
separate SPIs for high 
schools on the one hand 
and middle and 
elementary schools on 
the other. Exemplary 
schools will be 
recognized through a 
statewide branding 
effort, which may include 
engaging media and 
school visits. Schools 
would be recognized 
during the legislative 
session.  

Priority Schools are 
the lowest 
performing schools 
on the SPI. The total 
number of schools 
must be at least 5% 
of Title I (and Title I‐
eligible) schools in 
the state, or any 
other schools that 
are Tier I or II under 
SIG. 

State level support will 
include a district and school 
level audit, and a designated 
School Support Staff member 
to provide assistance and 
monitoring.  SD will create an 
Academy of Pacesetting 
Districts to help school‐based 
improvement efforts. SD will 
use Indistar to support 
planning, and schools will 
implement RTI. Districts will 
be expected to review the 
current principal, provide the 
principal operating flexibility 
and adequate resources, 
implement RTI, and support 
PD. Schools will use Indistar 
to develop a 
transformational plan 
including an annual data 
analysis, and will be 
responsible for providing a 
strong instructional program, 
redesigning the use of time 
(including increasing learning 
time), and using the teacher 
evaluation process to 
improve instruction.  

Priority 
Schools may 
exit this 
status after 
three years 
if the SPI is 
no longer in 
the bottom 
5% and 
follow‐up 
audits show 
significant 
progress. 

Focus schools 
are identified 
based on low 
performance – 
the lowest‐
scoring 10% of 
Title I or Title I 
eligible schools 
who are not in 
the bottom 5%, 
using the SPI.  

State supports focus 
on supporting the 
Indistar analysis, 
monitoring 
progress, and 
determining when 
schools are 
improving 
achievement and 
narrowing gaps. 
Districts are 
expected to 
implement principal 
evaluation, provide 
adequate resources, 
provide PD 
opportunities, keep 
the board and 
public abreast of 
progress, and 
provide operational 
flexibility to the 
principal. Schools 
will use Indistar to 
develop a plan, use 
teacher evaluation 
to ensure effective 
performance, 
conduct an annual 
data analysis, and 
provide 
opportunities for 
community 
involvement. 

Focus schools 
exit status by 
scoring above 
the bottom 15% 
on SPI for two 
years in a row. 

SD's overarching 
goal is students who 
are college, career, 
and life ready. The 
SDDE will focus on 
key building blocks: 
Quality Standards 
and Resources, 
Effective Leaders 
and Teachers, Career 
Development, and 
Maintaining a 
Positive School 
Climate. Each high 
school student has a 
Personal Learning 
Plan to help choose 
courses (including 
virtual courses) that 
prepare them to 
meet their goals. The 
SPI provides a multi‐
dimensional picture 
of school 
performance, and 
minimum N size of 
10 and a single 
subset group will 
require more schools 
to study the 
performance of their 
subgroups. SD is 
committed to 
professional 
development for 
teachers and 
principals to improve 
the quality of 
instruction for all 
students. 

SD's System of 
Support is 
designed to target 
college and career 
readiness for all 
public school 
students, focused 
on districts, 
teachers/administr
ators, and 
students. Title I 
schools participate 
in the Academy of 
Pace Setting 
Districts, and all 
schools may 
participate in the 
Indistar program 
to manage 
continuous 
improvement. All 
schools also may 
participate in RTI 
and the SD Virtual 
School.  
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U 
T 
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H 

UT's proposed school 
accountability model will 
measure schools on a 
600 point scale with 300 
points for achievement 
in ELA/math/writing/ 
and science and 300 
points for growth. At all 
school levels, growth of 
all students will be 
weighted 200 points, 
and growth of below 
proficient students will 
weighted 100 points. At 
the ES/MS level 
achievement will be 
measured using the 
percent of students 
at/above proficient. At 
the HS level, 150 points 
will be weighted for the 
percent of students 
at/above proficient and 
150 will be weighted for 
graduation rate (with 
completers).  

Option A—The 
state will set an 
AMO of reducing 
½ the gap 
between a 
school's current 
score and a goal 
score of 480 
(elementary/midd
le) and 470 (high) 
within six years.  

The state will 
use a subgroup 
composed of all 
non‐proficient 
students as part 
of its 
accountability 
model. This will 
allow the state 
to double‐
weight the 
performance of 
these students 
as they will 
count in both 
the non‐
proficient and 
all students 
categories.  

The state will 
use a student 
growth 
percentile 
(SGP) model 
that 
calculates the 
median SGP 
for each 
school. This 
calculation 
provides 
higher points 
to a rate of 
growth that is 
associated 
with attaining 
or 
maintaining 
proficiency.  

UT will use the UT 
Comprehensive 
Accountability System 
(UCAS) to identify 
Reward schools. 
Elementary and middle 
schools must receive 
composite scores of 480, 
high schools 470. 
Highest‐performing 
Schools will be identified 
based on highest levels of 
achievement and above‐
average growth, with 
High‐progress Schools 
identified based on 
highest levels of growth 
and above average 
performance on 
achievement. Schools will 
be recognized annually 
through a press release, 
congratulatory letters, 
and a certificate of 
achievement. The 
highest‐performing and 
highest‐progress Title I 
schools will be 
recognized at the annual 
Title I Conference and 
the UT State Board of 
Education. 

USOE will identify 14 
Priority Schools, 
including SIG 
grantees and the 
lowest‐performing 
schools on the UCAS. 

UT will use its SIG 
interventions for Priority 
Schools, which includes the 
federal models, the use of a 
third‐party School Support 
Team, intensive USOE 
supports and technical 
assistance, and the use of a 
comprehensive plan for 
school improvement. 

Any school 
that 
achieves a 
275 on the 
UCAS will 
exit Priority 
Status, but if 
the two‐year 
average 
does not 
exceed 320 
the school 
will be 
required to 
participate 
in Focus 
school 
improvemen
t 
requirement
s.  

USOE will use 
two year 
composite UCAS 
scores to 
identify the 
lowest‐
performing 28 
schools 
(excluding 
Priority Schools). 
Any school not 
originally 
identified will 
become a Focus 
school if it does 
not meet AMOs 
for two 
consecutive 
years. 

UT will use its Title I 
school 
improvement 
process, which 
includes the 
formation of a 
leadership team, 
contracting with an 
external school 
support team, 
participating in a 
comprehensive 
school appraisal, 
and a set of 
intensive USOE 
supports. 

Schools will exit 
focus status by 
achieving a score 
of 320 on the 
UCAS for at least 
two years. 

UT will make public 
individual school 
performance. The 
UCAS is designed to 
ensure that only 
schools that move 
historically non‐
proficient groups to 
proficiency will 
achieve high grades. 
A Title I school that 
does not achieve its 
AMOs for two 
consecutive years 
must revise its 
school improvement 
plan to address the 
issues that caused it 
to not achieve its 
AMOs.  

UT will publicly 
report UCAs 
results, provide 
professional 
development and 
support for all UT 
schools (described 
primarily under 
Principle I, with 
special monitoring 
and TA for Title I 
schools), hold LEAs 
accountable for 
improvement, and 
ensure that 
schools are 
support through 
targeted and 
collaborative 
professional 
development 
efforts. 
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VA will augment its 
existing school 
accreditation ratings 
with proficiency gap 
measures to provide a 
more robust 
measurement of school 
performance. School 
accreditation measures 
the percent of students 
passing state 
assessments in 
reading/math/science/s
ocial studies (based on 
the higher of a three‐
year average or current 
year) and the percent of 
students 
graduating/completing 
high school using an 
index. Schools are then 
assigned to five 
categories of 
accreditation ranging 
from fully accredited to 
accreditation denied.  

Option C—The 
state has set a 
goal for all schools 
to achieve and 
maintain full 
accreditation and 
reduce the 
proficiency gap. 
At the ES/MS level 
this is defined as 
reaching 
moderate growth 
levels or reducing 
the failure rate to 
10%. At the HS 
level this is 
defined as 
meeting the goal 
of 48% of 
students earning 
a college and 
career‐ready 
credential. To 
meet AMOs, a 
school must meet 
standards of 
accreditation in 
four subjects for 
the all students 
group (including 
the graduation 
index), achieve 
targets/make 
growth in 
reading/math for 
proficiency gap 
groups, and attain 
a participation 
level of at least 
95%.  

The state will 
use 3 
proficiency gap 
groups to 
evaluate school 
performance. 
The first is a 
non‐duplicated 
group of 
students with 
disabilities, ELL, 
and 
economically 
disadvantaged 
students. The 
second is 
African‐
American (non‐
Hispanic) 
students not in 
the first group. 
The third is 
Hispanic 
students (of one 
or more races) 
not included in 
the first group.  

The state will 
use a student 
growth 
percentile 
(SGP) model 
to measure 
growth. To 
aid 
interpretatio
n, VA has 
developed 
categorical 
levels of 
growth 
(low/moderat
e/ high). The 
state is not 
able to 
determine 
growth to 
standard at 
this time but 
will consider 
adding this in 
the future.  

VA will use the VA Index 
of Performance 
incentives program, and 
the Title I Distinguished 
Schools program. The VIP 
program uses a weighted 
methodology based on 
assessment results in 
English, math, science, 
and history, with bonus 
points for other 
indicators. Title I 
Distinguished Schools are 
those at the 80th 
percentile or better for 
both English and math, 
meeting full accreditation 
for two years; Highly 
Distinguished Schools 
also exceed the 
statewide average for 
proficiency gap.  These 
schools are publicized 
through press releases 
and other 
acknowledgments, like 
banners or certificates. 

Priority Schools will 
include (A) SIG Tier I 
and Tier II schools 
from 2009 or 2010, 
(B) Title I high schools 
with grad rates below 
60%, (C) Title I 
schools with a rating 
of Accreditation – 
Denied or 
Conditionally 
Accredited – 
Reconstituted for all 
students in reading 
or math, or (D) Title I 
schools with a rating 
of Accreditation – 
Warned for all 
students in reading 
or math. The state 
will identify 5% of 
Title I schools.  
Criterion D will be 
applied only as 
necessary to reach 
the 5% threshold. 

SIG schools will continue to 
implement their chosen 
model. Newly identified 
Priority schools will use the 
federal turnaround 
principles. Priority schools 
will hire a Lead Turnaround 
Partner (LTP) or other 
external partner approved by 
the VDE, and will use one of 
the SIG models. The VDE has 
established a state contract 
for LTPs, although LEAs can 
seek approval for other LTPs. 

The exit 
from Priority 
Status 
differs for 
schools 
chosen on 
different 
criteria. SIG 
schools will 
exit if they 
fulfill their 
plan and 
meet no 
other 
criteria. 
Criterion B 
schools exit 
by having a 
grad rate 
over 60% for 
two 
consecutive 
years. 
Criterion C 
and D 
schools exit 
by achieving 
Full 
Accreditatio
n. 

Focus schools 
will be identified 
for having the 
largest 
proficiency gap, 
based on 
performance in 
reading and 
mathematics. 
Schools will be 
ranked by a 
formula 
emphasizing the 
size of gaps and 
the number of 
groups with 
gaps, leading to 
a composite 
score that will be 
used for ranking. 
Priority Schools 
will be excluded 
from the 
calculations, and 
the number of 
Focus schools 
will equal 10% of 
the state's total 
Title I schools. 

Focus schools will 
involve higher‐level 
administrators and 
targeted 
interventions at the 
school level. The 
state provides 
support to division 
administrators, to 
help build a 
continuous 
improvement 
process based on 
strategic planning, 
system 
organization, 
leadership, 
curriculum & 
instruction practices 
and services, and 
professional 
development.  
Needs sensing 
interviews are 
conducted to 
determine the level 
of implementation 
of each action 
component. An LEA 
team uses Indistar 
to develop a plan 
for improvement. 
Focus schools will 
have a school‐level 
team, and the 
division will engage 
a state‐approved 
partner to help 
build capacity.  

Schools exit 
focus status 
after two years if 
the gap groups 
leading to the 
identification 
meet one of the 
indicators of 
progress, and 
the school is no 
longer in the 
bottom 10% of 
Title I schools 
based on the 
Focus school 
methodology. 

Schools receiving
low accreditation 
ratings must 
undergo an 
academic review to 
identify and analyze 
instructional and 
organizational 
factors affecting 
achievement. A 
review team 
conducts a site visit 
and helps the school 
write a three year 
improvement plan. If 
a year later the 
school is not fully 
accredited, a school 
support team is 
identified to provide 
technical assistance 
and/or to modify the 
improvement plan.  
VA has an Early 
Warning System for 
high schools with 
low grad rates, with 
a contractor 
providing technical 
assistance. Division 
and school‐level 
teams will receive 
support through a 
collaboratively‐
developed technical 
assistance 
framework. The 
Schools that are 
denied accreditation 
must enter an MOU 
with the VA Board of 
Education that 
includes a corrective 
action plan, or the 
LEA may 
reconstitute the 
school and seek 
conditional 
accreditation.  

State‐approved 
contractors will 
help LEAs develop 
interventions for 
students who are 
at risk.  
Contractors will 
meet quarterly 
with the VDE to 
share common 
issues. Schools will 
use Indistar, 
iStation's 
Indicators of 
Progress, and 
other online tools 
to help the state 
monitor progress. 
Data will be 
analyzed 
quarterly. LEAs will 
be held 
accountable for 
improving school 
performance, and 
the state may 
require LEAs to 
reserve Title I Part 
A funds to aid 
improvement 
efforts.  
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The state is considering 
a significant number of 
accountability indicators 
in the future and is in a 
three‐year process of 
developing a robust 
school profile with 
extensive school‐based 
information. For 
immediate 
accountability purposes, 
the state will use an 
index for all students 
and subgroup 
performance in reading 
and math, whether 
schools meet or miss 
their AMOs, and the 
graduation rate for all 
students and subgroups 
(HS).  

Option A—the 
state will reduce 
by ½ the number 
of non‐proficient 
students among 
all students and in 
the non‐
duplicated focus 
group in six years. 

The state will 
use a non‐
duplicated focus 
group as part of 
its 
accountability 
system in 
measuring both 
performance 
and graduation 
rates. This group 
will be 
composed of 
non‐white, ELL, 
economically 
disadvantaged, 
and students 
with disabilities. 
The state will 
also drop its 
minimum n size 
from 40 to 11 to 
include a 
significantly 
larger number 
of schools.  

The state will 
not measure 
individual 
student 
growth but 
will account 
for changes 
in school 
performance 
through 
increased 
proficiency 
rates.  

Schools will be ranked by 
achievement index and 
according to progress in 
meeting all student AMO 
(high schools will also be 
ranked for grad rate). 
Reward schools will be 
those in the highest 
quintile on all indices, 
achieves all AMOs, has 
no gaps more than one 
standard deviation, and 
demonstrates student 
growth, it can be a 
Reward school. Both high 
performing and high 
progress schools will be 
recognized by the 
governor's office, 
legislature, state board, 
and SEA. Best practices 
and innovations will be 
shared statewide, and 
small grants will be made 
available. 

VT will start by 
identifying the 
schools that are in 
the lowest quintile in 
all students‐reading 
and all students‐
math, in ascending 
order. It will remove 
schools that achieved 
AMOs for all 
students, or that 
achieved AMOs for 
reading and math for 
any content for 
which they were in 
the bottom quintile. 
The list of remaining 
schools will be 
reordered, and then 
a combined index 
score will be created 
for those schools. 
High growth schools 
will then be removed 
from the list. From 
that list, VT will 
identify the number 
of schools 
representing 5% of 
schools in the state, 
starting with high 
schools with a 
graduation rate 
under 60% and Tier I 
and II SIG schools, 
and then selecting 
additional schools off 
of the list. 

Priority Schools will 
participate in an Academy of 
Pacesetting Districts. They 
will develop a consistent 
multi‐tiered system of 
support pre‐k through high 
school. Schools will complete 
a self‐evaluation aligned with 
the turnaround principles, 
developing a continuous 
improvement plan. The plan 
will address all of the 
turnaround principles.  

To exit 
Priority 
status 
requires 
meeting the 
aggregate of 
annual goals 
by the end 
of a three‐
year 
implementat
ion period. 

Focus schools 
are the lowest 
10% of schools 
measured by the 
achievement of 
students in the 
Non‐Duplicated 
Count Focus 
Group (excluding 
Priority schools). 
The lowest 
quintiles for 
reading and 
math of NCFG 
schools are 
identified, and 
then schools 
that made AMOs 
are removed. A 
combined index 
score is then 
calculated, and 
schools with a 
sufficiently high 
growth score are 
then removed. 
The list of Focus 
schools is then 
based on the 
remaining rank 
ordered list, 
starting with 
high schools 
with a 
graduation rate 
under 60% for 
the NCFG.  

Focus schools will 
participate in an 
Academy of 
Pacesetting Districts 
to build capacity. 
They will develop a 
consistent multi‐
tiered system of 
support pre‐k 
through high school. 
Schools will 
complete a self‐
evaluation aligned 
with the turnaround 
principles, 
developing a 
continuous 
improvement plan. 
Research based 
interventions will 
focus on the needs 
identified through 
the self‐assessment 
and root cause 
analysis, including 
interventions 
focused on students 
with disabilities, 
students of poverty, 
and English 
Language Learners.   

Focus schools 
will need to 
meet or exceed 
the aggregate to 
tal of annual 
targets by the 
end of a three 
year period of 
improvement 
implementation 
to exit focus 
status.  

Professional 
development 
opportunities for 
Priority and Focus 
schools will be 
available to other 
schools with 
documented need, 
and the SEA will 
provide support for 
all schools in their 
continuous 
improvement 
processes. Schools 
not identified as 
Priority, Focus, or 
Reward will be 
classified in other 
ways, including Goal 
Schools (did not 
achieve AMOs) and 
Recognition Schools 
(met AMOs but did 
not achieve Reward 
status).  

The VT DOE 
recently 
reorganized to 
allow for more 
focused teams of 
school support. 
Funding has been 
provided to 
schools to contract 
for local 
improvement 
coaches. The 
Academy of 
Pacesetting 
Districts will also 
help to build 
capacity.  
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The state's current 
accountability system 
will serve as the 
foundation for its new 
system that is still under 
development. The state 
intends to design its 
index and pilot in 
fall/winter 2012, finalize 
in spring 2013, use in fall 
2013, and receive 
legislative approval in 
2014. For the immediate 
year, the state will use 
persistently low 
achieving school 
calculations, AYP 
determinations and SIG 
to identify and assign 
schools to five tiers. 
Moving forward the 
state plans to use 
performance on state 
assessments in 
reading/math/science/w
riting, extended 
graduation rate, and 
student growth over a 
number of years as 
accountability measures. 
The current state 
accountability system 
measures performance 
on state assessments 
and graduation rates 
across four indicators: 
students who are from 
low‐income families, 
students not from low‐
income families, 
achievement of all 
students compared to 
peers with similar 
student characteristics, 
and the improvement in 
achievement of all 
students. The new 
system will build from 
this existing model.  

Option A—The 
state will reduce 
by ½ the number 
of non‐proficient 
students among 
all students and 
subgroups by 
2017. 

To address 
subgroup 
performance, 
the state 
currently utilizes 
a measure that 
benchmarks 
student 
progress against 
peers with 
similar student 
characteristics 
and also 
specifically 
measures the 
performance of 
low‐income 
students. The 
state also plans 
to drop its n size 
from 30 to 20.  

The state 
currently 
does not 
measure 
individual 
student 
growth but 
measures the 
improvement 
in 
performance 
on state 
assessments 
and 
graduation 
rates for all 
students at a 
school across 
years.  

WA will combined 
multiple award programs 
to a new system based 
on the new differentiated 
system of recognition, 
accountability, and 
support. WA will 
facilitate a process of 
stakeholder engagement 
to determine how that 
will work. Current awards 
include awards for 
overall excellence, 
special recognition for 
certain subjects, special 
recognition for 
improvement, and 
closing achievement 
gaps, based on two‐year 
averages; there are also 
Title I awards. School 
teams receive a banner 
and a trophy, regional 
celebrations are held, 
and press releases are 
issued by the state; local 
input has led to a 
refinement of the 
acknowledgment 
process. 

WA will identify SIG 
schools as Priority 
Schools, and also 
identify non‐SIG 
Priority Schools. Non‐
SIG Priority Schools 
will be identified 
based on WA's new 
accountability index. 
New cohorts will 
continue to be 
identified each year.  

WA describes a MERIT 
Network & Required Action 
Districts (RAD) Theory of 
Change. The theory begins 
with assessment and needs 
assessment, continues with 
technical assistance and 
support in implementing 
required elements of 
turnaround models, 
continues with ongoing 
assistance, and leads to 
positive student outcomes 
and systems that are 
sustainable over time. All SIG 
schools are receiving 
intensive PD and TA, 
extending learning time, 
implementing new 
curriculum, installing new 
principals, and implementing 
new teacher evaluation 
systems. Non‐SIG Priority 
schools will engage in an 
external needs assessment 
and submit an action plane 
for OSPI approval, identifying 
specific areas of needs and 
research‐ or evidence‐based 
interventions aligned with 
turnaround principles to 
meet specific needs. Districts 
will be required to set aside 
up to 20% of Title I Part A 
funds to support 
implementation of 
meaningful interventions. 
The state will continue to 
provide differentiated 
guidance, support, and 
monitoring, including 
assigning an external liaison 
to provide assistance, 
providing feedback through 
assessments and evaluations, 
and offering resource 
coaches. 

Schools exit 
Priority 
status 
through 
meeting 
four criteria: 
(1) three 
years of 
turnaround 
plan 
implementat
ion, (2) no 
longer in the 
bottom 5%; 
(3) met all 
annual 
targets for 
two of the 
last three 
years in all 
students 
area; and (4) 
determined 
by 
Superintend
ent to have 
made 
sufficient 
progress on 
the new 
accountabilit
y index. 

Focus schools 
will be identified 
for having the 
lowest 
performing 
subgroups, with 
Pacific Islanders 
and "More than 
one race" 
students 
disaggregated 
separately. WA 
is reducing its N 
size to 20. New 
cohorts will be 
identified each 
year.  

LEAs will conduct an 
external needs 
assessment to 
identify specific 
needs. The state will 
provide guidance 
and support for the 
development of 
school 
improvement plans 
anchored in 
research and the 
needs assessment. 
The state will 
provide support for 
the LEA to analyze 
its policies and 
practices to develop 
the plans. The state 
will continue to 
provide supports for 
the improvement 
process at the 
school and LEA 
level, as well as 
providing 
monitoring and on‐
site coaching. 
Interventions 
should be aligned to 
the turnaround 
principles. 

Schools exit 
focus status if it 
meets four 
criteria: (1) 
implemented 
plan for three 
years; (2) closed 
gaps sufficiently 
to longer be in 
bottom 10%; (3) 
met annual 
targets for each 
subgroup two of 
the last three 
years; and (4) 
determined by 
Superintendent 
to have made 
sufficient 
progress on the 
new 
accountability 
system and 
index. 

WA has a long 
history of providing 
differentiated 
supports focused on 
continuous 
improvement. 
Supports and 
services have 
evolved over time 
based on emerging 
research, findings 
and 
recommendations 
from external 
evaluations, and 
changing 
expectations. WA 
offers services 
through the WA 
Improvement and 
Implementation 
Network, offering 
supports of 
increasing intensity. 
The WA 
Performance 
Management 
Framework 
identifies the range 
of services and 
supports schools and 
LEAs can access. 
Until the new 
accountability index 
is developed, WA 
will continue to use 
the WA 
Achievement Index. 
Resources available 
include web‐based 
resources, 
professional 
development, 
resource coaches, 
and the WIIN 
technical assistance 
network. 

WA has developed 
several rubrics to 
guide Priority 
Schools and Focus 
schools in 
developing and 
implementing 
plans. Specific 
supports are 
targeted at the 
LEA level, including 
data coaching, 
strategic planning 
support, and 
strategies for 
repurposing 
resources. OSPI 
also recruits and 
screens external 
providers with 
which districts can 
contract. Other 
capacity‐building 
efforts include SIG 
implementation 
and the state's 
overall 
accountability 
structure. WA will 
consider the 
combination of 
other resources 
that may be 
needed to support 
this work. 
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WI plans to group 
schools into 6 categories 
of classification using a 
school accountability 
index that will measure 
school performance at 
the ES/MS level in: 
achievement and growth 
in reading and math; gap 
closing; and on track to 
graduation indicators 
including attendance, 3rd 
grade reading (ES), and 
8th grade math (MS). At 
the high school level, the 
index will measure: 
achievement in reading 
and math; gap closing, 
and post‐secondary 
readiness indicators 
including attendance, 
graduation, and ACT 
participation/performan
ce. Weighting of these 
measures will be 
determined by the 
state's Technical 
Advisory Committee in 
May 2012. The state will 
also evaluate schools 
using flags that do not 
influence the 
accountability index but 
can influence school 
determinations if values 
exceed allowable limits. 
These flags are for test 
participation, dropout 
rate, student 
absenteeism, and 
continuous 
improvement.  

Option C‐The 
state's goal is for 
all schools to be 
at the meets 
expectation level 
(level 3 of 6) of 
performance 
within four years. 
Each school will 
receive a 
differentiated 
AMO to ensure 
that it is on track 
to meet, continue 
to meet, or 
exceed 
expectations 
within four years 
of system 
implementation. 
This will require 
an increase in 
overall index 
scores as well as 
removal of all red 
flags.  

The state will 
focus on closing 
achievement 
gaps through 
comparisons of 
each of the five 
race/ethnicity 
subgroups to 
the highest 
performing 
racial/ethnic 
group in the 
school; ELLs to 
non ELLs; 
students with 
disabilities to 
students 
without 
disabilities; and 
economically 
disadvantaged 
students to non‐
economically 
disadvantaged 
students. When 
the ELL, 
economically 
disadvantaged, 
and students 
with disabilities 
populations are 
each below 20 
students, the 
state will use a 
high‐needs 
subgroup of 
these three 
groups 
compared 
against a 
reference group 
of English 
proficient 
students 
without 
disabilities who 
are not 
economically 
disadvantaged. 
The state will 
also lower its n 
size from 40 to 
20 students.  

The state will 
use a growth 
measure 
called "On 
Target to 
Move Up" 
modified 
from the 
Colorado 
Growth 
model. WI 
will create a 
0‐100 growth 
to standard 
measure that 
accounts for 
high 
achievement 
and gives 
credit to high 
growth. Using 
student 
growth 
percentiles 
(SGP), the 
state will 
project the 
SGP needed 
to reach 
proficiency 
within 3 
years.  

Reward schools are 
identified in three 
categories: High 
Performance schools 
(index label of 
Significantly Exceeding 
Expectations), High 
Progress Schools 
(highest‐progress over 
five years, not including 
schools with significant 
achievement gaps), and 
Beating the Odds (Title I 
Schools of Recognition). 
Schools of Recognition 
are honored with a 
ceremony, the 
opportunity to apply for 
grants, and after three 
years can become 
"spotlight schools" – 
which are used to 
spotlight significant 
practices. Teachers in 
Schools of Recognition 
can apply for competitive 
fellowship grants. Non‐
Title I schools identified 
through new forms of 
recognition will receive 
public recognition and be 
eligible to participate in 
state‐conducted 
diagnostic reviews that 
will help inform 
statewide practice.  

Priority schools are 
identified based on 
the Student 
Achievement sub‐
scale area of the 
accountability index. 
All schools will be 
ranked, and a cut 
point will be set that 
includes 5% of Title I 
schools (and all non‐
Title I schools with 
lower scores). WI 
does not have any 
high schools with 
graduation rates 
under 60%, and this 
is not a criterion for 
Priority School status.

In 2012‐13, WI will begin 
transitioning to the proposed 
new system of supports. WI 
will waive SES due to limited 
evidence of positive impact, 
but with the expectation that 
districts will engage parents 
in shaping extended learning 
opportunities (as articulated 
in a district plan submitted to 
the state). SIG schools will 
continue implementing their 
plans. From 2013 on, DPI will 
contract with external 
experts to conduct onsite 
diagnostic reviews of Priority 
School core instructional 
programs (reading and 
math), leading to 
recommendations for 
improving instruction, 
assessment, and supports. 
That will lead to the 
development of a reform 
plan, or closure. Districts may 
also be required to conduct 
district‐level reviews 
(described further in 2.G). 
LEAs implementing 
turnaround plans must 
contract with a DPI‐approved 
turnaround partner. Reform 
plans will be developed 
through Indistar, and must 
meet federal turnaround 
principles. 

The Priority 
Schools list 
will be 
refreshed 
every three 
years. 
Schools that 
repeat on 
the list will 
be subject to 
more 
intensive 
intervention
s. 

Focus schools 
will be identified 
through large 
subgroup gaps in 
math, reading, 
or graduation 
rates; low‐
performing 
subgroups in 
math or reading 
over a period of 
years; or low 
subgroup 
graduation rates 
over a period of 
years.  

Schools will be 
required to self‐
assess core 
instruction and 
interventions in 
reading and 
mathematics, 
develop an 
implement a plan 
that ensures RTI is 
implemented with 
fidelity (and PBIS), 
with ongoing 
monitoring of 
fidelity of 
implementation and 
statewide data 
collection. If after 
three years of 
implementation the 
school is identified 
again, the specificity 
of the prescribed 
requirements will 
increase, and will 
start with an 
external 
assessment. Schools 
will receive TA and 
training from a 
statewide RTI 
center, and WI is 
developing a 
statewide 
Standards, 
Instruction, and 
Assessment Center 
to provide support 
in those areas. WI is 
focusing on RTI 
because of studies 
showing that RTI 
and school 
improvement are 
closely linked, 
including having 
positive impacts on 
ELLs and students 
with disabilities. 

Focus schools 
will be identified 
every three 
years, and 
schools will exit 
focus status if 
they no longer 
meet the 
criteria. 

WI supports a Title I 
Network, which 
provides TA and PD 
for Title I districts 
and schools through 
regional cooperative 
educational service 
agencies. WI also 
supports Indistar for 
any districts and 
schools that are 
interested; an RTI 
Center to provide TA 
and PD in RTI 
implementation; the 
forthcoming 
Standards, 
Instruction, and 
Assessment Center, 
to provide TA and PD 
in those areas; a 
Spotlight Practices 
Website, to provide 
a database of 
effective practices; 
supports for 
implementing the 
Common Core State 
Standards; and 
supports for parent 
involvement. 

DPI will provide TA 
and PD to build 
district capacity. A 
comprehensive 
monitoring and 
support system for 
districts with 
Priority Schools 
will include 
diagnostic reviews, 
assistance from 
turnaround 
partners, Indistar, 
a DPI liaison, fiscal 
monitoring, data 
reviews, and site 
visits. Supports for 
LEAs with Focus 
schools include 
Indistar and the 
RTI Center. Both 
kinds of districts 
will be given 
funding 
flexibilities. DPI 
will introduce a 
new online tool to 
allow for easier 
management of 
Title I grants. 
Milwaukee is a 
District Identified 
for Improvement, 
leading to several 
special actions 
there, with annual 
benchmarks for 
corrective action. 
Several new tools 
will reduce the 
administrative 
burden for all 
districts, including 
unified planning, 
the SIA Center, 
alternatives to SES, 
and greater 
flexibility in fund 
usage. 
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__School performance and progress over time, including the performance and progress of all 
subgroups. (Annual Measurable Objectives, AMOs) 

___ Student growth 
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__ School performance and progress over time, including the performance and progress of all / 

subgroups. (Annual Measurable Objectives, AMOs) 

___ Student growth ~ 
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State Requirements 

Categories based on an "A" through "F" grading scale to designate school performance 

---,-__ Standards based on a measurement of individual student academic performance /. 
___ Standards based on a measurement of individual student growth to proficiency 
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Accountability Panel Member and Staff 

Members:
 

Superintendent Glenda Ritz, Co-Chairperson
 

Dr. Steve Yager, Co-Chairperson
 

Steve Baker
 

Melanie Park
 

Derek Redelman
 

Dr. Jim Snapp
 

Robert Lugo
 

Casandra McLeod
 

Claire Fiddian-Green
 

Dr. Shane Robbins
 

Sheila Seed house
 

Jessica Dunn Feeser
 

Scott Bess
 

Keith Gambill
 

Cheryl Ramsey
 

Dr. E. Frataccia
 

Michele Walker
 

Staff:
 

Irma Reinumagi, Attorney for the Panel
 

Allen Morford, Attorney for the Panel
 

Chuck Mayfield, Fiscal Analyst for the Panel
 

David Lusan, Fiscal Analyst for the Panel·
 

Authority: Memorandum of Understanding issued by President Pro Tempore
 

Long, Speaker Bosma, Governor Pence, and Superintendent Ritz
 



Biographies of Panelists 

Steve Baker has been an educator at Bluffton-Harrison Metropolitan Schools for 28 years, with 
14 of those years spent as a principal. Prior to becoming the high school principal, Steve served 
as assistant principal at the middle school for 3 years and as a math teacher at the high school for 
11 years. Steve has also coached football and baseball at Bluffton. He is a graduate ofBethel 
College, and received his master's degree in Secondary Administration from IPFW. As the 
Indiana Association of School Principals liaison to the Indiana Department of Education, Steve 
served on the Teacher Evaluation and the A - F Accountability Model committees. He has 
served on the IASP general and executive board for eleven years, and was the Indiana High 
School Principal of the Year in 2012. 

Scott Bess is Senior Vice President and Chief Operating Officer of Goodwill Education 
Initiatives, Inc., which operates the Indianapolis Metropolitan High School and The Excel 
Centers. The Met is now in its tenth year of operation and serves 350 students. The Met has 
maintained a 90% college and post-secondary attendance rate and two-thirds of its graduates 
have either completed or are still engaged with post-secondary work two years after graduation. 
The Excel Center, which opened in the fall of2010, is targeted at older youth or adults who have 
dropped out of school. From its opening with 300 students and a single location, the Excel 
Center now serves nearly 3,000 students in nine locations around Central Indiana. 

Based on that success, the Excel Centers are now in demand to be replicated across the country. 
The first licensed school will happen in the fall of2014 in Austin, TX, with others to follow. In 
2013, Scott launched the Indiana Network of Independent Schools, which provides a range of 
back office and curricular services to traditional, charter and private schools. 

Scott, a graduate ofPurdue University (B.S., Mathematics) and Marian University (M.A., 
Education) was a teacher, an executive in the IT field and operated an independent business prior 
to joining Goodwill 13 years ago. Scott has four grown children and lives in Danville, Indiana 
with his wife, Robin. He has been on the School Board of Trustees in Danville for the past 
fifteen years, serves on the Board of EmployIndy, the Board of the Ivy Tech Community College 
Central Indiana Region and on the Board of the Indiana Public Charter School Association. 

Jessica Dunn Feeser is an English as a New Language (ENL) teacher at Nora Elementary 
School. Throughout her long tenure in education, 20 years, she has taught elementary, middle, 
and high school students. She serves on Nora's school improvement team and is intimately 
involved in the collection and utilization of student data to improve student achievement. She's 
passionate about ensuring equitable programming for all students and is the co-founder of the 
Refugee Collaboration Committee. 
Jessica also works as an adjunct instructor at Marian University in the evening and on weekends. 
She has a master's degree in school administration from Butler University, 2004. She also taught 
for Teach for America in Oakland, California from 1993-1995, now serving as a member on the 
Indianapolis Alumni Board. 

Claire Fiddian-Green was named Special Assistant for Education Innovation to Indiana 
Governor Mike Pence in July 2013. In this role, Fiddian-Green serves on the Governor's cabinet 



and is responsible for implementing the Governor's vision for K-12 and higher education, 
including the development of the administration's policy and legislative agenda. Fiddian-Green 
also co-leads the Center for Education and Career Innovation alongside Jackie Dowd, Governor 
Pence's Special Assistant for Career Innovation. The mission of the Center for Education and 
Career Innovation ("CECI"), which was launched in August 2013, is to align, amplify and 
advance the work of Indiana's public, private, and nonprofit K-12, higher education and 
workforce entities and partners to ensure Indiana is "A State That Works." 

Previously, Fiddian-Green served as the founding Executive Director of the Indiana Charter 
School Board ("ICSB"), a statewide charter school authorizing agency created during the 2011 
legislative session. There, she was responsible for the overall planning, coordination, and 
supervision of the ICSB's operations, including its process for authorizing new charter schools, 
monitoring authorized schools and holding these schools accountable for performance. She 
previously served as President of The Mind Trust and Grants Officer for the Richard M. 
Fairbanks Foundation. Prior to her role at the Foundation, Fiddian-Green was employed by Eli 
Lilly and Company as a Senior Analyst in the company's Corporate Finance Investment Banking 
group, where she focused on Licensing and Mergers & Acquisitions. 

In 2013, Fiddian-Green was selected to participate in the highly selective and rigorous Leaders 
Program operated by the National Association of Charter School Authorizers ("NACSA"). In 
2009, she was one of25 emerging young leaders selected to participate in the Stanley K. Lacy 
Executive Leadership Series, a highly competitive year-long program that aims to expand the 
ranks of community leadership by providing class members with the knowledge and incentive to 
confront the needs of central Indiana. Fiddian-Green holds a B.A. from Brown University in 
Political Science (Honors) and Russian Studies, and an M.B.A. from Columbia University with a 
concentration in Finance. 

E. Ric Frataccia is currently the superintendent of the Portage Township School Corporation. 
For eight years prior to assuming the position of superintendent he served as the Associate 
Superintendent for Student Learning and Achievement in the Portage Township School 
Corporation. He also served for ten years as the superintendent of the Union Township School 
Corporation located in Valparaiso. He has served as a building principal in the Valparaiso 
Community Schools and as a building principal in the Carrollton Independent School District in 
Carrollton, Texas. He was an Assistant Professor at the University of Texas at Arlington for four 
years and also served as the university coordinator for the Dallas Texas Teacher Education 
Center. He began his career as a teacher in the Port Washington, Long Island, New York 
School District. He received his Masters in Geography and Natural Resources and later his 
Doctorate in Education Administration, Curriculum and Higher Education from Ball State 
University. His post-doctoral studies have been at UCLA and Texas A&M. He is involved in a 
variety of community service endeavors and most importatnly he has been married to his wife 
Kaye for 40 years and he and Kaye have two children and three grandchildren. 

Keith Gambill has taught for the Evansville Vanderburgh School Corporation since 1987. As a 
vocal music and drama teacher his choirs received numerous awards from the Indiana State 
School Music Association (ISSMA). Under his direction, the Acting Choir ofThompkins was 
recognized by Lt. Governor Becky Skillman for outstanding merit in theater arts. In 2000, Keith 



was a UE/Courier Press Teacher of the Year finalist. While president of the Evansville Teachers 
Association, EVSC and ETA were recognized by the US Department of Education, the Indiana 
Department of Education and the National Education Association for their collaborative work in 
school transformation. In April of2013 he was elected Vice President of the Indiana State 
Teachers Association. He holds a Masters of Science in School Administration from Capella 
University and a Bachelors of Music Education from the University of Evansville. 

Robert Lugo is the principal of Stonybrook Intermediate School in MSD Warren Township. He 
received his MS in Education from Indiana University. This lead led him to work at Monrovia 
Jr-Sr High School, John Marshall Middle School, Creston Middle School. He was then hired as 
Dean of Student Services at Brookview Elementary. While Dean at Brookiew Elementary Dr. 
Hinckley, his superintendent, recommended him to be a part of a prospective principal program 
through CIESC run by Indiana University. After completion of this program he took over at 
Liberty Park Elementary as principal in 2008. During his time as principal of Liberty Park 
Elementary, the school received the National Blue Ribbon and Title 1 Distinguished School 
awards for closing the achievement gap. In 2013, Mr. Lugo took on the role of principal 
at Stonybrook Intermediate Academy. Some of his most valued career achievements are IYC's 
Youth Investment Award, 1994; Brookview PTA's establishment of the Robert Lugo Scholarship 
for Students, 2008; and PTA Life Membership award. 

Melanie Park teaches reading remediation at Riverview Middle School in Huntington. During 
her thirteen-year teaching career, she has also taught preschool, first grade, sixth grade language 
arts, elementary school gifted and talented classes, and an online professional development class 
for teachers. She received both her bachelor's and master's degrees in education from Indiana 
University and is currently working on her doctorate in literacy leadership. As the 2012 Indiana 
Teacher of the Year, Melanie had the opportunity to represent Hoosier educators at national 
events and work with the Indiana Department of Education on a "Celebrate Teaching" initiative. 
In this capacity, Melanie visited schools, universities, and civic organizations throughout Indiana 
in an effort to uplift the teaching profession. Melanie frequently accepts invitations to work on 
educational issues because she believes in the importance of including a teacher voice in policy 
making. At the same time, Melanie is committed to keeping the best interest of students at the 
center of every educational conversation. 

Cheryl S. Ramsey - Parent of two daughters (Morgan-20, Allison-19). Lifelong resident of 
Gary, IN. I attended Lew Wallace High School graduating from Calumet College Indiana 
University South Bend and Indiana University Northwest. I have been employed by the Gary 
Community School Corporation for twenty two (22) years as a special education teacher, Interim 
Assistant Principal and now Principal of Beveridge Elementary School. 

Derek Redelman is Vice President for Education & Workforce Policy at the Indiana Chamber 
of Commerce, where he represents nearly 5000 Indiana businesses on legislative and other policy 
matters. He has been involved with state-level education policy for over 25 years, beginning in 
1988 as an advisor to State Superintendent H. Dean Evans. Among his leading 
accomplishments, he was the architect ofIndiana's original charter school law, he helped 
developed Public Law 221-1998 creating the Indiana Education Roundtable and a new school 



accountability system, he rewrote the state's high school graduation law, and he was one of the 
architects of Indiana's 2011 school reform package. 

Derek serves on several advisory panels and commissions, including: the State Workforce 
Investment Board (including the Executive Committee); the US Chamber's Education, 
Employment & Training Committee; the Indiana Career Council's IWIS Task Force; and the 
recently formed Accountability System Review Panel. He is a co-founder and Vice-Chair of 
School Choice Indiana and also serves as Vice President of the Indianapolis Archdiocesan 
Education Commission. 

Derek has served previously as a Senior Fellow at both the Hudson Institute and the Sagamore 
Institute, and as Executive Director ofthe Christel DeHaan Family Foundation, the Indiana 
Public Broadcasting Stations and the Indiana Non-Public Education Association. He is the 
founder ofhis own public policy research and advocacy firm that has served several Indiana and 
nationally-based clients. 

Derek holds a MBA from the University of Chicago (with concentrations in Accounting, 
Economics and Finance) and dual bachelor's degrees from Miami University (Ohio). He and his 
family are members of Christ the King Catholic Church in Indianapolis, where Derek is the co
chair of the Summer Social and incoming chair of the Sports Committee. He also has served on 
the Christ the King School Commission, the Arden Neighborhood Association (including three 
years as President), the board ofBroad Ripple Haverford Little League, and in several volunteer 
coaching roles. 

Glenda Ritz has been an educator since 1978, and until her election in 2012 as the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, she served as a Library Media Specialist at Crooked Creek 
Elementary School in Indianapolis, Indiana. Superintendent Ritz is a National Board Certified 
Teacher. She holds two masters degrees with licenses to teach elementary, middle and high 
school in the areas of special education, general education and library science. Superintendent 
Ritz is dedicated to working with educators, parents, policy makers, business leaders, and 
community leaders to ensure that the Department of Education provides the support needed to 
our public schools to give Indiana children an education of the highest quality. 

Dr. Shane Robbins is the Superintendent of the Northwestern Consolidated School District of 
Shelby County. He also serves as an Adjunct Professor for the Department ofEducational 
Leadership at Ball State University. Prior to coming to Northwestern, Dr. Robbins served as the 
Superintendent of the Momoe Central School Corporation. He has served on multiple Quality 
Assurance Review school accreditation teams for AdvancEd. Robbins received his doctorate in 
educational leadership from Ball State University. In addition to his doctorate Robbins also 
earned his Educational Specialist Degree and Master's Degrees. He also has a Bachelor of Arts 
degree from Franklin College. Dr. Robbins was named a "Distinguished Hoosier" by Indiana 
Governor Mitch Daniel in 2010. In 2011 he was awarded the United States Army Bronze Star 
for his work as the Education Officer with the Indiana 3_19th Agribusiness Development Team 
while deployed to Afghanistan. 



Sheila Seedhouse is in her second year as the principal of Key Learning Community in 
Indianapolis. After graduating from Butler University, Sheila moved to Chicago where she 
worked as a high school science teacher in Chicago Public Schools through Teach for 
America. During her time in Chicago, Sheila also served as a Program Director for OneGoaI, a 
college enrollment and persistence program, as well as an Instructional Supporter Leader. In this 
role, Sheila worked with principals on the west side of Chicago, helping them to build capacity 
within their teams and meet established outcomes. In addition, Sheila worked as a teacher 
trainer for Teach For America. She also has remained active in College Mentors for Kids since 
her time at Butler, and currently serves on the Board of Directors for the organization. Sheila 
holds a bachelor's degree from Butler University and master's degrees fromNational Louis 
University and Teachers College-Columbia University. 

Jim Snapp has served as Superintendent of the Brownsburg Community School Corporation 
since 2010. He has held a number of roles within education since the mid-1980s including 
Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction within the Franklin Township 
Community School Corporation, Principal of Center Grove Middle School North, and 
Curriculum Director within the Community School Corporation of Southern Hancock County. 
He currently serves on the School of Education Graduate Advisory Board at the University of 
Indianapolis and has served as Chair of the National Middle School Association's Curriculum 
Council, President of the Indiana Middle Level Education Association, and a member of the 
Board of Directors for the Indiana Association of School Principals. Snapp earned his 
undergraduate degree, graduate degree in Educational Administration and Supervision, and 
doctorate degree in Educational Leadership from Ball State University. 

Dr. Michele Walker is the Director of Student Assessment at the Indiana Department of 
Education, a position she has held since July of 2006. A former English and math teacher, 
mathematics department chair, and central office administrator, Dr. Walker has a passion for 
assessment literacy. She works with principals, teachers, counselors, and parents to analyze and 
interpret assessment data, and she provides professional development in many aspects of 
assessment, including student achievement, accountability, data warehousing, and the use of 
assessment results to improve instruction. Dr. Walker holds a Bachelor's Degree in elementary 
education and a Master's Degree in educational administration from Illinois State University, 
Normal, Illinois, and a doctorate degree in executive educational leadership at Indiana 
University, Bloomington. 

Dr. Steven Yockey is in his fifth year as the Superintendent for Southwest Allen County 
Schools. He previously was with Northwest Allen County Schools since 1985, with 5 of those 
years as a principal. Steven received his PhD from Indiana State University, and EdS from 
Indiana University Bloomington, a MS in Administration from IPFW, a MS in Education from 
St. Francis College, and a BS from Ball State University. He is a member ofthe Region 8 
Consortium Executive Board ofDirectors and the Professional Development Academy Board of 
Directors, the Fort Wayne Chamber of Commerce Workforce Development, Junior Achievement 
Board of Directors, and the Indiana Professional Standards Board. He is the State Director of 
Professional Development for LA.P.S.S. 




