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PREFACE 
 
 The focus on standards, assessment, 
and accountability over the past two decades 
has transformed the business of education.  
This transformation has been accelerated by 
the reauthorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965, now 
known as the No Child Left Behind Act of 
2001 (NCLB).  The federal law’s emphasis 
on accountability outlines a prescriptive 
method by which schools and districts are 
evaluated.  This statutory mandate occurred 
comprehensively throughout the country, 
regardless of those states who had already 
established well defined accountability 
systems.    
 These pre-NCLB accountability 
systems were developed to reflect the unique 
context of the state.  Stakeholder committees 
formulated the educational goals and 
objectives for students and schools, technical 
advisory boards assisted in design issues, 
and state department staff developed policy 
and support structures within the state.  Once 
score production began, results were 
promulgated using a comprehensive 
reporting structure.  These structures 
disseminated information about school 
effectiveness using printed reports, media 
reviews, informational brochures, web-based 
technologies, and professional in-services.  
 Parents and the general public further 
deepened their understanding about student 
achievement as schools began to receive 
yearly performance ratings.  School officials 
used accountability data to celebrate high 
performance and focus improvement efforts 
on areas of concern.  Using accountability 
results, legislators and local school boards 
had new information on where to allocate 
scarce public dollars.   

 
“Since our chief business with them 
[students] is to enable them to share 
in a common life we cannot help 
considering whether or not we are 
forming the powers which will secure 
this ability.  If humanity has made 
some headway in realizing that the 
ultimate value of every institution is 
its distinctively human effect...we may 
believe that this lesson has been 
learned largely through dealings with 
the young.” (Dewey, 1916, p.7) 
 
 
 Newly established (via NCLB) 
accountability systems throughout the 
country are now faced with daunting tasks 
such as (a) collecting accurate, multi-source 
data, (b) producing valid results within strict 
timelines, (c) disseminating reports to 
diverse audiences, and (d) ensuring quality 
control measures produce accurate data prior 
to score production.  The aforementioned 
tasks, in conjunction with other 
programmatic demands, reduced staff 
allocations, and the difficulty in recruiting a 
highly technical staff, have created new 
challenges for state officials. 
 To address these challenges, some 
states have contracted with their assessment 
vendors and other third parties to outsource 
accountability tasks, typically score 
production and web-based publications. This 
strategy has assisted many states in 
accomplishing their short-term, operational 
objectives; however, the majority of tasks 
still remain allocated to an ever decreasing 
technical staff.  In the future, time and 
resource limitations will continue to strain 
the infrastructure of local and state education 
agencies in meeting their fiduciary 
responsibilities. 
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FUNCTIONALITY 
  
 The primary function of this 
document is to describe design changes, 
score results, and quality assurance efforts 
associated with Delaware’s accountability 
system. The DDOE  conceptualized a 
Technical Manual (TM)  that included 
detailed information explaining how the: (a)  
accountability system processed data into 
scores and ratings, (b) business rules, and 
design logic were implemented, and (c) 
quality assurance mechanisms ensured 
accurate and credible results. In SY 2003-
2004, the first TM (Technical and 
Operational Manual-2004) focused on 
several critical accountability characteristics.  
With each subsequent publication, these 
characteristics were expanded, refined, and 
strengthened; however, the document’s four 
basic functions remained constant.   The 
TMs serve as:  

1. A document which describes how 
Delaware’s accountability system 
evolved into its current configuration; 

2. A map detailing the alignment 
between statutory requirements, 
business rules, and score production; 

3. A foundation for examining ways to 
improve the accountability system, 
and; 

4. An evaluation of quality assurance 
practices used by DDOE. 

 In addition to these basic functions, 
the TM also provides a historical context for 
the state’s accountability Theory of Action 
(ToA).  The ToA governs the actions used to 
achieve system’s accountability goals.  By 
documenting these actions in meticulous 
detail, interested parties have access to the 
technical factors used when making 
accountability determinations for subgroups, 
schools, and districts.   

 Prior to 2007, the TM was organized 
into six sections, five of which were 
associated with the current year’s operations 
and one that recorded the historical aspects 
of the system.  First, the Goals and 
Objectives section answered the question 
“where” the state wanted to be in the future.  
Then, the Strategy section provided 
information about “how” the state planned to 
use its accountability system.   Next, the 
Design section described the business rules, 
design logic, and production cycle used to 
produce accountability scores and ratings. 
Specifically, this section answered the 
question of “what” the state was doing to 
determine whether its ToA produced the 
desired changes. The current year results 
were subsequently displayed in the 
Implementation section using a series of 
analytical solutions that were organized 
around several themes for the expressed 
purpose of communicating to non-technical 
audiences.  Finally, the Quality Assurance 
section documented the state’s efforts to 
ensure that the results were accurate and 
credible.   
 In 2007, the final two sections, 
Implementation and Quality Assurance, were 
streamlined into a new Quality Results 
section. This change better reflected how the 
quality assurance efforts were embedded 
within the production cycle rather than 
giving the appearance of a “stand-alone” 
function. Also in 2007, extensive 
modifications were made to integrate the 
newly approved growth model (GM.  The 
results from both the GM and Original 
Model (OM) are presented in this new 
section, along with those revised QA 
procedures.  
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HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 
 

 Standards-based educational reforms 
in Delaware date back to the early 1990s.  
Beginning with the release of A Gap 
Analysis (1990), substantial efforts were 
undertaken to develop and implement a 
system of school reform initiatives 
throughout Delaware.  According to this 
report, a significant number of Delaware 
students were not achieving academic 
success. This urgent situation needed 
immediate attention. Thus, in order to 
improve educational services for all students, 
the Delaware Department of Education 
(DDOE) implemented three major reform 
initiatives: developing academic content 
standards; implementing a statewide testing 
program; and establishing school 
accountability regulations. 
 The DDOE began by creating the 
1992 Curriculum Framework Commissions, 
who were charged with the task of 
developing academic content standards in 
reading, language arts, mathematics, science, 
and social studies.  Following the initial 
standards development phase, the DDOE 
sought stakeholder input from a variety of 
sources, including community members, 
educators, and national experts. First, the 
academic content standards were released for 
public comment in 1993.  Then, Delaware 
educators were introduced to the standards 
through a series of statewide professional 
development programs.  Also during 1994, 
national experts and community members 
were invited to review and comment on the 
State’s new academic standards.  Following 
this three-year period of standards 
development and revision, the Delaware 
State Board of Education (SBE) endorsed 
and approved the academic content standards 
in 1995. These standards were regarded as 
the guiding framework to improve student 
learning.   

After completing the first major 
reform initiative, the DDOE set out to 
develop the Delaware Student Testing 
Program (DSTP). Beginning in 1996, several 
committees comprised of Delaware 
educators began developing test questions. In 

1997, the Delaware General Assembly 
passed legislation (S.B 250, amending 
Delaware Code, Title 14, §151 through 
§158) making the DSTP the official measure 
of Delaware’s content standards.  First 
administered in the spring of 1998, DSTP 
test results for mathematics, reading, and 
writing in grades 3, 5, 8, and 10 were now 
available to parents and educators.  Science 
and socials studies assessment components 
were added in the spring of 2000 for students 
in grades 8 and 11 and in the fall of 2000 for 
students in grades 4 and 6.  
 Following implementation of the 
DSTP, the third major reform initiative was 
already underway. The previously mentioned 
1997 statute passed by the Delaware General 
Assembly also established a system of 
accountability based on student performance 
that would begin in SY 2000-2001. Thus, the 
DSTP served as the major measurement tool 
used in the State’s new accountability system 
for students (§151 through §158), schools 
(§154), and districts (§155).   In April 2001, 
after an extensive public review process, the 

“Delaware values continuous 
educational improvement to 
support and promote the 
raising of student 
achievement.” 
          

  Valerie Woodruff 
  Secretary of 

Education 
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SBE approved Delaware’s accountability 
regulations. These regulations established 
the business rules for producing 
accountability scores and allocating school 
accountability ratings, rewards, and 
consequences.  By including all students, 
schools and districts, this new 
comprehensive accountability system was 
focused on rewarding continuous 
improvement.    
 
Delaware Accountability System 
(Pre-NCLB)  
  The original design of Delaware’s 
school accountability system was uniquely 
focused on addressing the State’s 
educational goals.   The system was based on 
the performance of students taught rather 
than those simply tested at a particular 
school.  Appropriate portions of each 
student’s test results were assigned to the 
school or schools that the student attended 
for at least 91 days per year within a content 
standard’s cluster.   
 Delaware’s system used two years of 
test data for a measurement cycle. Rather 
than determining school performance on an 
annual basis, two years of test results were 
compared to the next two years of results.  
For most schools in the system, the baseline 
was comprised of SY 1997-1998 and SY 
1998-1999 DSTP data.  Performance on the 
2000 and 2001 DSTP was then evaluated 
against the baseline.    
 Instead of holding schools 
accountable for only absolute (status) or only 
improving (change) performance, 
Delaware’s accountability system held 
schools accountable for absolute, 
improvement, and distributional 
performance. Absolute performance 
measured how well a school’s student body 
performs as a whole.  Improvement 
performance measured how much a school’s 
performance improved over a two-year 
measurement cycle.  In addition, 

distributional performance measured how 
well a school improved the performance of 
low achieving students.  A school’s 
performance on these three measures (i.e., 
absolute, improvement, and distributional) 
was used to determine its overall 
performance rating, which was placed into 
one of four categories: Superior, 
Commendable, Under School Improvement, 
or Unsatisfactory.  School performance 
ratings were then published annually in 
school profiles.  
 In addition to the school’s overall 
performance rating, schools were also 
classified as either “Above Target,” “Meets 
Target,” or “Below Target.”  Schools 
classified as Above Target in any of the three 
performance category received monetary 
awards.  These schools received $10,000 per 
year for two years for each performance 
category rated as Above Target. Conversely, 
schools with low ratings were placed under 
school improvement.  For these schools, a 
school review committee conducted a 
detailed investigation using additional 
indicators of school performance to 
determine whether the Below Target rating 
was appropriate.  The Secretary of 
Education, with approval of the State Board 
of Education (SBE), made the final 
determination based upon the team’s 
findings.   
 A school was rated as Unsatisfactory 
when insufficient performance followed two 
years of being in school improvement status.  
The Unsatisfactory performance rating 
required the implementation of a revised 
school improvement plan approved by the 
local board of education.  Any school 
maintaining this classification was required 
by legislation to undertake improvement and 
accountability activities.  These schools 
developed school improvement plans, which, 
after being approved by their local boards of 
education, were implemented during the 
current school year.  DDOE’s role was to 
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provide technical and financial assistance to 
targeted schools.    
 
 Target-Setting Process  
 The target-setting process determined 
the absolute, improvement, and distributional 
targets and the final school ratings by 
combining the three performance measures.  
Delaware’s target-setting process entailed 
assembling four advisory groups.  The four 
groups were (a) business and community 
representatives, (b) parents and school board 
members, (c) school administrators, and (d) 
teachers.  Invitations for nominations to 
serve on the target-setting advisory 
committees were sent to all district 
superintendents and charter school 
administrators; the Delaware Congress of 
Parents and Teachers; Delaware Association 
of School Administrators; Delaware State 
Parent Advisory Council; Delaware State 
Education Association; Delaware School 
Boards Association; Governor’s Advisory 
Council for Exceptional Citizens; Parent 
Information Center of Delaware, Inc.; 
Governor’s Council on Hispanic Affairs; 
Business/Public Education Council; 
Business/Industry/Education (BIE) Alliance; 
Delaware State Chamber of Commerce; 
NAACP; and Metropolitan Wilmington 
Urban League.   
 Group members participated in a 
mandatory training session to become 
familiar with the school accountability 
system and the nature of the three measures 
of performance. Dr. Michael Beck, the 
project consultant, facilitated the group 
meeting without the DDOE’s staff present.  
For each school performance category, the 
groups were asked to determine a target 
below which a school would not achieve its 
goal and a target above which a school 
would receive a monetary award.  Finally, 
the groups were asked to provide 
recommendations about how performance on 
each of the three categories should be 
combined to produce an overall school 

performance rating. On July 19, 2001, the 
SBE adopted Secretary Woodruff’s 
recommendations for school accountability 
targets and school performance ratings with 
two exceptions.  Secretary Woodruff 
modified her recommendations to include 
changes in accordance with SBE discussions.   

 Absolute Performance  
 As mentioned earlier, the Absolute 
Performance Indicator measured how well a 
school’s student body performed as a whole. 
This score was based on student performance 
on the reading, mathematics, and writing 
components of the DSTP where by reading 
and mathematics each contributed 40% of 
the school composite score and writing 
contributed the final 20%.  Science and 
social studies were planned to be added in 
2003.   As shown in Table 1, the school 
accountability scores range from 0.00 to 
125.00 with a minimum score of 61.00 
required to meet the State’s target for this 
category 

Table 1. Absolute Performance Score Range  

Absolute Score  Absolute (Status)  

75.00 to 125.00  Above Target  

61.00 to 74.99  Meets Target  

45.00 to 60.99  Below Target  

0.00 to 45.00  Below Target/ 
Mandatory School 

Review  
 
  Improved Performance 
  A school’s improvement score 
measured how much a school’s performance 
improves from one two-year measurement 
cycle to the next two-year cycle.  The 
improvement score was calculated by 
subtracting the absolute performance ratings 
of two consecutive measurement cycles.  As 
shown in Table 2, schools with improvement 
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scores at or above 6.00 points were classified 
as Above Target.   
 The score ranges for the “Meets 
Target” category vary depending upon the 
Absolute Score. The rationale for this 
decision was based on the principle that 
schools with lower absolute scores need to 
make greater improvements than those with 
higher absolute scores. Therefore, in order to 
“Meet the Target”, a school with the lowest 
absolute score, would need to earn at least a 
3.00 in the Performance Improvement score.  
 
Table 2.  Improvement Performance Score 
Range  

Absolute 
Score  

Improvement Score  

Meets Target Above Target 

88.00 to 125.00  0.00 to 5.99 6.00 or more 

75.00 to 87.99  1.00 to 5.99 6.00 or more 

61.00 to 74.99  2.00 to 5.99 6.00 or more 

0.00 to 60.99  3.00 to 5.99 6.00 or more 

Distributed Performance 
 As previously mentioned, the 
distributional performance score measured 
how well a school improved the performance 
of low achieving students. The 
accountability design also contained a 
mechanism to give schools credit for moving 
students from Well Below the Standard to 
Below the Standard.  The Distributional 
Performance Indicator compared the percent 
of DSTP scores that were below the standard 
from one measurement cycle to the next.  
This indicator was reported as the percentage 
of change between the two cycles rounded to 
the nearest hundredth.   
 If an accountability school had no 
change in the percentage of students 
performing below the standard or reduced 
that percentage by less than the target, its 

distributional performance was determined 
by comparing the absolute scores of only 
those students performing below the 
standard.  If the absolute score of students 
below the standard improved 2.00 points or 
more from one measurement cycle to the 
next, the school met its distributional target. 
The Secretary recommended the lower 
bound range for the distributional score 
category of Meets Target be changed from 
5.00% to 8.00%.   
 
Table 3.  Distributional Performance Score 
Range  

Distributional 
Score  

Distributional 
Status  

15.00% or more Above Target (A) 

8.00% to 14.99% Meets Target  (M) 

Less than 8.00% Below Target (B) 

 
  Overall Performance Ratings  
  The DDOE conducted several 
quantitative analyses to understand better the 
school performance distribution.  These 
evaluations used spring 1998 and 1999 
DSTP results to simulate a baseline and 
spring 2000 DSTP results to project the SY 
2000-2001 measurement cycle (see Table 4).  
 The rationale for this methodology 
was that the spring 2001 DSTP data were not 
available within the timeframe necessary to 
complete the target-setting process.  
Specifically, school officials had not yet 
verified student information. As shown in 
Table 4, the school distribution (N = 166) 
across each performance measure indicated 
that 87 (52.4%) schools would be Above 
Target.  Table 5 illustrates the simulated, 
school distribution for each performance 
measure.   
 Table 5 illustrates the simulated 
number of schools across each performance 
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rating. The projected impact of the final 
absolute, improvement, and distributional 
targets used to produce a school’s 
performance rating estimated that 79 
(47.6%) schools would be rated as either 
Superior or Commendable.  Eighty-seven 
(52.4%) schools would be deemed Under 
School Improvement, and no school would 
be rated as Unsatisfactory.  In the event that 
a school’s absolute score was less than 
45.00, the school would automatically be 
placed in school improvement, regardless of 
its performance improvement and 
distributional scores.   

Table 4.  Projected School Distribution 
across Performance Measures for SY 2000-
2001 
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Number of Schools  

Below 

Target  

Meets   

Target  

Above  

Target 

Total 

Absolute        87 68 11 166 

Improve-
ment  86 48 32 166 

Distribu-
tional  83 39 44 166 

 

Table 5.  Simulated Distribution of School 
Performance Ratings  

Performance Rating  Number of 
Schools  

Superior 28 

Commendable 51 

Under School 
Improvement 87 

Unsatisfactory 0 

Total 166 

Delaware Accountability System 
(Post-NCLB) 
 During SY 2000-2001, the No Child 
Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) was signed 
into law, which reauthorized the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 
1965.  The passage of this law and 
subsequent federal regulations from the 
United States Department of Education 
(USDE) had a profound influence on 
Delaware’s accountability system.  The 
design changes, mandated consequences, 
subgroup reporting, and numerous other 
federal requirements necessitated stronger 
partnerships between state and local 
officials.   
 Following federal guidelines, DDOE  
submitted its Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook (hereinafter 
referred to as AYP Accountability Workbook) 
to USDE prior to the January 1, 2003 
deadline.  This workbook outlined ten 
accountability principles required of all 
accountability systems to comply with 
NCLB.  Many states, including Delaware, 
had to articulate a timeline that would assure 
the USDE that all mandated elements were 
in place and implemented prior to regulatory 
deadlines. 
 A series of design changes occurred 
each year from SY 2002-2003 through SY 
2005-2006. Accountability system design 
changes were made to the initial workbook 
in April 2003.  In July 2003, school and 
district adequate yearly progress (AYP) 
determinations were completed for SY 2002-
2003.  These determinations were based on 
revised statutory and regulatory language 
that removed most of the original 
accountability design from the system.  The 
results from the new accountability system 
determined that 97 out of 172 schools 
(56.4%) and nearly all school districts (17 
out of 19) missed their AYP targets.  These 
data suggested the design logic needed to be 
evaluated because the results were 
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inconsistent with other assessment data (i.e., 
SAT 9 and NAEP), which suggested that 
there were much higher levels of 
achievement throughout the state.  
 Besides the inconsistent assessment 
performance data, the 2003 AYP status 
distribution showed that the ratings in the 
accountability system were 
disproportionately negative.  Specifically, 
the system misclassified some schools and 
school districts as missing AYP.  
Understanding the need to improve the 
accountability system’s design, in 
conjunction with additional flexibility in 
federal guidelines, Delaware’s Secretary of 
Education requested amendments to the 
2003 design.   
 Because of the Secretary’s request, 
extensive revisions to the AYP 
Accountability Workbook were submitted to 
federal officials throughout the spring of 
2004, specifically in the months of March, 
April, May, and June.   These changes 
increased the accountability system’s 
validity characteristics in two important 
ways. First, the system accounted for 
sampling error by using confidence intervals 
and other design approaches. Second, the 
amendments reintroduced elements of the 
pre-NCLB accountability system back into 
the accountability design, thereby ensuring 
that unique state goals were addressed.   
 The DDOE continued to evaluate its 
system’s design in light of its overall state 
goals.  Accountability results from the prior 
year, along with additional guidance from 
USDE, produced two business rule changes: 
(a) application of a confidence interval 
(p>.25) during Safe Harbor computations 
and (b) implementation of interim flexibility 
for students with disabilities. Further, the 
State continued to maintain the district 
criteria requiring AYP thresholds to be 
missed for the same subject across all three 
grade-spans before deeming the district as 
missing AYP.    

 Consistent with previous years, 
DDOE requested several changes to its 
Accountability Workbook for SY 2005-
2006.  One request was to change the 
sequence of federal consequences (e.g., 
choice and supplemental services); however, 
this request was denied by the USDE.  The 
USDE did allow for district flexibility with 
assigning the accountability school students 
with disabilities. Specifically, students with 
disabilities who were considered “tuition-
based” because they were being served in a 
different school, districts were now provided 
the option of either tracking these students to 
the school of residence or making the school 
of placement the accountability school.   
 In addition to approving the 
accountability-tracking request for certain 
students with disabilities, USDE also 
permitted summer school results to be 
included in the state’s accountability 
determinations.  Thus, beginning in SY 
2005-2006, Delaware began including the 
scores of students who retake the DSTP in 
the summer.  Students scoring at PL1 in 
grades 3, 5, and 8 (reading) and grade 8 
(mathematics) were considered the eligible 
“pool.”  The rationale for selecting only 
certain students in the summer calculation is 
that summer school attendance is mandated 
for PL1 students. For those eligible students 
whose performance level increased to 
proficient (i.e., PL3, 4 or 5) after the summer 
retake, the school’s accountability rating was 
recalculated using the summer school 
performance data.   In making its case to the 
USDE, the DDOE presented the following 
summer school impact data. 
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Table 6.  Summer School Impact Data-2006  

 PL1 
to 3 or 
higher 

PL2 
to 3 

Total 
Tested 

Moving to 
Proficient 

Reading 
2004 262 621 4569 19.3% 

Reading 
2005 325 533 2730 31.4% 

Math 
2004 173 223 2696 14.6% 

Math 
2005 136 266 2466 16.3% 

 
 AYP determinations were still 
calculated and released (in August) prior to 
the upcoming school year and schools Under 
Improvement moved into higher sanction 
levels when necessary. When summer school 
data alter the school’s accountability rating 
and changes the applicable consequences, 
any interventions enacted at the beginning of 
the school year continues throughout the 
current year.  Therefore, a school’s 
accountability rating would not decrease.  
 Together, the accountability changes 
that occurred beginning in SY 2002-2003 are 
reflective of the State’s efforts to improve 
the accuracy and equity of its system, while 
meeting the regulatory requirements outlined 
by NCLB. Although NCLB accounts for a 
relatively short timeframe in the State’s 

history of improving education for its 
children, the accountability system has been 
impacted dramatically.   
 

Recent Accountability Results  

 In response to federal requirements 
for calculating AYP, two significant changes 
were made to Delaware’s accountability 
design after SY 2002-2003. First, although 
the DSTP previously assessed students in 
grades K-10, only standards-based results 
could be included in AYP determinations.  
Therefore, assessment participation was 
restricted to students in grades 3, 5, 8, and 10 
and subgroup performance evaluations were 
conducted accordingly.  The second major 
change was that improvement and 
distributional statistics were no longer used 
because federal authorities did not authorize 
these statistics to make AYP determinations.  
Instead, schools and districts were now 
required to be evaluated on as many as 37 
criteria if the minimum number of data 
points within each cell was attained (see 
Section 3 for additional information).    
 Using its approved AYP Workbook, 
the DDOE produced the first set of 
accountability ratings for schools and 
districts  in SY 2002-2003  As shown in 
Table 7, the data  indicate that a large 
number of schools missed AYP (Academic 
Review rating or lower), which conflicted 
with other performance data (i.e., SAT-9 and 
NAEP) suggesting higher levels of 
achievement throughout the state.   

In SY 2004-2005, the DDOE 
continued to examine the design schematics 
and associated business rules within the 
context of how accountability ratings were 
being distributed over the past three years. 
By analyzing the impact data (see tables 6 
through 8), quality assurance practices and 
design modifications for the upcoming 
school year were formulated.  

Prorating a Student’s Performance 
Score 
 
Student scores in grade 3 are prorated 
back to each school the student attended 
according to the following rates: 
K = 10% 
1 = 30% 
2 = 30% 
3 = 30% 
Effective SY 2005-2006, prorating is 
restricted to grade 3 only. 
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Table 7.  School Rating Trends-All Schools 

School Rating SY 2003 
Percent        

(N) 

SY 2004 
Percent        

(N) 

SY 2005 
Percent         

(N) 

SY 2006 
Percent        

(N) 

Superior  36.0% 
(62) 

56.1%  
(97) 

44.0%  
(80) 

58.4% 
(104) 

Commendable  7.6%  
(13) 

17.9%  
(31) 

22.5% 
 (41) 

12.4% 
(22) 

Academic Review  49.4%  
(85) 

1.2%  
(2) 

12.1% 
 (22) 

10.1% 
(18) 

Academic Progress  n/a 9.2% 
 (16) 

10.4%  
(19) 

14.6% 
(26) 

Academic Watch  7.0%  
(12) 

15.6% 
 (27) 

11.0%  
(20) 

4.5% 
(8) 

Total  100.0% 
 (172) 

100.0%  
(173) 

100.0%  
(182) 

100% 
(178) 

 
  

AYP Status for All Schools  
 AYP results for SY 2002-2003 
revealed that a majority (56.4%) of Delaware 
schools did not make AYP in 2003 (see 
Table 6). Although 75 schools (43.6%), met 
AYP goals as reflected in their 
Commendable and Superior ratings, 12 
schools (7.0%) were placed in school 
improvement status because of failure to 
make AYP for at least two consecutive 
years.  Interestingly, all school improvement 
status ratings applied to schools that received 
Title I funding (see Tables 7 and 8).   
Moreover, of the 105 Title I schools 
throughout the state, 49.5% did not make 
AYP. A higher proportion of non-Title I 
schools (68.1%) did not make AYP. Four 
schools were not rated because it was their 
first year of operation; thus, they had no 
prior year testing data. 
 The following year (SY 2003-2004) 
significant design modifications were made 
and as a result, substantial improvements in 
AYP distributions were noted. More 
specifically, the number of schools making 
AYP increased from 43.6% in SY 2002-
2003 to 75.1% of schools earning ratings of 
Commendable or higher (see Table 7 and 

Figure 1). Despite these gains, 24.9% were 
placed in school improvement status because 
they did not attain AYP for at least 2 
consecutive years. Of these schools, 40.7% 
were Title 1 schools. It is important to note 
that fifteen schools were excluded from 
receiving a rating because the school was 
either (a) operating for the first time, (b) 
classified as a special school, or (c) had data 
issues.   
 Similar to the previous year, 66.5% 
made AYP in SY 2004-2005, whereas 21% 
were in school improvement status because 
they did not attain AYP thresholds for two or 
more consecutive years.  Four schools were 
excluded from accountability determinations 
because it was their first year in operation 
(i.e., “New School”).  This pattern of AYP 
distributions continued in SY 2005-2006, 
when a clear majority of schools (70.8%) 
were determined to have met their AYP 
expectations.  It is important to note that one 
Academic Review and nine Academic 
Progress schools also made their AYP 
targets in this year.  Thus, when combined, 
the total number of schools reaching their 
AYP targets increased from 126 (70.8%) to 
136 (76.4%) (see Table 7 and Figure 1). 
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 In sum, the four-year AYP trend for 
all schools (see Figure 1) shows a substantial 
increase in AYP distributions beginning in 
SY 2003-2004. As noted previously, this 
shift was a direct result of major changes in 
the system’s design.  When examining the 
percentage of schools making AYP from 

2004 through 2006, the results remain stable 
(i.e., 75.1%, 66.5%, and 76.4%) respectively.  
This pattern of results is consistent with the 
state’s effort to minimize external factors 
that could produce spurious AYP 
determinations.  

 
 

 
 
Figure 1.  AYP Status Distributions (SY 2002-2003 thru SY 2005-2006)  
 
 DDOE monitors the progress of its 
Title I schools, in part, due to the high 
correlation between student background 
variables (e.g., poverty, minority status) and 
achievement on standardized assessments. 
The data trend (see Table 7) over the past 
four years shows an upward migration from 
the baseline year. In other words, more Title 

I schools are receiving school ratings of 
Commendable or higher as time progresses.  
Further, the number of schools at the lowest 
rating (Academic Watch) has been reduced 
significantly since SY 2002-2003 in light of 
the increased AYP threshold in SY 2004-
2005. The 2006 AYP determinations 
continue to demonstrate that Title I schools 
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are reaching their accountability goals at 
higher rates than those of non-Title I schools. 
This performance trend has now created an 
“inverse relationship” between Title I and 
non-Title I schools.  Meaning, the 
performance gap favors those schools 

receiving Title I, Part A assistance.  This 
type of performance gap would typically be 
considered an anomaly, yet in Delaware, 
these results are being observed across 
multiple years.  

  
Table 8.  School Rating Trends-Title I Schools 

School Rating  SY 2003 
Percent         

(N) 

SY 2004 
Percent        

(N) 

SY 2005 
Percent        

(N) 

SY 2006 
Percent        

(N) 

Superior 42.9% 
(45) 

61.6% 
(61) 

48.9% 
(46) 

67.4% 
(64) 

Commendable* 7.6% 
(8) 

20.2% 
(20) 

31.9% 
(30) 

11.6% 
(11) 

Academic Review 38.1% 
(40) 

0.0% 
(0) 

9.6% 
(9) 

13.7% 
(13) 

Academic Progress --- 7.1% 
(7) 

7.5% 
(7) 

4.2% 
(4) 

Academic Watch 11.4% 
(12) 

11.1% 
(11) 

2.1% 
(2) 

3.1% 
(3) 

Total 100% 
(105) 

100% 
(99) 

100% 
(94) 

100% 
(95) 

 
 

DDOE also evaluates how 
accountability ratings are distributed across 
different school types (elementary, middle, 
secondary, and other configurations-e.g., 
charter schools). Tables 8a through 8b 
provide trend information since 2003 for 
each school type. The rationale for sorting 
the AYP distribution in such a manner is to 
discern if performance trends across school 
types are similar.  For example, schools rated 
as Academic Progress and Academic Watch 
during SY 2004-2005 decreased from the 
baseline year (SY 2002-2003) for elementary 
schools; however, this trend was not 

observed for either middle or high schools. 
Unlike their elementary and charter (“other”) 
school counterparts, middle and high schools 
witnessed a substantial  downward shift from 
SY 2002-2003 to SY 2004-2005. By SY 
2004-2005, over one-third of the State’s high 
schools were rated as Academic Watch, 
which reveals an emerging need for school 
improvement interventions.  In the next year 
(2006), approximately two-thirds of the 24 
schools missed their AYP goals.  
Conversely, almost all elementary schools 
made AYP, a consistent trend since 2004. 
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Table 8a.  School Rating Trends-Elementary Schools  
School Rating  SY 2003 

Percent         
(N) 

SY 2004 
Percent         

(N) 

SY 2005 
Percent         

(N) 

SY 2006 
Percent         

(N) 

Superior 56.0% 
(56) 

72.6% 
(74) 

62.4% 
(63) 

76.1% 
(67) 

Commendable 6.0% 
(6) 

17.6% 
(18) 

22.8% 
(23) 

11.4% 
(10) 

Academic Review 32.0% 
(32) 

0.0% 
(0) 

8.9% 
(9) 

9.1% 
(8) 

Academic Progress --- 3.9% 
(4) 

0.0% 
(0) 

1.1% 
(1) 

Academic Watch 6.0% 
(6) 

5.9% 
(6) 

0.9% 
(1) 

2.3% 
(2) 

Total 100.0% 
(100) 

100.0% 
(102) 

100.0% 
(101) 

100% 
(88) 

 

Table 8b.  School Rating Trends-Middle Schools 

School Rating  SY 2003 
Percent         

(N) 

SY 2004 
Percent         

(N) 

SY 2005 
Percent         

(N) 

SY 2006 
Percent         

(N) 

Superior  3.0% 
(1) 

23.3% 
(7) 

16.2% 
(5) 

36.4% 
(12) 

Commendable  9.1% 
(3) 

13.3% 
(4) 

9.7% 
(3) 

18.2% 
(6) 

Academic Review  69.7% 
(23) 

0.0% 
(0) 

19.3% 
(6) 

6.1% 
(2) 

Academic Progress  --- 23.4% 
(7) 

29.0% 
(9) 

36.4% 
(12) 

Academic Watch  18.2% 
(6) 

40.0% 
(12) 

25.8% 
(8) 

3.0% 
(1) 

Total  100.0% 
(33) 

100.0% 
(30) 

100.0% 
(31) 

100% 
(33) 
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Table 8c.  School Rating Trends-High Schools 

School Rating  SY 2003 
Percent         

(N) 

SY 2004 
Percent         

(N) 

SY 2005 
Percent         

(N) 

SY 2006 
Percent         

(N) 

Superior  7.1% 
(2) 

25.0% 
(7) 

3.6% 
(1) 

8.3% 
(2) 

Commendable  3.6% 
(1) 

21.4% 
(6) 

25.0% 
(7) 

8.3% 
(2) 

Academic Review  89.3% 
(25) 

7.1% 
(2) 

17.8% 
(5) 

16.7% 
(4) 

Academic Progress  --- 17.9% 
(5) 

14.3% 
(4) 

50.0% 
(12) 

Academic Watch  0.0% 
(0) 

28.6% 
(8) 

39.3% 
(11) 

16.7% 
(4) 

Total  100.0% 
(28) 

100.0% 
(28) 

100.0% 
(28) 

100% 
(24) 

 

Table 8d.  School Rating Trends-Other School Configurations 

School Rating  SY 2003 
Percent         

(N) 

SY 2004 
Percent         

(N) 

SY 2005 
Percent         

(N) 

SY 2006 
Percent         

(N) 

Superior  27.3% 
(3) 

69.2% 
(9) 

52.4% 
(11) 

69.7% 
(23) 

Commendable  27.3% 
(3) 

23.1% 
(3) 

33.3% 
(7) 

12.1% 
(4) 

Academic Review  45.4% 
(5) 

0.0% 
(0) 

9.5% 
(2) 

12.1% 
(4) 

Academic Progress  --- 0.0% 
(0) 

4.8% 
(1) 

3.0% 
(1) 

Academic Watch  0.0% 
(0) 

7.7% 
(1) 

0.0% 
(0) 

3.0% 
(1) 

Total  100.0%            
(11) 

100.0%            
(13) 

100.0%           
(21) 

100% 
(33) 
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Performance Indicator Review 
  
Baseline Year (SY 2002-2003) 
 School Accountability 
 In order to understand better the 
causes for schools having missed AYP, each 
performance indicator was decomposed from 
the overall rating label and analyzed 
separately.  This method allowed DDOE to 
evaluate the operational integrity of each 
indicator in an effort to ensure that fair and 
equitable judgments had occurred during the 
rating process.  In order to miss AYP their 
AYP targets, eligible cells were required to 
have a percent proficient value less than 
57.0% in ELA or 33.0% in mathematics.  
 For SY 2002-2003 schools were 
identified as having missed AYP across the 
following indicators:  ELA and mathematics 
(n= 52), ELA only (n = 18), mathematics 
only (n = 9), participation rate only (n = 9), 
and Other Academic Indicators (OAIs) (n = 
9).  The data further revealed that nine 
(9.3%) schools did not meet the 95% 
participation rate; however, these schools 
also had another missed AYP cell.   No 
school missed AYP for the Limited English 
Proficient (LEP) subgroup cells.    
 Twenty-three schools initially had a 
missed AYP cell in the students with 
disabilities (SWD) subgroup, but the status 
of nine of these schools was upgraded 
because they met the Safe Harbor provision 
outlined in NCLB.  The Safe Harbor 
provision assisted only 10 schools in meeting 
AYP. Sixteen schools missed AYP for the 
OAI; however, the high schools (7) in this 
distribution missed AYP because of 
underperformance within the academic cells.   
The majority of schools (52 out of the 97) 
had a missed AYP cell in ELA and 
mathematics, suggesting that academic 
performance rather than test participation 
accounted for a majority of the variance 
among the missed AYP cells.   
 
  

 District Accountability 
  A logical extension for reviewing 
missed AYP cells at the school level was to 
conduct the procedure at the district level.  
During the baseline year, all public school 
districts (n = 19) received Title I funding and 
were required to meet NCLB provisions.  
District AYP was calculated by aggregating 
data across targeted indicators following a 
method similar to that used to calculate 
school-level AYP.  The results identified 17 
(89.5%) districts having at least one missed 
AYP cell with no district benefiting from the 
Safe Harbor provision.  Only two districts 
were rated as Superior; thus, all others were 
rated as Academic Review.  
 Six districts missed the OAI for high 
school (graduation rate), while only one 
district missed the OAI for elementary/ 
middle schools.  The academic performance 
indicators accounted for the overwhelming 
majority of missed cells.  More than 85% of 
all districts had missed cells in the academic 
performance indicators.  Conversely, only 
one district had a missed AYP cell in 
participation rate.  
 
 State Accountability 
 The State had enough data in each 
AYP subgroup cell to make accountability 
determinations. The data suggested the State 
did not make AYP in four ELA cells and one 
mathematics cell.  The ELA cell values for 
economically disadvantaged (ED) , African-
American (Black) , Hispanic, and LEP 
students were below the minimum 
proficiency threshold of 57%  Although the 
SWD subgroup cell value was below the 
ELA proficiency threshold, the percentage of 
non-proficient students had been decreased 
by at least 10 percent from the previous year.  
This fact allowed the SWD ELA cell to pass 
AYP under the Safe Harbor provision.  The 
SWD cell in mathematics did not attain the 
minimum proficiency threshold of 33% and 
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the Safe Harbor provision did not change the 
AYP determination for this cell.  
 All ELA and mathematic cells met 
the participation rate requirements, with 
most cell values at or above 99% .  These 
high participation rates provide empirical 
evidence that districts were implementing 
the State’s assessment and accountability 
policies. Also noted was the progress 
demonstrated from the prior year on Other 
Academic Indicators. 
 
Year 2 (SY 2003-2004) 
 School Accountability 
 In SY 2003-2004, DDOE re-
examined the accountability results using a 
similar method from the prior year. Of the 
173 schools included within accountability 
system (new schools are “held harmless” for 
one year to accumulate the necessary data), 
the data revealed that four (2.3%) schools 
did not meet the 95% participation rate; 
however, these schools also had a 
performance cell below the AYP threshold.  
The “at-risk” subgroups demonstrated a clear 
pattern of missed cells when the school 
missed its AYP target. This observation was 
consistent in prior years. 
 DSTP participation rates continued to 
be very high.  An examination of the 
43schools with missed AYP cells indicated 
that the ELA performance indicator had the 
highest number of schools with missed cells.  
The distribution of missed AYP cells across 
the ELA indicator shows that the SWD 
subgroup accounted for twenty (46.5%) 
schools.  For five schools, the SWD cell in 
ELA was their only missed AYP cell, while 
four schools missed AYP because of 
underperforming SWD cell in mathematics.  
An additional seven schools had SWD cells 
that missed AYP for both ELA and 
mathematics.   
 The missed AYP SWD cells were 
concentrated in middle schools, which 
comprised 19 (44.2%) of those schools 
missing AYP. The data suggest that two 

additional AYP subgroups had 
proportionally large numbers of schools with 
missed cells.  Holding SWD data constant, 
ED and African-American (Black) AYP 
cells missed at rates four times that of any 
other subgroup.  For example, no school had 
a missed AYP cell in its White subgroup in 
either ELA or mathematics, yet several 
schools had a Black subgroup cell below the 
targeted threshold.   Fourteen schools who 
did not meet the AYP threshold in either 
ELA or mathematics had AYP cells meeting 
the Safe Harbor provision.  Of those cells 
meeting Safe Harbor, a majority were SWD 
cells, followed by ED cells.  This finding 
appears logical, as the aforementioned cells 
have demonstrated the highest missed cell 
rate among AYP cells.   
 One school had an ED cell that met 
the Safe Harbor criteria; however, the OAI 
for the ED cell did not meet the AYP target.  
Regardless, the aforementioned school had 
missed AYP in other subgroups; thus, Safe 
Harbor had no influence on the school’s 
overall rating.  One anomaly was an agency 
school called the Division of Services for 
Children, Youth and their Families 
(DSCYF), a corrections facility, which had 
virtually no students for a full academic year 
(FAY).  This school was designated as 
meeting AYP and State Progress and then 
subsequently rated as Commendable.  
 
 District Accountability 
 For district accountability 
determinations, all 19 districts continued to 
receive Title I funding in SY 2003-2004.  
District AYP was calculated by aggregating 
data across targeted indicators and then 
evaluating each grade cluster (elementary, 
middle, and high school) against established 
thresholds.  Unlike the method used to 
determine school and state AYP status, 
districts were rated as meeting the AYP 
standard when at least one grade cluster 
attained the targeted AYP threshold. This 
design change resulted in no district being 
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identified as having missed AYP for SY 
2003-2004, a significant decrease from the 
prior year in which 89.5% (17 out of 19) of 
all districts  missed AYP.   

In addition to the AYP rating, 
districts also received a State Progress 
Determination (SPD) rating in SY 2003-
2004.  Most districts received a rating of 
Meets Target for the SPD. The overall 
accountability rating of Commendable was 
received by 13 districts with the remaining 
districts rated as Superior.  In comparison, 
only two districts received an accountability 
rating of Superior the prior year. This 
distribution shift represented a threefold 
change from the prior year, thereby 
demonstrating the impact of design 
modifications implemented during SY 2003-
2004.  
 
 State Accountability 
 The State calculated AYP following 
its adopted accountability policy. Results 
show that the State did not make AYP in 
each SWD cell (ELA and mathematics).  
Further, the State missed AYP in ELA for 
the LEP cell. Because the LEP cell met  the 
requirements necessary to satisfy the Safe 
Harbor provision, it  was subsequently 
reclassified as meeting AYP for SY 2003-
2004.   
 The SPD rating for the state was 
Meets Target because the composite score 
improved from the prior year.  However, the 
overall state rating was Academic Progress-
Under Improvement because the ratings it 
received this year were combined with prior 
accountability ratings (i.e., the State had 
missed AYP in prior years).  As in the prior 
year, the empirical evidence identified two 
subgroups (SWD and Black) in need of 
improvement to reach future AYP targets.      
  
Year 3 (SY 2004-2005) 
 School Accountability  
 In SY 2004-2005, DDOE continued 
the practice of examining how specific 

indicators influence the accountability 
ratings.  Of the 181 schools evaluated by the 
accountability system, the data revealed that 
six (3.3%) schools did not meet the 95% 
participation rate. Consistent with previous 
years, the DSTP participation rates continued 
to be very high. 
 A review of the 44 schools with 
missed AYP cells indicates that the ELA 
performance indicator continued to have the 
highest number of schools with missed cells 
(n = 43).  The distribution of missed AYP 
cells across the ELA indicator revealed that 
the SWD subgroup accounted for twenty-one 
(47.8%) schools.  For all but five schools, 
the SWD cell within the ELA performance 
category was their only missed AYP cell, 
while three schools missed AYP because of 
the underperforming SWD cell in 
mathematics.  Twelve schools had missed 
SWD cells for both ELA and mathematics.   
 Three schools did not meet the Safe 
Harbor criteria because they did not reach 
the annual target for their OAI. Fifty-two 
cells had values within the ELA or Safe 
Harbor confidence interval, while 42 were 
within the mathematics or Safe Harbor 
confidence range. It should be noted that this 
was the first year the state applied a 
confidence interval within its Safe Harbor 
computations. The data show that only 17 
cells (4.3%) were classified as making AYP 
because of this policy change.  
 A review of targeted subgroups 
suggests two groups had proportionally large 
numbers of schools with missed cells.  If the 
SWD data is held constant, ED and African-
American (Black) AYP cells missed AYP at 
higher rates than other subgroups.  No school 
had a missed AYP cell in its White subgroup 
in either ELA or mathematics, yet several 
schools had Black subgroup cells below the 
targeted thresholds.  Within the Black 
subgroup, missed cells in mathematics were 
approximately twice that for ELA.   
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 District Accountability 
 For district accountability, AYP 
determinations were made by aggregating 
data across targeted indicators.  These 
indicators were then evaluated across grade 
clusters (elementary, middle, high school).  
Districts met their AYP goals when at least 
one grade cluster attained the targeted AYP 
threshold.  The data for SY 2004-2005, 
indicates that most districts received a rating 
of Commendable or higher; however, six 
districts were labeled Academic Review.  
These six districts had a missed AYP cell in 
each grade span.  Further examination 
provides evidence that missed SWD cells 
were prevalent across all six districts.  These 
results are significantly different from those 
of the prior year.  In SY 2003-2004, district 
accountability results had no subgroup 
missing AYP at each grade cluster; thus all 
districts were labeled Commendable or 
higher.   
 In 2005, a majority of all districts 
were rated as Below Target on the SPD 
indicator.  Of the 19 districts, ten (52.6%) 
did not meet their SPD annual goal.  Four 
districts meet their annual goal, while five 
districts were rated as Above Target.  These 
data suggest that a number of districts need 
to increase student performance in science 
and social studies, especially for SWD. 
Science and social studies data, along with 
reading and mathematics are used in 
calculating the SPD indicator. 
 

State Accountability 
 The State continued to have 
acceptable levels of data within each 
subgroup to calculate AYP and make SPD.  
The accountability results indicate that the 
State did not make AYP in each SWD (ELA 
and mathematics) and LEP cell (ELA).  
However, the LEP cell did meet the 
requirements to enact the Safe Harbor 
provisions using a 75% confidence interval; 
thus, it was reclassified as making AYP.  All 
AYP cells met or exceeded the 95% 

participation rate required under NCLB.  
Further, AYP for the elementary/middle and 
high school OAIs was met.  
 Despite these favorable results, the 
State’s overall rating was Academic 
Progress-Under Improvement because the 
SY 2005-2006 ratings were combined with 
prior accountability ratings and the state had 
missed AYP in prior years.  The AYP 
thresholds for both ELA and mathematics 
increased this year and will remain until SY 
2006-2007.  These increased AYP thresholds 
reflect a significant performance expectation 
change.        
 
Year 4 (SY 2005-2006) 
 School Accountability  
 DDOE continues to evaluate each 
AYP indicator used within its accountability 
system.  Beginning with ELA and 
mathematics participation rates, the 2006 
data indicate that only six schools did not 
reach the 95% participation rate.  For three 
of the schools, these were the only missed 
AYP cell.  The other schools had at least one 
other AYP cell associated with performance 
below the 2006 AYP target.  The 
performance data for the 42 schools that 
missed AYP suggested that 47 cells (23.2%) 
did not reach the ELA targeted performance 
level.  For mathematics, only 27 cells 
(13.2%) did not reach the annual goal.  This 
performance difference between ELA and 
mathematics in 2006 is consistent with prior 
years.  
 The distribution of missed AYP cells 
across the ELA indicator showed that the 
SWD subgroup accounted for 18 (42.9%) 
schools.  For all but five schools, the SWD 
cell within the ELA performance category 
was their only missed AYP cell, while three 
schools missed AYP because of the SWD 
cell in both mathematics and participation.  
Ten (23.8%) schools missed AYP for ELA 
and mathematics SWD cells.  In addition, 
two schools missed the Safe Harbor 
provision because they did not meet the OAI 
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criteria.  The data suggest two 
additional AYP subgroups had 
proportionally large numbers of schools with 
missed cells.  In evaluating those cells that 
attained their AYP targets for SY 2005-
2006, the data clearly show at least 90% of 
all eligible cells made the targeted threshold 
unassisted.  A small proportion of cells 
benefited from the application of the 98% 
confidence interval.  The greatest benefit 
was observed in the ELA cells, with 42 cells 
(7.5%) having values within the interval.  An 
even smaller group of cells benefited from 
the Safe Harbor provisions with or without 
the 75% confidence interval.  The data 
showed that less than 4% of all eligible cells 
attained their AYP thresholds by taking 
advantage of the Safe Harbor provisions.  
The empirical evidence overwhelmingly 
demonstrates that AYP thresholds are being 
attained without additional support from 
confidence intervals or Safe Harbor 
provisions. 
 

District Accountability 
 In 2006, all 19 districts in the state 
received Title I funding and thus were 
required to meet the AYP provisions.  
District AYP continued to be calculated by 
aggregating data across targeted indicators 
and then evaluating separately each 
performance indicator across the three grade 
clusters (elementary, middle, and high 
school).  Districts meet their AYP goals 
when at least one grade cluster attains the 
AYP threshold.  This year’s data showed that 
most districts received a rating of 
Commendable or higher.  Two districts, rated 
as Academic Progress, had a missed AYP 
cell in each grade span.  Further examination 
provides evidence that these districts met 
their annual goals for the SPD. Overall, the 
2006 district AYP results are consistent with 
prior years, except 2004. The two-year trend 
shows a positive migration to the highest 
rating, Superior.  
 

State Accountability 
For SY 2005-2006, the State, as a 

whole, had enough data in each of the nine 
NCLB subgroups to make AYP and SPD.  
Results indicated that the state did not make 
AYP for the SWD and LEP subgroups. This 
performance was identical to that of the prior 
year.  As a result, the data show consecutive 
years of missed AYP for LEP and ELA.. The 
overall state rating remained as Academic 
Progress-Under Improvement because of the 
continued underperformance of the ELL and 
SWD subgroups. All AYP cells met or 
exceeded the 95% participation rate required 
under NCLB.  Further, AYP for the 
elementary, middle, and high school OAIs 
was met. 

 
Summary  
 Delaware has a long tradition of 
academic excellence and progressive reform 
efforts to improve the educational system for 
all children.  Beginning in 1990, the State set 
a course to develop and implement rigorous 
academic content standards and a 
comprehensive testing program.  By 2001, 
the focus on accountability was manifested 
into a plan to reward schools for absolute, 
improvement, and distributional performance 
of students.    
 This pre-NCLB effort demonstrated 
the State’s plan for a single, coherent 
accountability system designed to recognize 
academic excellence and educational 
challenges.  The passage of NCLB and its 
prescriptive accountability language required 
significant changes in the accountability 
system’s design logic, business rules, and 
reporting structures. The State’s initial 
accountability determinations were 
completed for SY 2002-2003 with limited 
regulatory guidance from USDE.    
 The baseline data and associated 
accountability results alerted DDOE that the 
design logic needed modification.  The 
empirical evidence suggested Type I errors 
were significantly affecting school and 
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district classifications.  Design and business 
rule changes, within the flexibility 
authorized under federal regulations, were 
formulated and tested using available data, 
along with suggestions from state officials.  
These changes reduced the influence of 
sampling error on multiple, conjunctive 
decisions. 
 In an attempt to recapture the original 
Pre-NCLB design, the State began 
contemplating the use of a two-tiered, 
accountability system.   Beginning in March 
2004, DDOE submitted several amendments 
to its USDE Accountability Workbook 
(DDOE, 2005).  This effort was to 
incorporate technical changes that 
strengthened the accountability system by 
implementing business rules that would meet 
federal mandates while capturing Delaware’s 
reform goals.  DDOE conceptualized the 
SPD design as an approach to integrate state 
and federal accountability into a 
comprehensive system.  Although the SPD 
did not mitigate the AYP determinations, it 
did provide additional information about 
improvement across the achievement 
continuum.   
 Another design change focused on 
AYP that included the use of a 98% 
confidence interval for ELA and 
mathematics performance indicators.  
Further, the State implemented an averaging-
of-data technique for both performance and 
participation indicators.  These design 
changes were strategic efforts to reduce the 
prevalence of Type I errors.  Other efforts at 
the district level required reviewing grade 
clusters.  A district that did not meet the 
AYP target in the same content area or OAI 
at all three grade clusters (elementary, 
middle, and high school) for two consecutive 
years was now classified as Under 
Improvement.  This change also reflects the 
DDOE’s emphasis on high performance  
 
 

standards across all grade spans within a 
district.   
 The SY 2003-2004 results 
demonstrated significant shifts in the 
distribution of performance ratings of 
schools and districts, a direct result of design 
changes made during the school year.  These 
results show that most schools performed at 
or above the minimum standard, with only 
25% rated below Commendable.  The data 
also show no bias toward Title I schools; 
however, middle and high schools missed 
AYP at a disproportionally higher rate than 
elementary schools.  Conversely, district’s 
missing AYP went from 17 to zero, a direct 
result of the operational changes 
implemented for district ratings.  These 
design changes were influenced by 
additional USDE flexibility and exploratory 
evaluations conducted by the DDOE and its 
contractors.   
 Besides these design changes, DDOE 
also began an extensive process of reviewing 
the validity and reliability characteristics of 
its accountability system.  This examination 
was documented in the first publication of 
the DDOE’s Accountability Technical and 
Operation Manual-2004 (DDOE, 2004).  
This document describes the accountability 
production process in a manner that permits 
third-party replication.  Additional efforts to 
examine critically the accountability score 
production process using design 
triangulation and quality assurance 
mechanisms strived to improve 
organizational efficiency and client 
satisfaction, while disseminating helpful 
information to educators and the public.  
 DDOE continues to evaluate 
accountability results in a manner consistent 
with that used in prior years.  In SY 2004-
2005, DSTP participation rates remained 
high (above 95%).  The accountability 
results also provided some insightful trends 
about subgroup performances.  Because 
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multiple years of accountability data are now 
available, the performance of SWDs at all 
levels (school, district, state) represents a 
focus area clearly needing improvement.  
The increased AYP thresholds in SY 2004-
2005, exacerbated this phenomenon.  The 
SY 2005-2006 performance data reflected 
many of the findings from the prior year.  
Specifically, elementary schools continued 
to meet their AYP goals, while high schools 
struggled to reach their targets.  Although 
two subgroups, SWD and ELL, are showing 
improvements at the student level, these 
groups have yet to reach AYP targets. 
 In sum, the intended consequences of 
Delaware’s school and district accountability 
system are illustrated by improved 
achievement for a majority of students across 
the state.  However, some subgroups 
continue to face unique improvement 
challenges.  Delaware’s accountability 

system, through a series of quality assurance 
practices, including a highly sophisticated 
design and quality assurance framework, has 
provided reliable and credible results to its 
stakeholders for several years. Moreover, the 
data show that the accountability system has 
continued to improve its internal procedures 
in order to ensure that reliable scores are 
produced for schools and districts. Future 
design modifications that focus on individual 
performance growth have been considered in 
an effort to strengthen Delaware’s 
accountability system. Consistent with 
Delaware’s twenty-year history of 
continuous improvement (as shown in Figure 
2), the  state’s reform efforts will continue to 
be driven by the guiding principle of 
improving educational services for 
Delaware’s students 
.  
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Figure 2.  Delaware’s Educational Reform Timeline 
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SECTION 1 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

 
 
 

Quick Guide to this Section 
I need to know about… 
• Annual goals for the Growth Model (GM) and 
Original Model (OM). 

• The 2007 Graduation and OAI targets. 
• Next year’s accountability objectives for each 
indicator. 
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1.0 Overview 
Accountability goals are generally 

defined as those educational criteria which 
stakeholder groups have determined the 
system should strive to achieve.  
Accountability goals may be subject to 
multiple interpretations and/or be mutually 
exclusive.  For example, an accountability 
system that has established continuous 
improvement and high academic 
performance for all schools may ask the 
following questions: Does continuous mean 
every year? What constitutes high 
performance?  Is it not possible to 
demonstrate high performance yet have 
scores that remain unchanged across several 
years?   

These types of design questions are 
typically addressed by those developing the 
accountability system; however, they are 
often misunderstood by educators and the 
general public.  More readily understood are 
accountability objectives because they 
provide a specific, time-bound method to 
evaluate a system’s goals.  Objectives are a 
logical extension of the goal-setting process, 
as they are expressed in terms stakeholders 
use frequently in other contexts (e.g., dieting 
and sports).   
 One challenge is developing a set of 
short, intermediate, and long-term 
objectives, especially when they represent 
conflicting goals.  In this scenario, 
stakeholder groups and the system’s 
designers must establish a process to 
prioritize objectives (McConnell, 1987) in 
conjunction with establishing benchmarks, 
performance indicators, and appropriate 
metrics. For example, the mandates of No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB) and the 
performance objectives for English 
Language Arts (ELA) and mathematics set 
forth equivalent emphases; however, “the 
most important learning skill is reading” 
(DDOE, March 2004). 
 In Delaware, the goal of the pre-
NCLB accountability system was to establish 

a structure by which fair, consistent, and 
valid judgments about continuous 
improvement could be made about school 
performance.  The system’s original design 
valued not simply high achievement status 
(absolute) but also aggregate and 
distributional improvement.  State law 
required that data from the Delaware Student 
Testing Program (DSTP) be the official 
measure of progress for the accountability 
system (14 Del C., Title 14, §154). Every 
public school was included in a 
compensatory, accountability system defined 
in law and policy.  For schools serving 
students from other schools within the 
district, student data were tracked to the 
students’ schools of residence.  Overall 
performance ratings determined whether a 
school received rewards and recognition or 
improvement consequences. This design 
criterion encouraged schools to reach their 
accountability cycle objectives across the 
targeted indicators outlined in Table 9.  
 

Table 9.  Pre-NCLB Accountability 
Objectives  

Accountability 
Indicator  

Cycle Objective  

Absolute Score 
(Status)  61.00 or higher 

Improvement Score 
(Aggregate Change)  

88.00 to 125.00 (0.00-5.99) 

75.00 to 87.99 (1.00-5.99) 

61.00 to 74.99 (2.00-5.99) 

0.00 to 60.99 (3.00-5.99) 

Distributional Score 
(Low Performance 
Change)  

8.00% or higher 

 The accountability system changed to 
address the federal mandates outlined in 
NCLB.  In 2003, the Secretary, State Board 
of Education, legislature, and other 
representatives chose to begin anew with the 
promise that the results would be reviewed 
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to ensure they addressed the state’s reform 
goals. The DDOE submitted to USDE 
accountability design revisions prior to 
calculating AYP results for SY 2002-2003.  
These revisions incorporated changes in 
business rules allowed under the law that 
improved the validity of AYP determinations 
at all levels (subgroups, schools, districts).  
For example, the accountability system did 
not incorporate the use of confidence 
intervals, a statistical procedure used to 
estimate sampling error inherent in the 
federal accountability design. Additional 
design modifications in SY 2003-2004 and 
SY 2004-2005 focused on improving the 
validity characteristics of the system and 
reducing the misclassification of schools 
produced by Type I errors. 
  The DDOE convenes annually a 
meeting of stakeholders (Accountability 
Committee) who focus on accountability 
issues.  This committee is comprised of 
representatives from the teachers’ union, 
local administrators and school boards, 
business and community, parental groups, 
and the State Board of Education (see 
Appendix A). The Accountability 
Committee’s primary function is to make 
design recommendations, review objectives, 
and suggest policy changes necessary to 
improve the system.  The Accountability 
Committee examines accountability results 
and discusses what, if any, changes should 
be implemented to enhance the system.   The 
group is also updated on new guidance and 
precedence from the US Department of 
Education, as well as on information from 
other state agencies.  For example, recent 
guidance on the inclusion method for 
students with disabilities and English-
language learners in state assessments and 
related aspects are also communicated to the 
members.   

In SY 2002-2003, the Accountability 
Committee recommended that the AYP 
component based on NCLB and the State 
Progress Determination (SPD) from the 
original accountability design be merged into 

a single, comprehensive indicator.  In 
addition, science and social studies 
performance data were used to comply with 
the Other Academic Indicator (OAI) 
requirements for elementary and middle 
schools.  The committee, however, 
recommended keeping the AYP 
determination focused on reading and 
mathematics. The OAI change more 
accurately reflected the committee’s 
emphasis on improving the performance of 
low achieving students.   

Another significant design 
modification was the development and 
inclusion of the SPD indicator to assign 
overall school and district performance 
ratings.  The SPD indicator is based upon the 
DSTP results across all four content areas, 
which reflects the original accountability 
design.  It should be noted that the SPD does 
not mitigate AYP consequences; rather, it 
reflects Delaware’s goal of continuous 
improvement while improving the validity of 
its short-term measures.  
 In SY 2003-2004, the DDOE 
amended the USDE Accountability 
Workbook (DDOE, 2005) prior to the 
production of accountability results.  These 
amendments merged NCLB with the state’s 
prior accountability design and produced a 
comprehensive accountability system for all 
public schools and districts (including non-
Title I entities).  The accountability changes 
reflect those modifications Delaware’s 
stakeholders believe would better express the 
foundational value of continuous 
improvement in student achievement.  
Several significant changes in the business 
rules and design logic were discussed and 
agreed upon by committee members. 
Beginning in March 2005, through June 
2005, the DDOE submitted two amendments 
to its USDE Accountability Workbook.  
These changes included the use of a 75% 
confidence interval (p>.25, one-tail) for Safe 
Harbor calculations and the 2% flexibility 
for inclusion of Students with Disabilities 
(SWD).  Both of these changes were adopted 
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prior to the release of the SY 2004-2005 
accountability results.  Impact data suggests 
these changes in business rules resulted in no 
significant change in the AYP performance 
distributions.    

In spring 2006, the DDOE submitted 
three changes in business rules to the United 
States Department of Education (USDE).  
One change allowed districts to decide how 
“tuition-based” special needs students were 
to be counted in accountability decisions.  
Districts had the option of continuing to 
track students who were serviced by a 
special school within the district to the 
school of residence, or choosing to have the 
students count in the school that provided the 
instructional services.  Based upon the 
option chosen, the decision remained in 
effect through 2007, at which time the 
accountability committee, made up of 
stakeholders, will revisit the issue.  
 Another change authorized the 
recalculation of a school’s and/or district’s 
accountability rating using data from those 
students who attend the mandatory summer 
school and retake the DSTP at grades 3, 5, or 
8 in reading, and grade 8 in mathematics.  
The scores are recalculated for only those 
aforementioned students who achieve a 
performance level of proficient or higher on 
the summer administration of the DSTP.  
One caveat, however, exists: schools in 
school improvement who begin offering 
services (e.g. Supplemental Educational 
Services) must continue to provide students 
with these interventions, although the 
school’s school improvement status may 
have changed based upon the recalculation 
from summer school’s scores. 
 One final change for SY 2005-2006 
was the continued participation in the 2% 
flexibility in calculating the SWD subgroup.  
The state was allowed to use this procedure 
in the prior year; however, its continued use 
required authorization by the USDE.  
Concurrently, the state continued to apply an 
averaging strategy to reduce sampling error.  
This design logic was applied to the SPD, 

although this performance indicator change 
did not require USDE’s approval because the 
SPD is a unique accountability indicator 
beyond those statutorily required by NCLB. 
 In the fall of 2006, Delaware 
convened the NCLB Stakeholder Group 
consisting of educators and policy makers 
from across the state, to assist in creating a 
growth system within the state’s current 
accountability design. The primary task was 
to help specify the growth system and 
specific values that reflected Delaware’s 
goals for its students and schools. One 
critical task was for the group to provide 
input into the specific values used to 
determine the degree of improvement in 
students’ achievement from one year to the 
next. An underlying principle guiding the 
group’s decisions was that the value table 
should recognize growth for students scoring 
below proficient and to reward movement 
toward the proficient score (Levels 3-5).  
This was operationalized by splitting the two 
performance levels below proficient (Levels 
1 & 2) in two parts so that schools would 
receive credit for moving these students at 
least one-half of a performance level.  

A standard-setting process was used 
to determine the actual value table numbers 
displayed below in Table 10.  Each cell in 
the value table was assigned a number 
ranging from one to forty-nine.  The 
Stakeholder Group worked in teams to 
review every position in the value table and 
rank in order the positions from (highest 
valued growth) to (lowest valued growth) 
using index cards.  The first step in the 
ranking process required the teams to place 
each index card into one of four categories: 
high priority, medium priority, low priority, 
and no priority.  Index cards placed in the no 
priority category received zero points.  Next, 
the teams were asked to number the index 
cards from one (lowest) to five (highest) 
within each of the priority categories.  If the 
teams felt that two or more of the positions 
were valued equally, they were assigned 
equal ranks, indicating that those positions 
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would be equal in point value.  Essentially 
each card was placed in one of 15 positions 
reflecting how much each cell in the value 
table was valued. The no priority cards were 
assigned a ranking of zero.  The low priority 
cards were assigned a ranking between one 
and five.  The medium priority cards were 
assigned a ranking between six and 10, and 
the high priority cards were assigned 
rankings from 11 to 15.  The average rank 
was calculated for each of the 49 positions in 
the value table. 

After the Stakeholder Group ranked 
the positions and the average was determined 
for each position, the average of each 
position was multiplied by a constant.  This 
constant created whole number values, 
which were then smoothed to more 
accurately reflect the group’s value 
statements.  In general, the Stakeholder 
Group valued movement into the proficiency 

category (Level 3 or higher) the most, as 
reflected by the greatest number of points.  
The Stakeholder group felt it was unlikely 
that many students far below proficient (in 
Levels 1A and 1b) could validly move into 
the proficiency category in a single year.  
The group did feel the aforementioned 
student could make growth to the next higher 
levels, and so the next largest point values 
were assigned for students in the lowest 
achievement levels moving up a plausible 
amount.  Every cell in the value table was 
completed through this type of deliberation 
and discussion.  The discussion was 
informed, but not dictated, by consideration 
of the current statewide transitions between 
achievement levels. Upon completion of 
their work and approval by the Secretary of 
Education, the DDOE sent its application to 
the USDE for approval, which it received on 
November 11, 2006 (see Appendix B). 

 
Table 10.  Delaware’s GM Value Tables 
 

Year 1 Level 
Year 2 Level 

Level 
1A 

Level 
1B 

Level 
2A 

Level 
2B 

Levels 3-5 
Proficient 

Level 1A 0 150 225 250 300 

Level 1B 0 0 175 225 300 

Level 2A 0 0 0 200 300 

Level 2B 0 0 0 0 300 

Levels 3-5 
Proficient 0 0 0 0 300 

Grade 2 to Grade 3 
Year 1 Grade 2 
Level 

Level 
1A 

Level 
1B 

Level 
2A 

Level 
2B 

Levels 3-5 
Proficient 

Below 0 0 0 200 300 

Meets 0 0 0 0 300 
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1.1 Establishing AYP Baselines  
The NCLB statutory language 

prescribes the method by which all states are 
to establish AYP baselines for reading/ELA 
and mathematics performance.  States were 
required to use data from SY 2001-2002 to 
compute the percentage of students who 
were proficient on the state’s standards-
based assessment.  States were mandated to 
use the higher of either the lowest percent 
proficient NCLB subgroup or the percent 
proficient at the 20th percentile, “enrollment 
school” (Cowan & Manasevit, 2002).   
 For Delaware, the AYP baseline 
(starting points) values were established 
using two years of DSTP data.  Initial test-
taker data extracted from SY 2000-2001 and 
SY 2001-2002 in the content areas of 
reading/writing (reported as ELA for AYP) 
and mathematics established a baseline value 
of 57% proficient for reading and 33% 
proficient for mathematics. The 
aforementioned baseline values were used to 
develop short, intermediate, and long-range 
AYP objectives.  In SY 2002-2003, school 
and district short-term AYP objectives 
required each unit of analysis (i.e., 
subgroups, schools, and districts throughout 
the state) either to meet or exceed the newly 
established baselines.  The standardized 
baselines and first year AYP objectives were 
required for all subgroups, schools, and 
districts.    
 

1.2 Short-Term Objectives  
 Short-term AYP objectives are the 
specific accountability performance 
standards to be attained in the subsequent 

year in order to meet AYP.  NCLB prescribes 
that short-term objectives, also known as 
annual measurable objectives (AMO) in the 
federal vernacular, are both subject specific 
and equivalent across all subgroups, s, and 
districts within the state.  Each short-term 
objective is subsequently linked to time-
bound, forward-looking goals.  Meaning, as 
entities reach each short-term goal, they are 
incrementally demonstrating progress 
towards long-term goals. 

 
1.2.1 AYP Performance Indicators-
Original Model (OM) 
 The AYP short-term performance 
metric is dichotomous, pass or fail, and all 
schools and districts are rated using this 
simplistic measuring system.  The short-term 
objective for every eligible subgroup within 
a school is evaluated against the annual 
target. Any subgroup with a performance 
indicator less than annual target is deemed as 
having not achieved its short-term objective. 
When the subgroup meets the annual target, 
with or without the assistance of a 
confidence interval, they are considered 
having met the annual target.  Performance 
indicators are those derived from student 
achievement in English-language arts and 
mathematics.  Other indicators, such as 
participation rates, high school graduation 
rates, and the Other Academic Indicators 
(OAI) for middle/elementary schools are 
also evaluated each year.  It should be noted 
that the AYP short-term performance 
thresholds increase over time, which is 
described in Section 1.3 (Intermediate 
Objectives).   
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 The PowerPoint slides featured 
below were used in training during SY 2006-
2007 to help explain how the ELA and 
mathematics AYP performance objectives 
were distributed across the school and NCLB 

subgroups.   Unlike Delaware’s pre-NCLB 
accountability system in which school 
performance was evaluated across three 
indicators, schools are now evaluated across 
five indicators for up to nine eligible 
subgroups. The mandated subgroups are: All 
students, American Indian, Asian American, 

African American, Hispanic, White, 
Economically Disadvantaged, Special 
Education, and Limited English Proficient. 
Neither the indicators nor the subgroups 
within each indicator should be construed as 
mutually exclusive. Meaning, the same 
students, (and their performance) may be 

reported into several subgroups.  For 
example, every eligible student is reported in 
no less than two mathematics performance 
subgroups (All students and an ethnic 
category) and in many cases, three or four.  
This statutorily mandated design in 
Delaware’s Original Model creates a type of 
weighing system as a single student will 
influence multiple categories being evaluated 
against the short-term objective. 

Many students considered 
academically “at-risk” typically contribute 
data to no less than three subgroups (all 
students, an ethnic category, and 
economically disadvantaged).  This design 
logic ensures the most academically at-risk 
students have a significant influence on AYP 
determinations.  This conjunctive design 
reduces the phenomena of subgroup scores 
being “masked” during the aggregation 
process.  The probability of producing Type 
I errors is magnified by the conjunctive 
nature of the NCLB design; however, error 
term correlation has some mitigating effect.  
 The conjunctive design combined 
with the desire to control for sampling error, 

resulted in the DDOE’s decision to 
implement confidence intervals when 
examining all short-term objectives.  
Further, the participation statistics use an 
averaging scheme to improve decision 
consistency.  In SY 2004-2005, the agency 
implemented the use of a 75% confidence 
interval when calculating Safe Harbor.  
Again, the intent of these changes is to 
reduce Type I errors that misclassify 
subgroups cells as having not met or 
exceeded the targeted short-term 
objectives.  
 
1.2.2 AYP Performance Indicators-
Growth Model (GM) 

 Delaware’s newly implemented 
Growth Model (GM) establishes short-term 
objectives for the same groups of students as 
does the Original Model (OM).  The 
difference is in the metric used to determine 
if the annual targets have been reached.  The 

Original Targets - ELA

• English 
Language Arts 
– Performance 

targets for all 
students and 
each subgroup 
of students

– Same target for 
each 
group/subgroup

– Weighted 90% 
reading & 10% 
writing

Group
Target:  ELA
Perf %

All Students 68

American Indian 68

Asian American 68

African American 68

Hispanic 68

White 68

Economically Disadvantaged 68

Special Education 68

Limited English Proficient 68

Original Targets - Math

• Mathematics 
– Performance 

targets for all 
students and 
each subgroup 
of students

– Same target for 
each 
group/subgroup

Group
Target: Math
Perf %

All Students 50

American Indian 50

Asian American 50

African American 50

Hispanic 50

White 50

Economically Disadvantaged 50

Special Education 50

Limited English Proficient 50
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NCLB stakeholder group reviewed examples 
of student performance and the subsequent 
averages produced from the model.  The 
group established short-term objectives by 
applying a key guiding principle.  The 
principle being that the growth model targets 
should parallel the Original Model’s 
proficiency targets.  If 100% of the students 
in a subgroup were scoring at proficient, the 
growth value for the subgroup would be 300 
points (reference Table 10).  Therefore, in 
2007, the growth target for reading would be 
68% of 300 or 204 points and 50% of 300 or 
150 points for mathematics.   

 
1.2.3 Other AYP Indicators  
        1.2.3.1 Participation rates 
 Delaware’s accountability OM and 
GM designs incorporated the same 
additional indicators used to measure other 
short-term objectives.  Along with the two 
AYP performance indicators are two AYP 
participation indicators for ELA and 
mathematics.  These indicators report the 
percentage of eligible students compared to 
the actual students who participated in the 

DSTP. The short-term objectives for 
participation indicators are fixed at 95% for 
all subgroups, schools, and districts. The 
term fixed means that the 95% participation 
rate is a minimum threshold that does not 
change across time.  For example, the 
participation objective in SY 2003-2004 will 
be the same as the long-term objective.  

1.2.3.2 Graduation rates (GR) 
 Two additional AYP indicators are 
required by NCLB: high school graduation 
rate and a non-prescribed indicator for 
elementary/middle schools.  These 
performance indicators are used to make 
AYP determinations at the school and 
district level; however, disaggregated 
subgroup statistics are calculated in 
conjunction with the Safe Harbor provisions 
of the law (Palmer & Coleman, 2003).  The 
OAI indicator for high schools is based upon 
the percentage of students who graduate 
with a regular diploma in a given cohort.  
The short-term objective for Delaware’s 
high schools is to progress towards a 90% 
on-time, graduating cohort rate or attain the 
annual GR target (see Table 11).  A school 
that does not maintain its graduation rate, 
demonstrate progress from the previous year 
towards the short-term target, or meet the 
state’s graduation target will have missed its 
short-term objective.  It should be noted that 
Delaware’s strategic plan established a 
short-term graduation objective of 84.7% by 
SY 2004-2005 (DDOE, March 2004).    
 

Table 11.  Graduation Rate (GR) Objectives 
for High Schools  

School Year  
(SY) 

Graduation Rate 
(GR %) 

SY 2003-2004 75.0% 

SY 2004-2005 76.5% 

SY 2005-2006 78.0% 

SY 2006-2007 79.5% 

SY 2007-2008 81.0% 

SY 2008-2009 82.5% 

Growth Value Target Table

Reading Math

2006 186 123

2007 204 150

2008 204 150

2009 219 174

2010 237 201

2011 252 225

2012 267 249

2013 285 276

2014 300 300
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SY 2009-2010 84.0% 

SY 2010-2011 85.5% 

SY 2011-2012 87.0% 

SY 2012-2013 88.5% 

SY 2013-2014 90.0% 
 

1.2.3.3 Elementary/ Middle School 
OAI 

 The OAI primary indicator for 
elementary and middle schools was changed 
in SY 2003-2004.  In the original USDE 
Accountability Workbook (2003), the OAI 
for elementary and middle schools was based 
upon the percentage of students scoring 
proficient on the science and social studies 
assessments for grades 4, 6, and 8.  The OAI 
data were prorated to those schools/districts 
(as applicable) that provided the instructional 
services within selected grade clusters. 
During its winter 2004 meeting, the 
Accountability Committee recommended 
that the OAI for elementary and middle 
schools reflect pre-NCLB accountability 
improvement criteria outlined in the 
Distributional Performance Improvement 
indicator.  This indicator was designed to 
give schools credit for moving students from 
Well Below the Standard (PL1) to Below the 
Standard (PL2).  
 The OAI design logic was slightly 
modified from the original format by 
evaluating the change from one year to the 
next in the aggregate PL1 and 2 scale scores 
for reading and mathematics.  When 
necessary, a secondary indicator evaluated 
the PL1 percentage change for reading or 
mathematics, unless the school reached a 
zero percentage of students scoring PL1.  
The secondary indicator’s short-term 
objective was attained when the percentage 
of students scoring PL1 was reduced from 
the prior year.  

1.2.3.4 State Progress 
Determination (SPD) 

 Delaware’s final accountability 
indicator is the State Progress Determination 
(SPD) that combines student performance 

data across reading, mathematics, science, 
and social studies into a composite score. 
Each content area has a single, weighted 
score.  This score is calculated by 
multiplying five times the percent of Level 5 
students, plus four times the percent of Level 
4 students, plus three times the percent of 
Level 3 students, plus two times the percent 
of Level 2 students, plus one times the 
percent of Level 1 students.  These subject-
level scores are then multiplied by a 
weighting factor of .25, totaled, and 
multiplied by a scaling factor of 25 to arrive 
at the composite score.  The amount of 
growth necessary to attain the SPD short-
term objective is based upon the position of 
the school’s composite score on the SPD 
scale, which has a range of 25 to 125 points.  
For schools with SPD at or above 75 points, 
the short-term objective is to maintain or 
improve performance.  Other schools 
between 45 and 75 points must demonstrate 
at least one point of growth from the prior 
year.  Schools with low SPD scores (defined 
as below 45 points) must reach the 45 point 
threshold in the current year or be designated 
as having missed their annual target. 
 
1.2.4 Short-term Objectives for SY 2006-
2007-Summary  
 Short-term objectives provide annual 
feedback to schools, districts, and the public 
on the performance of students across each 
of the accountability indicators.  Annual 
increases demonstrate Delaware’s strategy of 
continuous improvement in its education 
system.  The inclusion of the GM indicators 
provides another annual measure of 
improvement in student achievement.  Table 
12 below provides a quick summary of each 
accountability indicator’s short-term 
objective for SY 2006-2007.  
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Table 12.  Short-term Accountability 
Objectives-All Indicators  

Accountability 
Indicator 

SY 2006-2007  
Target 

ELA & 
Mathematics 
Participation 

95% Eligible Participation 

ELA GM 
Performance 204 or more points 

Mathematics GM 
Performance 150 or more points 

ELA OM 
Performance 68% Proficient 

Mathematics OM 
Performance 50% Proficient 

Graduation 
(OAI High School) 

79.5% On-Time Graduation-
or 

Increase in Graduation Rate 
Student 
Distribution 
(OAI Elementary & 
Middle Schools) 

Increase in scale score (PL1 & 
2)-or 

Decrease in % at PL1 (or 0% 
PL1) 

State Progress 
Determination 
Change 

Maintain 75.0 or higher (75.0 
to 125) 

Improve 1.0 pts. (61.0 to 74.9) 
Improve 2.0 pts. (45.0 to 60.9) 

Attain 45.0 (25.0 to 44.9) 
 
1.3 Intermediate Objectives  
 Intermediate objectives, also referred 
to as benchmarks, are the expected 
accountability performance standard to be 
attained at established intervals between the 
baseline and long-range objective.  NCLB 
uses the terminology of “intermediate goals” 
to articulate established points from the 
law’s established baseline year (SY 2001-
2002) to its twelve-year final objective (SY 
2013-2014). NCLB mandates all AYP 
intermediate objectives must “ensure that 
there is consistent progress toward the 

ultimate goals, beginning within two years” 
(Cowan & Manasevit, 2002, pg.19) of the 
AYP baseline.  The federal law outlines the 
business rule parameters for determining the 
intermediate objectives associated with 
performance indicators from reading/ELA 
and mathematics.  States were given the 
flexibility to establish intermediate 
objectives for other additional indicators, 
allowing Delaware to define OAIs for its 
elementary/middle schools. 

Delaware evaluated its first AYP 
performance benchmark in SY 2004-2005.  
Using separate AYP baselines for ELA and 
mathematics as a starting point, the 
minimum AYP performance thresholds 
increased five points (62% proficient) for 
ELA and eight points (41% proficient) in 
mathematics.  The non-linear change rates 
are produced from separate improvement 
trajectories being calculated using differing 
baseline values.   

Benchmark thresholds increase in 
two-year intervals until SY 2008-2009, at 
which point benchmark thresholds and short-
term AYP objectives become conterminous.  
In other words, after SY 2009-2010, only 
short-term AYP objectives are used until the 
long-term objective timeline has been 
reached (SY 2013-2014).  The minimum 
AYP benchmark thresholds are both subject 
specific and constant across all subgroups, 
schools, and districts in the state.   For those 
academic performance indicators whose 
thresholds change as a function of time, the 
rates move towards the long-term goal, 
which is 100% of all students classified as 
proficient.   
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Figure 3.  ELA and Mathematics Intermediate Performance Objectives 
 
The OAIs, either graduation rate (high 
schools) or changes in the sub-PL3 
distribution (elementary/middle schools), 
emphasize continuous improvement towards 
the state’s long-term goals.  For the high 
school graduation rate, the SY 2003-2004 
short-term objective was established at 75% 
with equal incremental changes across a ten-
year period.  These equivalent changes, 1.5 
percentage points annually, produce an 
intermediate objective threshold of 78.0% in 
SY 2005-2006.  OAI intermediate objectives 
for elementary/middle schools are not stated 
in policy; however, AYP participation 
thresholds are fixed at 95%. The term fixed 
refers to an objective threshold that remains 
constant over time from its initial baseline.  

The NCLB Stakeholder Group 
established the initial baseline for the 
Growth Model; however, intermediate 
objectives were designed to correspond to 
OM targets.  For the OM, the intermediate 
objectives end after SY 2007-2008 and 
revert to annual increases to 100% 
proficient.  As a required component by 
USDE, the state’s GM had to demonstrate 
increases in short-term objectives that 
cumulate in 2014 with all students being 
proficient. Table 13 compares GM score 
with the OM percent proficient objectives.  
Even a perfunctory review of the data shows 
both models striving for the same long-term 
objective. 
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Table 13.  GM and OM Comparative Objectives 

 Growth Model (GM) Original Model (OM) 

School Year Reading/ELA Mathematics Reading/ELA Mathematics 

SY 2005-
2006 186  123  62%  41%  

SY 2006-
2007 204  150  68%  50%  

SY 2007-
2008 204  150  68%  50%  

SY 2008-
2009 219  174  73%  58%  

SY 2009-
2010 237  201  79%  67%  

SY 2010-
2011 252  225  84%  75%  

SY 2011-
2012 267  249  89%  83%  

SY 2012-
2013 285  276  95%  92%  

SY 2013-
2014 300  300  100%  100%  

 

1.4 Long-Term Objectives
 Long-term objectives are those 
accountability system performance goals 
articulated in measurable, time-bound 
changes using representative indicators. In 
NCLB parlance, long-term objectives will 
become accomplished when all students 
demonstrate high achievement levels (no less 
than proficient on standards-based 
assessments).  The long-term AYP objective 
of no less than 100% of all students 
demonstrating proficiency on the DSTP 
administered assessments is mandated 
federally.  The intermediate objectives 
provide incremental measures reflecting the 
magnitude and direction of performance 
changes towards the long-term objective. 

The state’s strategic plan articulates a 
long-term objective that reads: “at least 68% 
of Delaware’s public school students will, at 
a minimum, attain proficiency or better in 
reading/language arts; and at least 50% of 

Delaware’s public school students will, at a 
minimum, attain proficiency or better in 
mathematics” by SY 2007-2008 (DDOE, 
March 2004, pg.16).  The long-term goals 
associated with student performance on 
DSTP and DAPA are equivalent, regardless 
of the accountability model used (i.e., GM or 
OM).  This evident fact is verified in Table 
13 and the approved growth model design 
(see Appendix A). 
 These targets of the long-term 
objectives parallel the AYP intermediate 
objectives.  The aforementioned indicators 
are restricted to academic performance 
because the participation indicators have a 
fixed rate.  Simply, the short, intermediate, 
and long-term objectives associated with 
ELA and mathematics participation rates are 
equivalent to the SY 2001-2002 baseline.   
Improvement towards the 95% participation 
rate is clearly desired; however, NCLB 
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requires any entity below the threshold be 
deemed as missing AYP.   
 The state’s strategic plan further 
details that “participating in the Delaware 
Student Testing Program with no 
accommodations, with accommodations, or 
on the Delaware Alternate Portfolio 
Assessment (DAPA) will be maintained at 
95% or better” (DDOE, March 2004, 
Performance Measure 1.6.3).  The OAI for 
high schools is the cohort graduation rate 
with an established long-term objective of 
90.0% by SY 2013-2014.  The state’s 
strategic plan (DDOE, March 2004) 
articulates a long-term goal of 86.4% by SY 
2007-2008, which is consistent with the OAI 
trajectory for high schools.  Further, the 
strategic plan requires the long-term 
objective to be accomplished for all 
subgroups, schools, and districts.  
 The OAI for elementary and middle 
schools implies a long-term objective that, in 
effect, eliminates students’ scoring at PL1 by 
SY 2013-2014.  Student achievement at PL1 
is significantly below expectations while 
concurrently classified as non-proficient for 
AYP determinations. Also implied is the 
long-term objective for the SPD indicator.  
State policy (7 DE Reg. 1692, June 2004) 
requires schools and districts be rated as 
Above Target when their composite score is 
at least 75.00 points or they demonstrate 
growth of 6.00 points (for schools above 
45.00 points).  The policy does not establish 
a specific time by which all schools and 
districts, or some proportion, must have a 
SPD value at or above 75.0 points.   
 
 
1.5 Summary 
 The DDOE continues to evaluate the 
accountability results and document the 
rating distribution using this document and 
other technical reports.  These efforts 
provide feedback to the state as to whether or 
not schools and districts are improving 
student achievement and closing the 

achievement gap.  The most important 
function of the Delaware public school 
system is to produce graduates with 
outstanding skills and knowledge in the core 
academic subjects of English-language arts, 
mathematics, science, and social studies. 
These skills and this knowledge provide 
students with the foundation to succeed in 
college and the workplace, along with being 
informed, engaged citizens (DDOE, March 
2004). 
In order to accomplish Delaware’s 
educational goals, the public system 
continues to develop and refine its reform 
initiatives, while using  realistic, time-bound 
objectives, selected key performance 
indicators, and modernized, reporting 
technologies to inform the public. One 
reform initiative has been the development 
and implementation of Delaware’s 
Accountability System.  The primary 
function of the accountability system is to 
evaluate how well the public schools are 
raising academic achievement for all 
students.  

The accountability system measures 
progress using a design that is fair, equitable, 
and reflective of the state’s overarching, 
educational goals.  The Delaware system has 
established a set of measurable, time-bound 
objectives that address both state and federal 
requirements.  These objectives are classified 
into three categories—(a) short-term or 
annual measurable objectives (AMOs), (b) 
intermediate objectives, and (c) long-term 
objectives—all of which simply reflect the 
time duration by which accountability 
indicators are examined against specified 
performance standards.   
 Short-term objectives examine 
performance on a year-by-year basis and are 
mandated by NCLB.  These short-term 
objectives, AMOs in NCLB parlance, are 
used to determine whether or not subgroups, 
schools, districts, and the state have attained 
subject-specific thresholds.  Intermediate 
objectives, also known as benchmarks, 
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provide the accountability system with future 
points in time to evaluate the progress rate 
towards its long-term objectives.  Finally, 
long-term objectives are those system 
initiatives that are anticipated to take a 
number of years to implement fully.  For 
example, attaining a cohort graduation rate 
of 90% for every subgroup, school, and 
district in Delaware will take time in order to 
develop and put into place the necessary 
support programs by which to attain that 
goal. 
 Accountability goals coincide with 
the agency’s strategic plan. These goals 

provide intermediate measures of progress 
across different subpopulations within the 
state.  The recent inclusion of the federally 
approve GM now provides stakeholders with 
another improvement measure.  Credible and 
reliable accountability results continue to 
guide the state’s improvement efforts found 
within a greater educational strategy.  As the 
accountability system’s inform assists 
policy-makers, educational leaders can 
discern what additional actions are needed to 
meet the needs of underperforming students. 
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SECTION 2 
STRATEGY 

 
 
 

Quick Guide to this Section 
I need to know about… 
• The Theory of Action (ToA) behind the 
accountability system. 

• The unique features of the Growth and Original 
Models. 

• The questions and answers about the system. 
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2.0 Overview  
Delaware values continuous 

educational improvement to support and 
promote the raising of student achievement.  
One mechanism used to achieve its goals is 
the implementation of a single statewide 
accountability system.  The accountability 
system’s organizational strategy is to ensure 
it operates in a fair and equitable manner 
within a framework that strives to improve 
educational improvement for all students.   
 The framework employs the 
following guiding principles: (a) make valid 
and reliable, annual determinations; (b) 
comply with federal and state laws; (c) 
promote continuous improvement for all 
subgroups, schools, and districts; (d) 
improve organizational transparency through 
open, clear communications to parents and 
educators; (e) maintain high expectations for 
all student subgroups; (f) solicit input from 
stakeholders; (g) establish reasonable 
improvement goals; (h) utilize a 
consequence continuum to promote 
continuous improvement; and (i) ensure 
equity and credibility by implementing 
coherent policies.  The aforementioned 
principles guided a theory of action by which 
educational reform initiatives became 
manifested within Delaware classrooms.  
 
2.1 Theory of Action (ToA) 
 A theory of action (Argyris & Schon, 
1974) is based upon the premise that humans 
instinctively design action steps necessary to 
achieve predetermined goals.  Further, 
individuals monitor how the action steps are 
implemented to ensure movement towards 
goal attainment.  Using an educational 
paradigm, teachers establish goals for their 
classes, develop and implement learning 
activities, monitor students’ engagement 
levels, assess student mastery, and make 
instructional changes based on contextual 
and cognitive feedback.   

 This production sequence is but one 
example of how teachers follow action steps 
towards goal attainment.  Without a clear 
theory of action, instructional staff, 
administrators, and superintendents are 
significantly challenged in creating a logical 
action sequence to achieve professional and 
organizational goals within an educational 
setting.   
 Any ToA is complicated by the fact 
that most humans desire a rational set of 
actions clearly aligned and with a reasonable 
expectation of goal attainment; however, 
conflicting actions by other individuals, 
events, and organizations are often present.  
These conflicting actions exist because 
individuals (and organizations) purport one 
course of action but exhibit another.  
Argyris, Putnam, and McLain-Smith (1985) 
describe this phenomenon as Espoused 
Theory versus Theory-in-Use, which in 
common language is “saying one thing but 
doing another.” 
 This implementation conflict could 
be misconstrued as simply reflecting the 
deleterious nature of humans rather than a 
misalignment of the cognitive “map” used to 
attain the targeted goal.  In other words, the 
cognitive action steps implemented were 
insufficient, inaccurate, or misdirected to 
shape the targeted behaviors and events 
necessary for goal attainment.  
 A clearly described ToA is critical 
for any educational reform strategy to be 
successful in guiding human behaviors.  If an 
educational organization plans to attain its 
long-term reform goals, it must leverage 
human actions in a particular direction using 
techniques to develop needed skill sets and 
engagement levels.  Reform leaders must 
provide direction, purpose, and motivation 
(Leader to Leader Institute, 2004) in order to 
accomplish the long-range goals. Too often, 
teachers and principals are unclear on the 
long-term goals of the state agency and/or 
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what action steps have the highest 
probability of goal attainment.   
 Basically, people within the system 
are unclear on how they are to reach 
accountability goals and within the system 
constrains (time, money, people) placed 
upon them. Clarity can be manifested 
through the conscientious removal of 
implicit, complex action steps the primary 
actors (educators) must accomplish to attain 
the organization’s goals. In other words, the 
organization must take the guesswork out by 
articulating multiple action steps converging 
on agreed-upon long-range goals.   
“Organizations are formed with the intent 
and design of accomplishing goals; and the 
people who work in organizations believe, at 
least part of the time, that they are striving 
toward these same goals” (Simon, 1955).  

When the individual actors fail to 
strive toward the organizational goals using a 
logical and reasonable series of steps, then 

causal relationships between the reform 
strategy and goal attainment cannot be 
suggested.  This phenomenon complicates 
evaluators attempting to understand the 
underlying causes and formulating 
alternative action steps to “remap” the 
organization’s improvement efforts.  One 
simple improvement action would be to 
make the theory of action an explicit, 
simplified representation of those key 
elements needed for others to make meaning 
in their own schema and initiate the 
necessary implementation steps (Argyris, 
Putnam, & McLain-Smith, 1985).  This 
simplification would outline the 
organization’s goals, action strategy (and 
sequence of steps), and intended 
consequences.  Figure 4 illustrates a generic, 
espoused ToA while Figure 5 displays 
Delaware’s conceptual ToA for its 
accountability system. 
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Figure 4.  Organizational Theory of Action (ToA) 
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Figure 5.  Delaware’s Theory of Action (ToA)-Accountability  
 
 Delaware’s operational ToA has 
three primary goals: (1) improving student 
achievement, (2) continuous school 
improvement, and (3) closing the 
achievement gap between student subgroups.  
One strategy in attaining the organization’s 
goals is through the development, 
implementation, and refinement of its school 
accountability system.  This system produces 
AYP determination for all subgroups, 
schools, and districts using a design that is 
standards-based and equitable.   
 The organization also implemented 
its State Progress Determination as an action 
step in assigning overall school and district 
accountability ratings.  The SPD includes 
DSTP results across four core academic 
areas (i.e., reading, mathematics, science, 
social studies).  The intended consequence is 
for educators to maintain their emphasis on 
the core academic areas and instructional 
practices, rather than to focus myopically on 
the AYP performance indicators.  

 The current accountability system is 
designed to produce high quality, reliable 
information about subgroups, schools, and 
districts.  These data are disseminated using 
a reporting structure that informs the public 
and promotes critical feedback.  For 
example, state officials and the 
Accountability Committee reviewed the SY 
2003-2004 results against the system’s 
intended consequences.  The data suggested 
the accountability design had misclassified a 
number of schools and districts, failed to 
capture improved student achievement, and 
may have produced unwanted consequences.   
 The system’s intent was, and is, to 
classify accurately and report those 
educational entities in need of interventions 
and to recognize and reward those making 
their performance targets.  Through these 
intended consequences, schools and districts 
will continue to make continual progress 
towards the organization’s goals.  The 
annual accountability results provide 
stakeholders feedback needed to determine if 
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The essence of Delaware’s 
theory of action is “that  

(1) performance indicators 
and decision rules,  

(2) lead to meaningful, 
consistent classifications,  

(3) which lead to appropriate 
educational interventions/ 
consequences,  

(4) which lead to improved 
student achievement 
consistent with the state’s 
educational goals.”  

                

              Nixon-Peabody, 2004 

Delaware’s theory of action is showing 
evidence that action steps being 
implemented are improving student 
achievement.  This feedback mechanism is 
also a critical component in redesigning 
those action steps producing unintentional 
consequences, thus threatening system 
credibility.  

 
2.2 Accountability Strategy 
 Prior to NCLB, many different 
theories of action used accountability 
strategies as an evaluative and feedback 
structure to monitor progress of schools and 
districts towards the state’s reform goals. 
Time-bound, measurable objectives were 
typically established during the adoption of 
the organization’s long-term goals.  Short-
term objectives were then evaluated using 
performance indicators based upon 
standardized assessment results and other 
important outcome data, such as attendance 
and graduation rates.   
 The design logic was typically based 
upon implementing compensatory, rather 
than conjunctive models, to produce a single 
performance measure.  The design logic 

specified how indicator data would be 
aggregated to produce accountability scores.  
These results were then evaluated against 
specified performance targets and classified 
according to prescribed business rules 
outlined in state policies. Using these 
classification groups and associated labels, a 
set of intended consequences in the form of 
rewards/recognition or interventions were 
prescribed and reported to both educators 
and the general public.   
 Since NCLB, the aforementioned 
accountability structure is prescribed (for the 
most part) within well-defined, regulatory 
language.  In Delaware, this structure 
required significant accountability design 
changes from the established system, 
including the adoption of a conjunctive 
model.  Conjunctive accountability models 
require multiple independent determinations 
that increase the likelihood of Type I errors.  
Although the error terms are not exclusively 
independent, many states have applied 
confidence and averaging strategies to 
reduce the misclassification produced by 
conjunctive designs. Early empirical 
modeling presented to the Council of Chief 
State School Officers (CCSSO) (Taylor & 
Beaudoin, 2002) documents the magnitude 
of misclassification resulting from NCLB’s 
conjunctive design.  
 Delaware’s accountability strategy 
was originally designed as an evaluative 
feedback mechanism to report on the 
magnitude by which state reforms were 
being actualized in schools and districts. The 
agency did not intend for the pre-NCLB 
accountability system to evaluate either 
resource inputs or production processes used 
to produce academic achievement. Although 
NCLB requires increased spending for 
professional development as a strategy to 
increase the human capital of teachers and 
principals, the causal relationship to AYP 
determinations has not been established. 
 Accountability systems do not 
evaluate directly the process by which inputs 
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and resources are mixed to produce student 
learning.  This fact is commonly 
misunderstood and reported to the general 
public.  Critical information necessary for 
schools to operate at the production frontier 
is not available to administrators.  The 
production frontier (i.e., maximizing output 
while reducing cost inefficiency) is based on 
a fixed set of action steps directly linked to 
outputs.  Each step in the process is 
amenable to control measures that ensure 
products adhere to established standards.  
 Unlike the manufacturing sector that 
used standardized actions steps within its 
production cycles, no agreed upon ToA 
guides educators in their efforts to product 
student learning, while striving to capture 
production efficiencies. Most educational 
organizations use multiple strategies nested 
within their ToA to focus those inputs (e.g., 
high quality teachers, supplies, materials) 
believed critical in producing high-quality 
services for student consumption. 
 The process used by educational 
agencies to produce student learning is 

complex and fluid.  Because of this 
characteristic, econometric approaches based 
on standardized, precise models have limited 
explanatory power.  However, a macro-level 
production function (see Figure 6) does 
provide a visual framework of the critical 
elements common to accountability systems. 
A critical subsystem within the framework is 
the human capital each service provider 
contributes to the overall system.  In a labor 
intensive organization, human capital in 
terms of technical, leader, and humanistic 
skills will have a significant influence 
educational services.  Recognizing the need 
to further build the human the capacity 
capabilities within state and local agencies, 
Delaware has placed additional resources 
and emphasis to improve educational quality. 
Recent CSSO-ASR research has followed 
the leadership provided by the state 
educational agency and has modeled best 
practices within this burgeoning field of 
inquiry. 
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Figure 6.  Educational Production Function-Accountability  
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The production function (as seen in 
Figure 6), originally developed for 
econometric use, was modified by 
Rossmiller and Geske (1977) and Beaudoin 
(2000) to facilitate quantitative analysis of 
educational systems.  This version embedded 
into a theory of action demonstrates how the 
action strategy was actually numerous nested 
strategies focused on different educational 
aspects.  These nested strategies are 
influenced by exogenous factors typically 
beyond the controls of teachers.   
 Empirical studies in education have 
suggested exogenous factors account for a 
majority of the variance across standardized 
test scores (Coleman et al., 1966; Jencks and 
Brown, 1975; MacPhail-Wilcox and King, 
1986; Thompson and Correa, 1989).  
Exogenous factors also have considerable 
influence on both educational inputs and 
organizational goals, as in the case of 
Delaware’s original goals for its student and 
school accountability system being mandated 
by the state’s legislature. 
 Resource inputs, especially in the 
area of fiscal (wealth) and human capital 
have received significant attention in the past 
four decades.  Recent empirical studies have 
provided evidence that those expenditures 
directly allocated for instructional services 
are positively associated with higher levels 
of academic productivity (Cooper et al., 
1994; Hedges & Greenwald, 1996; Kazal-
Thresher, 1993).  However, as with earlier 
research, a casual model could not be 
established to assist the reform movement 
throughout the country.  Because 
information about the production process 
was addressed insufficiently, the research 
findings had limited influence in developing 
an empirically driven action strategy to 
improve the production of student learning. 
   The production process used to 
create student learning attempts to describe 
how educators use resource inputs to 
produce educational services.  These services 

are basically organized around four pillars of 
teaching: (a) standards-based curriculum, (b) 
instructional methods, (c) high quality 
assessments, and (d) student/teacher 
engagement.  Further, the production process 
is mediated by teacher and principal 
leadership, school climate, parental support 
for education, and other factors.   Other 
secondary factors, such as professional 
development opportunities, collaboration 
among teachers, student discipline, and 
community involvement are influences 
changing the dynamics of the production 
process.  Insight into how educational 
services interact with the aforementioned 
mediating factors began with the application 
of qualitative research methods.   Using an 
inductive approach, researchers investigated 
those process characteristics found in 
successful schools (Brookover, Schweitzer, 
Schneider, Beady, Flood and Wisenbaker, 
1978; Edmonds, 1979; Purkey and Smith, 
1983; Teddlie, Kirby and Stringfield, 1989). 
This research approach provided new 
insights into how successful schools 
organized and developed human and 
material resources to produce student 
achievement. Unfortunately, like their 
quantitative counterparts, this research 
approach was unable to establish causal 
relationships among inputs, processes, and 
outputs; thus, they were unable to outline a 
set of action steps necessary to attain 
organizational goals. 
 Organizational goals and subordinate 
objectives are typically measured by targeted 
educational outcomes such as increased 
graduation rates, improved test scores, and 
participation on state assessments.  The 
assumption is that the organizational goals 
are understood, accepted, and internalized 
into a logical series of action steps.  Using an 
educational paradigm, the assumption is that 
teachers are focused on accountability goals 
and have a clear sequence of action steps 
necessary to increase student achievement.  
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 Hanushek (1997) has suggested 
educators have neither an incentive structure 
nor the understanding of the production 
process necessary for continuous 
improvement (output) while reducing costs. 
The limited understanding of the production 
process and necessary input (resources) 
levels has hindered developing an 
empirically supported set of action steps. 
 The unique involvement of students, 
teachers, and parents in the learning process, 
requires all parties to understand and agree 
upon a particular sequence of action steps.  
The discretionary controls over learning 
inherent to students (Monk, 1981) and the 
limited understanding of effective 
instructional methods (Bloom, 1964) add 
further complexity in understanding how to 
improve educational services for all students.  
 Examining how each part of the 
complex organization operates within the 

accountability framework, along with 
sources of influence and feedback, assists 
senior officials in evaluating the effects of 
their theory of action.  One preliminary step 
was to ensure the policy, business rules, and 
design logic were operating coherently, thus 
output quality was not diminished because of 
misalignment.  Subsequent steps establish 
evaluative structures within each of the 
major components outlined in Figure 7.  For 
example, in SY 2005-2006, the agency 
implemented a series of quality assurance 
procedures, standardized to allow for third-
party replication that determined the web-
based reports were displaying the correct 
data along with the applicable explanation. 
The inclusion of the state’s Growth Model 
adds another output within the current 
accountability framework.  Its inclusion 
provides collaborative information about 
changes in student and school performance. 
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Figure 7.  Accountability Framework for Delaware 
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2.3 Accountability Framework-
Unique Aspects 

Delaware’s school, district, and state 
accountability system is exceptional in 
several ways.  The system was designed to 
merge the existing state accountability 
processes with the NCLB requirements.  This 
merger yielded a unique accountability 
system that not only met the requirements of 
state legislation, but also addressed the 
federal requirements.  The accountability 
system allows Delaware to monitor both 
individual student progress and the progress 
of various subgroups of students, at the 
school, district, and state levels. Beginning 
in 2006, the state calculated school, district, 
and state AYP ratings using two models.  
The first (Original Model) model is the 
traditional status design the state has used 
since SY 2002-2003.  The second model 
now known as “Growth Model” (GM) is 
based on changes in individual student 
performances from one year to the next.  

Delaware’s accountability framework 
has several key elements within three major 
system components: (a) output indicators, (b) 
design and production logic, and (c) intended 
consequences.  These components reflect the 
agency’s ToA to attain its short and long-
term goals. For the Original Model (OM), 
three unique output indicators (weighting 
ELA, computing SPD, and evaluating the 
OAI for elementary/middle schools) are used 
to evaluate annual targets. The Growth 
Model (GM) use of reading scores and value 
tables are newly developed measures to 
determine changes in student learning from 
one year to the next.    
 
2.3.1 Output Indicators (OM) 

2.3.1.1 English-language arts 
indicator 

 Reading/language arts (ELA) 
proficiency rates are based on a combination 
of the reading and writing data from the 
annual, DSTP assessments. The reading 

percent proficient scores are weighted to 
count 90% and writing percent proficient 
scores weighted to count 10%. Both the 
reading and writing assessments are used to 
measure the Delaware ELA content 
standards; however, the writing component 
composes less than 25% of the ELA 
standards.  Since the writing assessment is 
based on only two items, the reliability of the 
assessment results will vary from year to 
year and grade to grade.  This reliability 
issue combined with the relatively small 
percentage of the ELA standards measured 
by the writing assessment (including writing 
weighted at 10%) justifies the design logic 
for this output indicator. 

2.3.1.2 Student distribution rate 
(OAI elementary/middle schools) 

 The other academic indicator (OAI) 
is determined by how well a school improves 
the combined performance of its lower 
achieving students in reading and 
mathematics (e.g., students who are scoring 
below Meets the Standard (PL1 or PL2).  
The average scale score for the students who 
score at PL1 and PL2 in reading and 
mathematics is used to compare one year 
with the prior year.  Scores are compared to 
determine if the school has shown progress 
with the lowest achieving students.  A 
confidence interval is applied to the average 
scale score to adjust for sampling error.  To 
show progress, a school or district must:  

(a) maintain or show an increase in 
the average scale score from one year 
to the next; 
(b) show that the percentage of 
students in PL1 in reading or 
mathematics has decreased from one 
year to the next; or,  
(c) demonstrate that the score is 
below an absolute level established 
by the agency.    

Scale scores in reading and mathematics 
from students in grades 3, 5, and 8 are used 
for the OAI statistics. This year (SY 2005-
2006) scale scores in reading and 
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mathematics for students in grades 3 through 
8 were used for elementary and middle 
schools.    

 2.3.1.3 State Progress 
Determination (SPD) 

 The State Progress Determination 
(SPD) metric evaluates the extent to which 
each school improved the performance of 
students across all performance levels and 
for core content areas (i.e., reading, 
mathematics, science, and social studies). 
Schools are assigned a SPD based on 
reaching established performance targets: 
Above Target, Meets Target, or Below 
Target. The SPD does not mitigate AYP 
determinations (i.e., a school that scores 
below the target, the minimum threshold, for 
AYP for two consecutive years in the same 
content area/other indicator is identified as 
Under Improvement).  The SPD allows for 
more valid and reliable accountability 
judgments and distinctions for those schools 
making significant progress in improving 
achievement across the performance 
continuum.  AYP and State Progress 
Determinations are combined to result in an 
overall accountability determination based 
on those classifications outlined in state law.  
   
2.3.2 Output Indicators (GM) 

2.3.2.1 Reading indicator 
Delaware revisited the achievement 

standards in reading, writing, and 
mathematics in grades 3, 5, 8, and 10 and set 
achievement standards for grades 2, 4, 6, 7, 
and 9 in the summer of 2005.  As a result, 
there are five levels of performance 
(achievement) consistent across grades 3 
through 10 in reading, writing, and 
mathematics. In grade 2, there are three 
levels of performance for reading and 
mathematics since the grade 2 assessment 
has fewer items than the assessments at the 
other grades. Unlike the OM, reading items 
only are used as the AYP indicator.  Changes 
in student performance levels from the prior 
year to the current are determined and 

entered into the applicable value table.  Once 
this is accomplished, value table points are 
assigned to each student, and then 
aggregated to higher units of analysis.  The 
model values individual student growth in 
reading from one year to the next, while 
increasing the validity and reliability of the 
system as a whole. 

2.3.2.2 Value tables 
Many student longitudinal growth 

systems—often termed value-added 
models—are very complex statistical 
procedures where student growth 
(aggregated to the class or school level) is 
based on the use of vertical score scales as 
well as on normative evaluations.  The 
DDOE, in partnership with the Center for 
Assessment (Gong, 2006), developed an 
approach for measuring student growth that 
relies on awarding points to the school 
based on the change in students’ 
performances across vertically-articulated 
achievement standards.  Essentially, a value 
table is constructed whereby a school (or 
district) is awarded varying amounts of 
points depending on how much progress, in 
terms of movement across achievement 
standards, a student makes from one year to 
the next.   

This value table approach, in 
addition to several conceptual advantages 
(e.g., the accountability design does not 
require vertically scaled scores), is an 
important advance because it is quite 
transparent for school leaders to understand 
how changes in student performance are 
translated into changes in school 
accountability scores.   The value table 
approach for capturing student progress is 
based on a theory of action that purports 
accountability results can best motivate 
behavior on the part of school personnel if 
the expectations are transparent and 
tangible to the educators.  Importantly, the 
value table approach is one of the few 
standards-based methods for calculating 
student growth. Unlike many complex 
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models, educational leaders can calculate 
their progress scores—as well as what they 
need to do to meet the state goals—with a 
hand calculator. Schools are awarded points 
based on students’ scores in year-one 
compared to their scores in the next grade 
in year-two. This model does not condition 
or alter expectations based on student 
demographics or other student 
characteristics.   
 
2.3.3 Design and Production Aspects 
(OM) 
 2.3.3.1 Comprehensive inclusion 
 All students in Delaware public 
schools, including students with disabilities 
and students with limited English 
proficiency, participate in the statewide 
assessment program.  Data for all students 
enrolled in the school, district, and/or state 
for a full academic year are included in 
accountability decisions.  No students are 
exempted from the assessment or 
accountability system based on 
demographics, instructional program, or type 
of school.  If an unexpected medical 
condition prohibits testing, the district may 
request (on a case-by-case basis with 
documentation) that a student be dropped 
from the participation rate statistic.  
 Students enrolled continuously in a 
school from September 30 through May 31 
are regarded as being enrolled for a full 
academic year. Delaware’s statewide pupil 
accounting system and Delaware Student 
Information System (DELSIS) enable 
tracking and monitoring student enrollment 
throughout the state.  
 2.3.3.2 Prorating performance data 
 For accountability purposes, students 
are tracked to the school that provided the 
instructional services on a pro-rated basis.  
When a student takes the Grade 3 
assessment, providing that the student was in 
the school for a full academic year, then the 
following occurs: the school that provided 
kindergarten services gets 10% of the score; 

the school that provided first grade services 
gets 30% of the score; the school that 
provided second grade services gets 30% of 
the score; and the school that provided third 
grade service gets 30% of the score.  
Effective SY 2005-2006, prorating does is 
no longer applicable beyond grade 3.  
 2.3.3.3 Averaging performance data 
 The accountability design averages 
participation and performance data over two 
years when appropriate. To prevent sample 
variability obfuscating accountability results, 
the DDOE evaluates both current year 
participation rates and the two-year 
aggregate rate for each school and district.  
In calculating the percent proficient each 
year, the state averages the most recent two 
years of test scores (including the current 
year’s scores) and compares the results to the 
current year’s percent proficient.  The higher 
percent proficient score is used to determine 
subgroup, school, and district AYP status.  
 
2.3.4 Design and Production Aspects 
(GM) 

2.3.4.1 Matching performance data 
 The Delaware Student Information 
System (DELSIS) is the state’s data system 
that allows individual student data to be 
“linked” across multiple years. The unique 
identifier is assigned to each Delaware 
student upon entering the school system and 
remains with the student even when he/she 
exits the educational system.  This 
technological infrastructure allows the 
agency to match individual students from 
one year to the next in order to determine 
changes in student achievement (as 
measured by the statewide assessment 
system (DSTP or DAPA).  

2.3.4.2 Full academic year (FAY) 
All of the students who are (a) 

members of a particular subgroup and (b) in 
the school for the entire school year 
(continuously enrolled from September 30 
through May 31 of the school year) are 
assigned points from the applicable Value 



               Delaware Technical Manual-2007 
 55 

Table.  FAY criteria are applied to the 
current year under observation rather than 
both years.  Meaning, a student in 2007 who 
met the FAY criteria but had a break in 
enrollment the prior year (2006) would be 
included in the GM.  These criteria are 
applied separately for reading and 
mathematics; however, audit checks are 
applied to flag students with differing FAY 
status across the two content areas.  

2.3.4.3 Performance Levels  
Performance levels on the DSTP 

below proficiency are divided into two 
subcategories.    In the Well Below category 
(PL1), the performance cut score for the 
subcategory at each grade level and in each 
content area is the scale score value where 
the cumulative percentage of students 
scoring in the Well Below category was fifty 
percent (50%).  For the Below the Standard 
category (PL2), the subcategory was 
established by dividing in half the scale 
score points from the lower bound to the 
upper bound.  The levels at or above 
proficiency (PL3, PL4, and PL5) were 
collapsed into one category. It should be 
noted that these subcategories are only used 
in the GM.  
 
2.3.5 Intended Consequences  
 2.3.5.1 School Consequences 
 The system of rewards and sanctions 
focuses on supporting continuous 
improvement of all public schools and 
districts, as well as the state.  This system is 
structured to ensure full compliance with the 
requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act 
of 2001 and to align consequences for Title I 
and non-Title I schools.  GM calculations do 
not change the sanctions for schools not 
making AYP. Accountability sanctions for 
schools that are classified as Under 
Improvement are as follows:  
 Year 1 - A school shall review and 
modify its current School Improvement Plan 
outlining additional specific school 
improvement activities to be implemented 

beginning in this same year. A school 
designated as Title I shall implement federal 
ESEA Choice. The school shall follow the 
district Federal ESEA Choice Program. 
 Year 2 - A school shall continue to 
review and modify the School Improvement 
Plan as needed, continue to offer federal 
ESEA Choice (Title I), and provide 
supplemental services (Title I) according to 
the federal ESEA requirements.  Schools not 
designated as Title I shall give priority, as 
appropriate within their extra time, services 
to students in those subgroups who have not 
met the target for percent proficient in the 
reading/language arts and/or mathematics 
assessments.  
 Year 3 - A school shall continue with 
the Year 2 activities and be subject to 
corrective action as outlined by federal 
ESEA requirements.  
 Year 4 - A school shall continue with 
the Year 3 activities and shall develop a plan 
for restructuring as outlined by federal ESEA 
requirements and then submit such plan to 
the Secretary of Education.  The Secretary of 
Education shall investigate the reasons for 
the continued deficiency of the school’s 
performance and shall consult with the State 
Board of Education prior to making 
comment.  
 Year 5 - A school shall continue with 
Year 2 activities and shall implement the 
restructuring plan as outlined by federal 
ESEA requirements.  
 
 2.3.5.2 District Consequences 
 Accountability sanctions for districts 
that are classified as Under Improvement are 
as follows:  
 Year 1 - A district shall develop and 
implement a District Improvement Plan. 
 Year 2 - A district shall evaluate and 
modify the District Improvement Plan and 
shall incorporate such plan into the 
Consolidated Application.  
 Year 3 - A district shall continue 
with the activities outlined in its 
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improvement plan. In addition, the district 
shall develop a corrective action plan as 
outlined by Federal ESEA requirements and 
submit such plan to the Secretary of 
Education. The Secretary of Education shall 
investigate the reasons for the continued 
deficiency of the district’s performance and 
shall consult with the State Board of 
Education prior to making comment.  
 Year 4 - A district shall continue 
with the Year 3 activities and the district and 
the DDOE shall evaluate the corrective 
action plan and make appropriate 
modifications as needed. 
 
 
 2.4 Reflective Summary 
 Delaware’s educational reform 
initiatives are being implemented in part by 
its comprehensive school and district 
accountability system.  This system’s ToA is 
based on the principles of producing high 
levels of student achievement across the 
performance continuum while reducing the 
achievement gap.  The DDOE, in response to 
stakeholders and federal regulations, has 
implemented a series of action steps 
necessary to produce reliable and valid 
accountability results.  These results provide 
direct feedback to schools and districts about 
the magnitude and direction their action 
steps are moving them towards the state’s 
(organizational) goals.  Delaware’s ToA also 

includes (as of SY 2006-2007) a useful and 
usable growth model that does not mitigate 
any part of the accountability system.  The 
GM is intended to assist schools in 
monitoring individual student achievement 
and reflect these changes in the GM results. 
Further, there is consensus that all of the 
educational communities, including 
businesses and parents, want to make sure 
that schools and districts are making every 
effort to help the lowest achieving students 
meet proficiency and remain proficient in 
subsequent years. 

A series of intended consequences is 
outlined to recognize achievement, while 
supporting schools in need of improvement.  
In SY 2005-2006, the DDOE began 
examining the changes in school ratings for 
the past three years.  This practice continued 
in the subsequent year, which revealed that 
student achievement has increased 
throughout the state, while the 
misclassification, (an unwanted design 
consequence) has been eliminated.  In 
reflecting on the ToA, selected questions 
(Forte-Fast & Hebbler, 2004, pg. 24; Marian 
et al., 2002, pg. 35) along with guiding 
principles for the state’s GM have been 
contextualized and answered. This question-
and-answer format is designed to assist in 
summarizing the key points articulated in 
this section of the technical manual.  

 
2.4.1 What are the goals of Delaware’s accountability strategy? 
 Delaware’s ToA has three primary goals:  

(1) improving student achievement; 
(2) continuous school improvement; and,  
(3) closing the achievement gap between student subgroups.   

 
2.4.2 Who is held accountable for these goals? 
 The current accountability system is designed to reflect valid information about all 
subgroups, schools, and districts using a reporting structure that informs the public and promotes 
critical feedback.  Feedback to stakeholders provides information needed to self-examine those 
action steps being implemented at the school and district-level. 
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2.4.3 What indicators are used to represent performance in relation to these goals? 
 Delaware’s accountability system includes separate AYP indicators for ELA and 
mathematics, along with participation rate indicators.  Further, a graduation rate indicator is used 
at the high school level, while the OAI for elementary/middle schools reports the degree of 
improvement for lower achieving students in reading and mathematics. The State Progress 
Determination (SPD) indicator is based on the extent to which each school improved the 
performance of students across five performance levels and all core content areas (reading, 
mathematics, science, and social studies). In SY 2005-2006, the state included the results of 
summer school and included grades 5, 6, and 7 into accountability decisions.  In SY 2006-2007, 
the state added its GM design as another accountability indicator for reading and mathematics 
performance. 
 
2.4.4 When are decisions made regarding performance toward the goals? 
 Accountability decisions for each school and LEA are made each July.  Central office 
staff members are provided accountability data using the DDOE’s secure web-portal.  This review 
process helps ensure decisions are based on accurate, verifiable data.  Once this review process is 
complete, accountability results are released and then later followed by the issuance of school and 
district profiles (report cards).  These profile reports include accountability and assessment 
results, discipline, and teacher qualifications. Summer results are also included in the final AYP 
determinations made before the beginning of each school year. 
 
2.4.5 What consequences are associated with different levels of performance? 
 Delaware has a system of rewards and consequences for all public schools and districts 
including Title I and non-Title I schools and districts.  These consequences are based on a 
continuum of services designed to support school improvement efforts.  Continuous 
underperformance over several years can result in significant governance and management 
changes requiring approval by the Secretary of Education. 
   
2.4.6 What changes are these consequences meant to effect?  
 Delaware’s system of rewards and sanctions focuses on support for continuous 
improvement of all public schools and districts as well as for the state.  Additional resources and 
focus on subpopulations of students will require prior action steps associated with instructional 
services to be reexamined and modified for the upcoming school year. Further, system capacity 
and transparency efforts have modeled best practices for local districts and have facilitated the 
partnership between the state and the nineteen districts. 
 
2.4.7 How are the intended changes related to the overall goals?  
 The assumption is that the organizational goals are understood, accepted, and internalized 
into a logical series of action steps.  Teachers must be focused on accountability goals and have a 
clear sequence of actions steps to improve student achievement.  The production of accountability 
reports, allocation of rewards, assignment of consequences, and public review can provide the 
needed motivation for local educational agencies to review their current practices.  Schools 
improving subpopulations of students are afforded Safe Harbor provisions as they demonstrate 
increased student achievement, although their relative status may be below the state’s prescribed 
minimum thresholds.  
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2.4.8 What factors will mitigate this improvement?  
 Without a clear ToA, instructional staff, administrators, and superintendents are 
significantly challenged in creating a logical action sequence to achieve professional and 
organizational goals.  Accountability results must be credible and designed to reduce unwanted 
error to prevent external mediating factors.  The DDOE continues to reexamine its error detection 
and control procedures across its information management, assessment, and accountability 
subsystems.  Further, educators and the public must have a rich understanding of how the 
accountability system rates schools, the data used in those ratings, and the steps taken to improve 
the system from one year to the next. 
 
2.4.9 How will the accountability system’s GM ensure all students are proficient by SY 
2013-2014?  

The growth model is part of a system that maintains fidelity to having 100% of the 
students at proficiency by SY 2013-2014. This method does not mitigate an accountability 
decision; it will make the system fairer to schools.  If schools are truly helping the lowest 
achieving students move towards proficiency at the rate set by the growth standards, they should 
be acknowledged for doing so. It rewards growth towards proficient and staying proficient. The 
growth model (GM) does not currently eliminate the use of the original model (OM) in 
determining a school’s AYP status.   
 
2.4.10 How does the system include all students?  

All students in grades 3 through 10 are included in both the GM and OM.  For students in 
grade 3, growth is to be determined by the level of performance in grade 2 compared to grade 3. 
For high school students, growth will be determined from grade 8 to 9 and grade 9 to 10.  Both 
the GM and OM include performance at the subgroup level and for all schools and districts per 
the approved Delaware Accountability Workbook (2006).  Inherent to the growth model, students 
who are new to the state will not be included in the growth model calculation for the first year; 
however, these students may be included in the OM calculations.  These students do count in the 
growth calculation in subsequent years provided they stay in the state. Therefore, schools are held 
accountable for students new to the state through the OM, but not through the GM.  If a school 
receives a low performing student, the school has one year only to get the student to proficient. 
There are no true students in Delaware who are “unmatched” because of the unique student 
identifier. The only situation that could occur with missing data would be a student who did not 
participate in an assessment.  Students who do not participate are counted as “not participating” 
when calculating the participation rate. The participation rate for reading/ELA and mathematics is 
still included in both AYP models.  Kindergarten (K), K-1, and K-2 schools are not included in 
the GM, thus accountability determinations are based solely upon the OM. Students who take the 
Delaware Alternate Portfolio Assessment  (DAPA) also receive performance level scores in the 
content areas. DAPA students are included in both the GM and OM calculations; hence, not 
students are systematically excluded from the accountability system. 
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SECTION 3 
DESIGN 

 
 
 

Quick Guide to this Section 
I need to know about… 
• The accountability indicators for AYP. 
• The operational details about the Growth and 
Original Models. 

• The business rules for accountability data. 
• The steps to make AYP determinations.  
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3.0 Overview 
 The fundamental theory of action 
governing state accountability systems is that 
the organizational goals will be attained as 
educational reforms are implemented by 
stakeholders.  Accountability frameworks 
provide the evaluative and feedback 
structures necessary to monitor school and 
district progress towards reform goals.  The 
evaluative process requires that selected 
educational outputs (e.g., student 
achievement, attendance rates) be 
represented using performance and 
behavioral indicators.   
 Prior to the No Child Left Behind Act 
of 2001, these indicators were established by 
stakeholders, technical experts, and state 
officials to reflect agreed upon long-range 
goals. These accountability indicators were 
typically placed into a design matrix to 
produce quantitative results linked to short-
term objectives.  Many accountability 
systems implemented indexing and 
averaging techniques to strengthen the 
designs’ validity and reliability 
characteristics. Most accountability systems 
used Model I (status) and/or Model II 
(improvement) designs (Gong, 2002) so that 
numeric results, organized into a 
classification scheme, would provide 
credible feedback to stakeholders.   
 This feedback was most often in the 
form of paper and web-based reports to 
communicate where schools fell on the 
consequence continuum.  Parents, educators, 
and policy-makers received information 
about the relative performance and/or 
improvement of their school and school 
district in comparison with the state’s 
intermediate and long-range goals.  Further, 
this feedback assisted parents and the public 
in determining the quality of educational 
services being provided by the school and 
district.    
 Since the passage of the NCLB Act of 
2001, Delaware has made significant 
changes in its original accountability design.  

These changes reflect a desire to develop a 
single, comprehensive accountability system 
focused on Delaware’s reform goals while 
complying with federal mandates. In SY 
2003-2004, the DDOE implemented changes 
reflective of its pre-NCLB design. These 
changes included metrics associated with 
both school status (NCLB) and improved 
performance (State Progress Determination 
[SPD]) across all performance levels.   
 In SY 2004-2005, the DDOE 
continued to implement the prior year’s 
design with slight modifications to those 
business rules associated with district 
accountability and the Students with 
Disabilities (SWD) subgroup.    
 In SY 2005-2006, the DDOE 
implemented several design changes while 
concurrently developing additional quality 
control measures focused on reducing 
systemic and non-random errors.  Although 
the agency continued to participate in the 2% 
flexibility for students with disabilities 
offered by USDE, the DDOE decided to 
include selected summer school results for 
accountability purposes.  The DDOE also 
allowed districts to decide how “tuition-
based” special needs students’ data would be 
assigned for accountability determinations.   
 In this instance, districts had the 
option of tracking students who are served 
by special schools within the district to the 
school of residence or having the student’s 
performance count in the school that 
provided the instructional services.  The 
option selected by the district remains in 
effect throughout SY 2007-2008, at which 
time the issue will be reexamined.  The 
DDOE also implemented the use of 
averaging when calculating the State 
Progress Determination.  This process 
reflects the methodology used when making 
AYP determinations.    The DDOE also 
included additional data [grades 4, 6, and 7] 
from the DSTP, while eliminating prorating 
data except in grade 3. All the 
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aforementioned design changes focused on 
improving the technical properties of the 
accountability system, while affording local 
districts flexibility in determining how to 
assign student performance data. 

The major design change for SY 2006-
2007 was the implementation of the state’s 
growth model (GM).  Unique business rules 
and decision logic were created to meet the 
policy expectations approved by the USDE. 
Also, the production of accountability results 
now required several additional steps in the 
calculation and web-reporting of data.   

The academic performance indicators 
continue to be based upon the Delaware 
State Testing Program (DSTP). The DSTP 
assessments (aligned to the state’s academic 
content standards) are used to test students in 
grades 2-10 in reading, writing, science, and 
social studies. The assessment results are 
organized into five performance levels based 
upon a continuum associated with learning 
particular content standards (e.g., 
mathematics assessment aligned with 
mathematics standards).  Performance levels 
(PL) 1-Well Below the Standard and PL2-
Below the Standard are considered as non-
proficient for AYP determinations. When 
used in the GM, the non-proficient 
performance levels (PL1 and 2) are divided 
into two subcategories.  These categories are 
used to determine improvement in student 
achievement from one year to the next. 
 Accountability decisions are based 
upon the performance of students taught, 
rather than those simply tested at a particular 
school. To address this philosophical 
principle, the DDOE incorporated the 
prorating feature into its AYP computations, 
which reflected a key feature in the state’s 
original design. However, the state now 
receives standards-based results for all 
grades 3-8, thus reducing the prorating 
component to the K-3 grade span.  For AYP, 
these data are limited to English-language 
arts (reading – 90%, writing 10%) and 
mathematics.  Unlike AYP computations, the 

State Progress Determination focuses on all 
four core academic subjects (e.g., reading, 
mathematics, science, and social studies) to 
produce a composite score.  This composite 
score is then used to evaluate school and 
district improvement from one year to the 
next.   
 The accountability design also 
requires student-level data necessary to 
produce subgroup aggregates outlined by 
NCLB.  In order to prorate student 
performance data, examine cohort 
graduation rates, determine the distribution 
change (improvement) of low performing 
students, and match students across multiple 
years, the DDOE operates a sophisticated, 
student-level information system.  The 
Delaware Student Information System 
(DELSIS) is the statewide pupil accounting 
system updated by schools and districts 
weekly to ensure student demographic data 
are current.  Every student enrolled in a 
Delaware public school is assigned a unique 
identification number upon entering the 
public school system.  These identification 
numbers are not re-assigned upon exiting the 
system. Data requirements for all schools 
and districts are published annually in the 
Data Acquisition Calendar along with 
meetings held throughout the year to inform 
and update pupil accounting users.  This 
process improves the data quality used to 
produce accountability results. 
 
3.1 Output Indicators  
 The output indicators for 
accountability are organized into those based 
upon either academic or behavioral 
performance.  The Delaware accountability 
system has seven academic performance 
indicators: 

1. percent proficient English-language 
arts (OM),  

2. average reading points (GM),  
3. percent proficient mathematics (OM),  
4. average mathematics points (GM),  
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5. average scaled score change for PL1 
and PL2 (OAI), 

6. percent PL1 change (OAI), and 
7. average composite score (SPD). 

 
Delaware also has four behavioral indicators: 

1. percent participation English-
language arts (OM), 

2. percent participation reading (GM), 
3. percent participation mathematics 

(OM & GM), and  
4. percent cohort graduation (OAI). 

 The academic performance indicators 
provide a metric to evaluate student content 
mastery or improvement to mastery as 
assessed by the DSTP. The other 
performance indicators are based on student 
behaviors, such as participating in the DSTP 
and graduating from high school.  The 
behavioral indicators provide data that 
without their inclusion would impact the 
academic performance indicators.  For 
example, student participation rates must be 
maintained at high levels to ensure that 
inferences about student learning and school 
productivity are not skewed by eliminating 
at-risk populations.  Delaware regulations 
and quality control procedures are used to 
support participation by all students, thus 
validating the inferences from its 
performance indicators. 
 
3.1.1 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)  
 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in 
the original model (OM) measures student 
proficiency rates for English-language arts 
and mathematics against predefined, short-
term objectives.  Proficiency is determined 
by the performance level a student attains on 
those assessments administered as part of the 
Delaware Student Testing Program (DSTP). 
For the GM, AYP measures the average 
points students earn from the Value Table 
for improvements in non-proficient students 
from one year to the next, while rewarding 
proficient students who maintain their status 
in subsequent years.  Students who reach the 

highest levels on the DSTP (PL4 and PL5) 
receive no additional compensation (i.e., 
they are assigned 300 points, as are students 
at PL3).  Participation rates are based on the 
proportion of eligible students taking DSTP 
tests compared to a fixed threshold of ninety-
five percent (95.0%).  Other AYP indicators 
include graduation rates for high schools and 
improvement of low test performers for 
elementary/middle schools. 

3.1.1.1 Percent proficient for 
English-language arts (OM) 
The percent proficient for ELA (OM) 

is the weighted percent of students who meet 
or exceed the reading and writing standards.  
ELA combines data from reading (90%) and 
writing (10%) to produce an ELA score.  
Students classified as proficient have PLs of 
3 or higher. 

3.1.1.2 Average reading score (GM) 
The average reading score (GM) is 

the weighted average of the points earned 
based on changes in students’ reading PL 
from one year to the next. The point 
allocation are based on the USDE approved 
Value Table. 

3.1.1.3 Percent proficient for 
mathematics (OM) 
The percent proficient for 

mathematics (OM) is the percent of students 
who meet or exceed the mathematics 
standards.  Students classified as proficient 
have PLs of 3 or higher. 

3.1.1.4 Average mathematics score 
(GM) 
The average mathematics score is the 

weighted average of the points earned based 
on changes in students’ mathematics PL 
from one year to the next.  The point 
allocation are based on the USDE approved 
Value Table. 

3.1.1.5 Average scaled score change 
for Performance Levels 1 and 2 

 The average scaled score changes for 
PL1 and 2 are the other academic indicator 
(OAI) used for elementary and middle 
schools. 
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3.1.1.6 Percent change for 
Performance Level 1 (PL1) 
The percent change for PL1 is the 

other criterion associated with the other 
academic indicator (OAI) used for 
elementary and middle schools. 

3.1.1.7 Participation rate for 
English-language arts 
The participation rate for ELA is the 

percentage of students who actually 
participated in the reading and writing DSTP 
compared to those who were eligible to be 
tested.  Participation rates are calculated 
before the FAY criteria are applied. 

3.1.1.8 Participation rate for 
mathematics 
The percentage of students who 

actually participated in the mathematics 
DSTP compared to those who were eligible 
to be tested. Participation rates are calculated 
before the FAY criteria are applied. 

3.1.1.9 Percent graduating from 
high school 

 The percent graduating from high 
school is the percentage of students in one 
cohort who graduate in four years, or in the 
timeframe outlined by IEP agreements. 
 
3.1.2 State Progress Determination (SPD)  
 The State Progress Determination 
(SPD) is based on the extent to which each 
school improves the performance of students 
across all performance levels and all core 
content areas (i.e., reading, mathematics, 
science, and social studies). The 
performance data are restricted to grades 3, 
5, 8, and 10 to maintain consistency from the 
initial baseline year, which was based on 
student accountability grades.  
 Schools are given a progress 
determination based on whether the 
composite score change is at or above the 
state’s performance targets.  A school’s SPD 
is based upon the results of student 
performance of the current year or the 
average of the current and prior year.  The 
higher value is selected as the valid data 

point used to determine a school’s rating.  In 
light of state performance targets, each 
school is assigned a label of either (A) Above 
Target, (M) Meets Target, or (B) Below 
Target. These labels of State Progress 
Determinations allow for more valid and 
reliable accountability determination by 
differentiating school performances. These 
determinations do not mitigate federally 
defined AYP determinations.  
 3.1.2.1 Reading score 
 The SPD reading score is the sum of 
the weighted percentage of students scoring 
across the five performance levels of the 
reading assessment. These data are restricted 
to grades 3, 5, 8, and 10. 
 3.1.2.2 Mathematics score 

The SPD mathematics score is the 
sum of the weighted percentage of students 
scoring across the five performance levels of 
the mathematics assessment. These data are 
restricted to grades 3, 5, 8, and 10. 
 3.1.2.3 Science score 

The SPD science score is the sum of 
the weighted percentage of students scoring 
across the five performance levels of the 
science assessment. These data are restricted 
to grades 4, 6, 8, and 11. 
 3.1.2.4 Social Studies score 

The SPD social studies score is the 
sum of the weighted percentage of students 
scoring across the five performance levels of 
the social studies assessment. These data are 
restricted to grades 4, 6, 8, and 11. 

3.1.2.5 Composite Score 
 The SPD composite score is the sum 
of weighted reading, mathematics, science, 
and social studies scores multiplied by 
twenty-five. This score includes performance 
data across differing grades based upon the 
content area.  In cases when science and 
social studies data are missing, the sum of 
weighted reading and mathematics scores is 
multiplied by fifty. 
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3.2 Business Rules 
3.2.1 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)  
 3.2.1.1 Inclusiveness 
 All public schools, including charter 
schools, reorganized, and vocational-
technical school districts in the state (in 
conjunction with a state-level AYP 
determination) are subject to the calculation 
and reporting of Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP) as prescribed by the federal 
(Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA), 20 U.S. C.A. §6301 et seq.) law.  
Additionally, public schools, including 
charter schools, reorganized, and vocational-
technical school districts are subject to the 
applicable rewards, sanctions, and other 
accountability activities as prescribed in state 
policy (7 DE Reg. 57 §103 (1)).  

All special needs schools are 
expected to provide an “accountability 
school” for each tested student.  The scores 
from the students in these schools go to their 
resident district for district accountability.  If 
the resident district of enrollment is not 
provided by the host district, the host district 
maintains the student’s performance data.  
This policy addresses the statutory 
requirement that all students participate in 
the statewide testing program.  

3.2.1.2 Adequate Yearly Progress 
targets 

 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) is 
determined annually by the DDOE for all 
public schools, including charter schools, 
reorganized, and vocational-technical school 
districts (also includes state-level AYP 
determinations) in the state. In order for a 
public school, including a charter school, 
reorganized, or vocational-technical school 
district, or the state to meet AYP, the 
aggregate student population and each 
subgroup of students as identified in ESEA 
must meet or exceed the proficiency targets.  
In the GM, improvement targets are based on 
the average improvements, in reading and 
mathematics, from one year to the next.  In 
the OM, the percent of students scoring PL3 

or higher is evaluated against the annual 
targets in ELA and mathematics.  Each 
school must meet or exceed annual 
thresholds for ELA and mathematics, 
participation, and the other academic 
indicators in the aggregate and across each 
eligible subgroup.  In calculating the percent 
proficient each year, the state averages the 
most recent two years’ results of percent 
proficient (including the current year’s 
percent proficient) and compares the results 
to the current year’s percent proficient 
results. The higher percent proficient score is 
used to determine the AYP status of the 
school, district, or state.  Confidence 
intervals, averaging data, and Safe Harbor 
provisions are afforded schools in the OM 
only. 
 
OM Target Designations 
 3.2.1.2(a) Above Target 

The school, district, or state 
(in the aggregate) student population 
and for each NCLB subgroup exceeds 
the annual target in English-language 
arts and mathematics for percent 
proficient and meets the criteria for 
participation and OAI(s).  A school 
cannot be categorized as Above 
Target for AYP if any confidence 
interval was used in calculating its 
performance ratings, Safe Harbor, or 
OAI(s), or if the special education 
factor was applied.  

 3.2.1.2(b) Meets Target 
The school, district, or state 

(in the aggregate) student population 
and for each NCLB subgroup meets 
the annual target in English-language 
arts and mathematics with or without 
the application of a confidence 
interval for percent proficient or 
meets the criteria of Safe Harbor and 
further meets the criteria for 
participation and OAI(s).  
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 3.2.1.2(c) Below Target 
The school, district, or state 

(in the aggregate) student population 
and for each NCLB subgroup did not 
meet the annual target in English-
language arts or mathematics through 
the application of a confidence 
interval for percent proficient.  
Further, the entity did not meet the 
criteria for Safe Harbor, participation 
rate, or OAI(s).  

 
GM Target Designations 

3.2.1.2(d) Above Target 
The school (in the aggregate) 

student population and for each 
NCLB subgroup has a growth value 
equal to or greater than the annual 
growth target.  Confidence intervals, 
averaging, and Safe Harbor 
provisions are not used in this 
determination. 
 3.2.1.2(e) Below Target 

The school (in the aggregate) 
student population and for each 
NCLB subgroup has a growth value 
less than the annual growth target.  
Confidence intervals, averaging, and 
Safe Harbor provisions are not used 
in this determination. 
 
3.2.1.3 Proficiency 

 Student scores at PL3 or above who 
have met the requirements of a Full 
Academic Year (FAY) are regarded 
proficient for AYP computations. Student 
scores at PL 1 or PL2 have met the FAY 
requirements are considered as non-
proficient for AYP computations.  These 
data include those students participating in 
the alternate assessment (DAPA). 

3.2.1.4 Minimum n-count 
 Minimum n-counts are the smallest 
unit within a given cell that can be evaluated 
and/or reported by the accountability system.  
These values are established to protect the 
privacy rights of students (FERPA), while 

maintaining acceptable reliability 
characteristics of the accountability system. 

3.2.1.4(a) AYP determinations 
A minimum of forty (40) 

students is required in any subgroup 
cell to be eligible for accountability 
decisions.  These n-count data are 
based on the number of eligible test-
takers found within the assessment 
file who meet the FAY criterion.  For 
K-3 grades, the DDOE continues to 
compute the n-count for each 
subgroup cell by tracking students to 
the school(s) and district(s) providing 
the instructional services.  Students 
are considered full students (not 
weighted) for each school and district 
provided that the student was in the 
school and district for a full academic 
year.  Students must meet the full 
academic year criterion to be 
included in the n-counts.  
3.2.1.4(b) Reporting 
 The minimum number of 
students in any subgroup for 
reporting the participation rates, 
proficiency percentages, and OAI 
statistics is fifteen (15).  For K-3 
only, the minimum n-count is 
calculated by tracking students to the 
school and district that provided the 
instructional services for the grade 
cluster counting the student as a full 
student (not weighted) for each 
school and district, provided that the 
student was in the school and district 
for a full academic year.  
3.2.1.5 Full Academic Year (FAY) 

 Students enrolled continuously 
(uninterrupted) in the school from September 
30 through May 31 of a school year are 
considered enrolled for a full academic year. 
If a student withdraws and re-enrolls at a 
later date, the student will not meet the FAY 
requirements and will be excluded from 
AYP computations. For district 
accountability, students must be enrolled 
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continuously in the district (but not 
necessarily the same school), from 
September 30 through May 31 of a school 
year. For state accountability, students 
enrolled continuously in the state (but not 
necessarily the same school or district) from 
September 30 through May 31 of a school 
year will be considered enrolled for a full 
academic year. For GM calculations, the 
current year under observation is used when 
determining those students who meet the 
FAY requirement, thus are used in 
subsequent accountability computations. 

3.2.1.6 Learning centers and special 
schools 
Students enrolled in an intra-district 

intensive learning center (ILC), intra-district 
special school, or program operating within 
one or more existing school facilities, will 
either have the school of residence 
considered the accountability school for the 
student, or allow the school to retrain the 
enrolled students’ data. For students enrolled 
in inter-district schools or programs that 
have an agreement to serve students from 
multiple school districts, the special school 
that provides the instructional program is 
considered the accountability school.  When 
calculating district accountability scores, the 
student’s score reverts to the individual’s 
home district. The option chosen by a district 
will remain in effect through SY 2006-2007.  
 
Table 14. ILC Option 
 
District ILC Option 
Appoquinimink No 
Brandywine No 
Caesar Rodney No 
Cape Henlopen No 
Capital No 
Christina No 
Colonial Yes 
Delmar No 
Indian River No 
Lake Forest No 
Laurel No 
Milford Yes 

NCCVT No 
Polytech Yes 
Red Clay Yes 
Seaford No 
Smyrna Yes 
Sussex Tech No 
Woodbridge No 

  
 3.2.1.7 Alternative programs 

Students enrolled in an alternative 
program pursuant to 14 Del Admin. Code 
§16, or the Delaware Adolescent Program, 
the accountability school/district will be the 
school/district that assigned such student to 
the program or the school/district of 
residence. The time the students were 
enrolled in the alternative or transitional 
program is credited to the appropriate entity 
for accountability purposes.   
 3.2.1.8 AYP attainment 
 Schools, districts, or the state 
receiving an AYP rating of Meets Target or 
higher will be considered as having met 
AYP for the referenced school year.  This 
status requires each eligible cell to have met 
the AYP thresholds or the Safe Harbor 
criterion.  
 3.2.1.8(a) School AYP 

The school is classified as 
Above Target or Meets Target. If 
there are 15 or more students in the 
aggregate or in any subgroup, the 
percent proficient, participation rate, 
and OAI will be reported. If there are 
40 or more students in the aggregate 
or in any subgroup, the percent 
proficient, participation rate and OAI 
will be reported and used to 
determine AYP status and 
accountability ratings.  For small 
schools with fewer than forty (40) 
students, multiple years of data will 
be used to determine their AYP 
status. 

 3.2.1.8(b) District AYP 
The district is classified as 

Above Target or Meets Target. If 
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there are 15 or more students in the 
aggregate or in any subgroup, the 
percent proficient, participation rate, 
and OAI will be reported. If there are 
40 or more students in the aggregate 
or in any subgroup, the percent 
proficient, participation rate, and OAI 
will be reported and used to 
determine AYP status and 
accountability ratings. 

 3.2.1.8(c) State AYP 
The state is classified as 

Above Target or Meets Target. If 
there are 15 or more students in the 
aggregate or in any subgroup, the 
percent proficient, participation rate, 
and OAI will be reported. If there are 
40 or more students in the aggregate 
or in any subgroup, the percent 
proficient, participation rate and OAI  
will be reported and used to 
determine AYP status and 
accountability ratings.  

 3.2.1.9 Confidence intervals 
Confidence intervals are used to 

reduce Type II errors.  Confidence intervals 
are not used within the GM or in calculating 
participation and graduation rates. 
Confidence intervals are authorized when 
determining the following OM cell status:  

(a)  whether a cell meets the ELA and 
mathematics AYP target [p 
>.02],  

(b) whether a cell meets the Safe 
Harbor provision target [p>.25], 

(c) whether a cell meets progress 
targets in reading and 
mathematics scale score for  
elementary/middle school OAI 
[p>.02], and/or 

(d) whether a cell meets the 
percentage (decrease) of 
students scoring PL1 in reading 
and  mathematics elementary/ 
middle school OAI [p>.02]. 

3.2.1.10 Academic performance 
indicators 

 Accountability indicators are based 
upon the DSTP results for English-language 
arts (weighted) and mathematics. For the 
State Progress Determination, the DSTP 
results for reading, mathematics, science, 
and social studies will be used in all 
computations.    

3.2.1.10(a) School with multiple 
AYP grades 

Schools with more than one 
tested grade will receive a single 
accountability rating.  This rating will 
be based upon meeting AYP across 
all subgroups, participation, and OAI 
cells.  
3.2.1.10(b) Districts with multiple 
AYP grades 

Districts with more than one 
tested grade will have three 
accountability scores produced, one 
for each grade span (K-5, 6-8, 9-12). 
The district’s single AYP rating is 
based upon meeting AYP within at 
least one grade span for each content 
area (ELA and mathematics).  

 3.2.1.10(c) Prorating performance 
Student performances on the 

grade 3 DSTP are used to prorate 
scores to other lower grades.  For the 
K-3 grade cluster only, the data are 
apportioned in equal weights across 
grades 1-3; however, kindergarten 
continues to be weighted at 10%.     
3.2.1.10(d) Multiple performance 
data 

For students who take a 
portion of the DSTP assessments 
more than once during the school 
year, only the first score will be used 
in AYP calculations, assuming the 
FAY requirements are met.  Students 
participating in the mandatory 
summer school (PL1 students) whose 
summer school DSTP score is equal 
to PL3 or higher, will now be used to 
recalculate school and district 
accountability ratings.  Conversely, 



               Delaware Technical Manual-2007 
 68 

students scoring PL1 in the spring 
administration who fail to reach the 
PL3 level are not included in the fall 
AYP computations. Attending 
mandatory summer school and 
retaking the DSTP are currently 
restricted to grades 3, 5, and 8 for 
reading, along with grade 8 in 
mathematics. 

3.2.1.10(e) Alternate 
performance data 
Each student participating in 

alternate assessments will have 
her/his earned performance level 
included in the AYP calculation 
consistent with the regulations as 
prescribed by the federal Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 
20 U.S. C.A.§6301 et seq. or 
Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Improvement Act (IDEIA).  

3.2.1.10(f) Non-agreeable 
data 
Students who test with non-

agreeable conditions as defined in the 
Department of Education's 
Guidelines for the Inclusion of 
Students with Disabilities and 
Students with Limited English 
Proficiency will have their data 
included in AYP calculations.  

3.2.1.10(g) Invalid 
performance data 
Students who test but do not 

meet “attemptedness” rules as 
defined in the DOE’s scoring 
specifications or otherwise receive an 
invalid score will be regarded as non-
proficient.  These data will be used in 
AYP calculations.  

3.2.1.10(h) No performance 
data 
Schools (K, K-1, K-2 schools) 

with no tested grades will have their 
AYP determinations based on the 
scores of students who previously 
attended the school (i.e., when they 

take the grade 3 DSTP). These 
schools do not have the data 
necessary for GM calculations, thus 
accountability determinations are 
based on the OM only.  These 
schools are: 160753 Dunbar 
Elementary, 230683 Smyrna KN, 
290022 Cedar Lane ECC, 290013 
Appoquinimink ECC, 18670 Morris 
ECC, 100611 McIlvaine ECC. 
3.2.1.11 Percent proficient for 
English-language arts 

 The percent proficient for ELA is the 
weighted percentage of students who meet or 
exceed the reading and writing standards.  
Reading is weighted at ninety percent (90%) 
and writing at ten percent (10%).  The 
percent proficient is determined by how 
many weighted students meet or exceed the 
reading threshold multiplied by .90, 
combined with the number of students 
meeting or exceeding the writing threshold 
multiplied by .10, divided by the same 
group, plus the number of students not 
meeting or exceeding the reading threshold, 
multiplied by .90, combined with the number 
of students not meeting or exceeding the 
writing threshold multiplied by .10.   
 Percent proficient for English-
language arts is calculated once using the 
current year DSTP data, then calculated 
again using two years of data–current and 
previous year’s DSTP. The higher percent 
proficient is used for AYP determinations. 
For K-3 schools only, the percent proficient 
is calculated by weighting the students to the 
school and district that provided the 
instructional services during the grade 
cluster (weighted number of students); 

3.2.1.12 Percent proficient for 
mathematics 

 The percent proficient for 
mathematics is the percentage of students 
who meet or exceed the mathematics 
standards. The percent proficient is 
determined how many weighted students 
meet/exceed the mathematics threshold 
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divided by the same group plus the number 
of students not meeting or exceeding the 
mathematics threshold. Percent proficient for 
mathematics is calculated once using the 
current year’s DSTP data and then calculated 
again using 2 years of data—current and 
previous year’s DSTP.  The higher percent 
proficient will be used. For K-3 schools 
only, the percent proficient is calculated by 
weighting the students to the school and 
district that provided the instructional 
services during the grade cluster (weighted 
number of students). 

3.2.1.13 Average scaled score 
change for PL1 and PL2 

 The OAI used for elementary and 
middle schools is determined by 
improvement of the scores of the low 
achieving students.  Low achieving students 
are defined as students performing below 
PL3 in reading and/or mathematics. The 
average scale score for students scoring 
below PL3 in reading and/or mathematics is 
calculated using both the current and prior 
year’s data.  The results from the current 
year are compared to those of the previous 
year to determine if the school has shown 
progress with the lowest achieving students.  
A ninety-eight percent (98%) confidence 
interval (p>.02, one-tail) is applied to the 
current year’s average scale score.  Reading 
and mathematics scores are obtained from 
grades 3-8 for those students meeting the 
FAY enrollment requirements.  To show 
progress, a school or district must maintain 
or show an increase in the average scale 
score from one year to the next.  If used for 
Safe Harbor purposes, the subgroup must 
maintain or show improvement on this 
indicator.   

3.2.1.14 Percent change for PL1 
 The percent of PL1 students in 
reading and mathematics must decrease from 
one year to the next.  A ninety-eight percent 
(98%) confidence interval (p>.02, one-tail) is 
applied to the current year’s percentage. 
Reading and mathematics scores are 

obtained from grades 3-8 for those students 
meeting the FAY enrollment requirements.  

3.2.1.15 Behavioral performance 
indicators 

 Accountability indicators are based 
upon student participation in the DSTP and 
graduating from high school within the 
standard number of years. The 
aforementioned indicators reflect desired 
student behaviors and are aligned to 
Delaware’s educational reform goals.  The 
participation rate for each subgroup, all 
public schools,  including charter schools, 
districts, and the state, is based on the 
number of students who participate in the 
DSTP in grades 3-8 divided by the number 
of students enrolled in these tested grades 
during the testing period.  Students exempted 
by policy (14 DE Admin. Code §101.9.0) are 
included in the participation rate calculations 
unless their medical condition prevents them 
from being in school during the testing 
period.  

3.2.1.16 Participation rate for 
English-language arts and reading 

 The percentage of students who 
actually participated in the reading and 
writing DSTP, combined at 90% reading and 
10% writing, are compared to those who 
were eligible to be tested.  The participation 
rate is calculated by determining the number 
of students in grades 3-8, and 10 who have a 
performance level score ranging from 1 
through 5 in reading and/or writing divided 
by the number of students enrolled in the 
school/district or state on the first day of the 
regular reading test for reading participation 
rate and on the first day of the regular 
writing test for writing participation rate. 
The DELSIS enrollment and DSTP 
assessment files are matched using the 
student identification field to determine the 
number of students scoring at each PL 
(numerator).  The DELSIS enrollment file 
for the first day of testing is the denominator.    

3.2.1.17 Participation rate for 
mathematics 



               Delaware Technical Manual-2007 
 70 

 The participation rate for 
mathematics is the percentage of students 
who actually participated in the mathematics 
DSTP compared to those who were eligible 
to be tested.  The participation rate is 
calculated by determining the number of 
students in grades 3-8, and 10 who have a 
performance level score ranging from 1 
through 5 in mathematics divided by the 
number of students enrolled in the 
school/district or state on the first day of the 
regular mathematics test.  

3.2.1.18 Percent graduating from 
high school 

 The percent graduating from high 
schools is the number of students in one 
cohort who started in the school, district, or 
state in grade 9 and graduated four years 
later or in the time frame specified in the 
Individual Education Program (IEP), 
excluding students who earn a GED 
certificate, divided by the same number plus 
those that have dropped out during the same 
four-year period. The target graduation rate 
will increase each year by 1.5% percentage 
points until SY 2013-2014.  If the graduation 
rate is used for Safe Harbor purposes, the 
high school must maintain its graduation rate 
or show positive progress when compared to 
the prior year, unless the school meets or 
exceeds the statewide target.  
 3.2.1.19 High school dropout 
 A student is considered a dropout if 
any one of the following occurs: (a) the 
student is over 16 years of age and 
withdraws from school and does not enroll in 
any other school; (b) the student withdraws 
and the school does not know where the 
student has gone; (c) student withdraws and 
passes the GED; or, (d) the student is not 
officially withdrawn and the school does not 
know where the student has gone.  Table 15 
outlines the dropout codes used by Delaware 
Student Information System (DELSIS).  
 
 
 

Table 15.  DELSIS Coding for Dropouts 
 
Code Reason Descriptor 
1 Academic Left school because of 

problems in academics 

2 Behavior Left school because of 
problems in behavior 

3 Dislike 
experience 

Left school because of 
dislike of experience 

4 Economic Left school because of 
economic reason 

5 Employment Left school to seek 
employment 

8 Curriculum 
Left school because 
lack of appropriate 
curriculum 

9 Childcare Left school because of 
childcare 

10 Transportation Left school because of 
transportation 

11 Language Left school because of 
language 

12 Marriage Left school because of 
marriage 

13 Military Left school because of 
military 

14 Needed at 
home 

Left school because 
needed at home 

18 Pregnancy Left school because of 
pregnancy 

19 Religion Left school because of 
religion 

20 Substance 
abuse 

Left school because of 
substance abuse 

 
 3.2.1.20 Safe Harbor 
 If a school, district, or the state does 
not meet the target for percent proficient in a 
given subgroup or for the entity in the 
aggregate, Safe Harbor is examined.  Safe 
Harbor is applied to those subgroups that 
meet the minimum n-count requirements for 
accountability (n ≥ 40) but do not meet the 
annual performance target.  This statistic is 
calculated by comparing the number of non-
proficient students to those of the previous 
year for a selected content area.  If there is a 
10% decrease in the number of non-
proficient students in the current year and the 
school maintains or shows progress for the 
subgroup on the other academic indicator, 
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the subgroup cell will meet the AYP target.  
When necessary, a 75% (p>.25) confidence 
interval is applied to determine if the lower 
limit would reject the null hypothesis (i.e., 
the cell did not miss the targeted AYP 
threshold).  
 3.2.1.21 AYP subgroups 
 Subgroup categories are delineated as 
follows: (a) all students, (b) race/ethnicity, 
(c) economically disadvantaged, (d) students 
with disabilities, and (e) English language 
learners.  DELSIS demographic and program 
data are used to identify student subgroup 
membership.  Assessment data are linked to 
the DELSIS for use in making AYP 
determinations.  
 3.2.1.21(a) All students 

The All Students category 
includes students enrolled in the 
entity for which AYP is calculated 
and who meet all other eligibility 
criteria for AYP calculations.  

 3.2.1.21(b) Race/ethnicity 
The race/ ethnicity category is 

further divided into African 
American/Black, American 
Indian/Alaska Native, Asian/Pacific 
Islander, Hispanic, and White. The 
DELSIS provides a codification for 
the aforementioned students:  

“1”-African 
American/Black,  
“2”-American Indian/Alaska 
Native,  
“3”-Asian/Pacific Islander,  
“4”-Hispanic, and,  
“5” White.  

3.2.1.21(c) Economically 
Disadvantaged (ED ) 

The ED category includes 
those students eligible for free-and- 
reduced lunch program.  The 
DELSIS provides a codification for 
the aforementioned students if they 
are receiving Title I services:  

“R”-Reading only,  
“M”-Mathematics only,  

“B”-Reading and 
Mathematics, and  
“N”-non-Title I.  

3.2.1.21(d) Students with Disabilities 
(SWD) 

The SWD category includes 
those students with an Individual 
Education Program (IEP) under the 
IDEIA. All SWD participate in the 
DSTP with appropriate 
accommodations per their IEP.  An 
alternative assessment, the DAPA, is 
available for students with the most 
significant cognitive disabilities; 
however, the DAPA scores are 
restricted to 1% of the district’s 
enrolled population for accountability 
determinations.  Exceptions to the 
1% limitation can be granted by the 
DDOE to districts on a case-by-case 
basis.  The “out-of-level” 
accommodation used in earlier 
administrations of the DSTP and 
DAPA is not authorized.  If a school 
or district does not meet the ELA or 
mathematics proficiency target solely 
because of the special education 
subgroup, then a factor of 13% 
(calculated by dividing 2% by 
15.7%) will be added to the original 
percent proficient that was calculated 
for the school or district. After the 
addition of 13 percentage points, the 
new percent proficient will be 
evaluated against the target to 
determine if the school or district 
made AYP.  Confidence intervals are 
not applied in conjunction with 
aforementioned calculations.  
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Table 16. DELSIS Coding for Students with 
Disabilities  
 
Code Descriptor 
100 Educable Mentally Handicapped (EMH) 

200 Seriously Emotionally Disturbed (SED) 

300 Learning Disability (LD) 

400 Trainable Mentally Handicapped (TMH) 

500 Severely Mentally Handicapped (SMH) 

600 Physically Impaired (PI) 

601 PI-ADHD 

602 PI-Sensory Impairment 

603 PI-Motor Impairment 

604 PI-Medical Condition 

605 PI-Impaired-Other 

700  

800  

900 Partially Sighted (PS) 

1000 Autistic (AUT) 

1100 Deaf and Blind (DB) 

1200 Speech (SP) 

1300 Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI) 

1400 Developmentally Delayed (DD) 

1500 Speech for 4 year olds (SP4) 

1600 Pre-school Speech delayed (PSSD) 

 
3.2.1.21(e) English Language 
Learner (ELL) 

The English Language 
Learner (ELL) proficiency category 
includes those who meet the DDOE’s 
ELL enrollment criteria.  All ELL 
students participate in the DSTP and 
are required to take the language 
proficiency assessment (LAS). The 
DSTP includes an alternative 
assessment in the areas of 
reading/language arts.  Some ELL 
students participate with testing 
accommodations, including 

providing test items and/or directions 
in the student’s native language. 
 Immigrant students who have 
been enrolled in a U.S. school less 
than one (1) year are not required to 
participate in the ELA assessment; 
however, they must take the 
mathematics test.  These students are 
not included in the AYP percent 
proficient computation, but are 
included in AYP participation rates.  

ELL student performance 
data continue to be aggregated within 
the ELL subgroup until the student 
scores at the Meets the Standard level 
(PL3) on the DSTP reading 
assessment for two consecutive 
years.  Students are counted in the 
ELL cell if they appear in the 
LEP_Basic table as being Non-
English Proficient (NEP), ELL, or if 
withdrawn (PW) from the ELL 
program. Fully English Proficient 
(FEP) students are counted in the 
accountability ELL cells if they carry 
a FEP status in the year of the test.  
FEP students are not counted in the 
n-counts for an ELL cell unless the n-
count is more than 40.  For ELL cells 
meeting the minimum n-count 
requirements, FEP student 
performance data are included within 
the eligible cell.  

 
Table 17. DELSIS Coding for ELLs  
 
Code Descriptor 
FEP Fully English Proficient 
FES Fluent Spanish Speaker 
InE Ineligible 
LEP Limited English Proficient 
LES Limited English Speaker 
NEP Not English Proficient 
NES Non English Speaker 
NYD Not Yet Determined 
PW Parent Withdrawal 
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 3.2.1.22 Students in the GM 
 The GM student pool is created from 
the OM pool for the current year.  Students 
who have a valid reading or mathematics PL 
(1-5) and also meet the FAY requirements 
are selected.  These students are linked 
(matched) back to the prior year’s 
DSTP/DAPA data.  A zero is entered into a 
student’s record if one or both of the PLs are 
missing.  Students with PLs greater than zero 
are used for GM calculations. 
  
3.2.2 State Progress Determination (SPD)  
 3.2.2.1 Inclusiveness 
 All public school districts and 
schools, including charter schools, 
reorganized and vocational-technical school 
districts, and the state are subject to the 
calculation and reporting of State Progress 
Determination (SPD).  Each school and 
district receives a SPD rating of Above 
Target, Meets Target, or Below Target. New 
accountability schools cannot show progress 
because two years of data are required; thus 
they are identified as Meets Target. 

3.2.2.2 State Progress scores 
The State Progress Determination 

uses data from reading, mathematics, 
science, and social studies to produce a 
composite score.  In some rare instances 
when science and social studies data are not 
available for a given entity, the SPD is based 
exclusively on reading and mathematics 
results. 
 3.2.2.2(a) Reading score 

 Computed using (5 x % of 
students in Level 5 in reading) + (4 
x % of students in Level 4 in 
reading) + (3 x % of students in 
Level 3 in reading) + (2 x % of 
students in Level 2 in reading) + (1 
x % of students in Level 1 in 
reading).  

 3.2.2.2(b) Mathematics score 
 Computed using (5 x % of 
students in Level 5 in mathematics) + 
(4 x % of students in Level 4 in 

mathematics) + (3 x % of students in 
Level 3 in mathematics) + (2 x % of 
students in Level 2 in mathematics) + 
(1 x % of students in Level 1 in 
mathematics).   

 3.2.2.2(c) Science score 
 Computed using (5 x % of 
students in Level 5 in science) + (4 x 
% of students in Level 4 in science) 
+ (3 x % of students in Level 3 in 
science) + (2 x % of students in 
Level 2 in science) + (1 x % of 
students in Level 1 in science).  

 3.2.2.2(d) Social Studies score 
 Computed using (5 x % of 
students in Level 5 in social studies) 
+ (4 x % of students in Level 4 in 
social studies) + (3 x % of students 
in Level 3 in social studies) + (2 x % 
of students in Level 2 in social 
studies) + (1 x % of students in 
Level 1 in social studies).  

 3.2.2.2 (e) Composite score 
 Computed using 25 ([reading 
score x reading weight) + 
(mathematics score x mathematics 
weight) + (science score x science 
weight) + (social studies score x 
social studies weight]).  

 
3.2.2.3 SPD Calculations 

 The SPD is a measure of the 
improvements reflected in the composite 
score.  The composite score is based upon 
reading, mathematics, science, and social 
studies assessment results.  The composite 
score ranges from 25 to 125, with each 
subject area being weighted equally at 25%. 
For example, a composite score for 2002 was 
calculated based on the changes from 2001 
and 2002. The use of science and social 
studies proficiency data is unique to this 
indicator.  New in 2005, the calculations use 
the higher of either the current or two-year 
average when producing the SPD. The 
aforementioned test data are not used for 
AYP.  If a student does not take these tests 
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(and should have), the test file proficiency 
level is set to zero.  The SPD ratings routine 
ignores all scores except 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 
when dealing with science and social studies.   
 3.2.2.3(a) Above Target 

The school/district has a 
minimum composite score of 75.00 
for the current year or the 
school/district has demonstrated a 
growth of 6.00 or more when 
comparing last year’s score to the 
current year’s, assuming the 
composite is at least 45.00 points.  

 3.2.2.3(b) Meets Target 
The school/district with a 

composite score of 61.00 or less than 
75.00 in the current year must 
demonstrate a growth of 1.00 or more 
points when comparing last year’s 
composite score to the current year. 
For a school or district with a 
composite score of 45.00 but less 
than 61.00 in the current year, the 
entity must demonstrate a growth of 
2.00 or more points when comparing 
last year’s composite score to the 
current year.  

 3.2.2.3(c) Below Target 
The school/district has a 

composite score of less than 45.00; or 
the school or district does not meet 
the criteria in 3.2.2.3(b).  

 
3.2.3 Accountability Ratings  

3.2.3.1 Inclusiveness 
 All schools and districts receive one 
of five levels of performance classification 
(ratings) annually based on a combination of 
AYP status and SPD. 
 3.2.3.2 Under Improvement 
 A school or district is considered 
Under Improvement if AYP is not met two 
consecutive years in the same content area 
(ELA or mathematics) for either percent 
proficient or participation rate.  Further, the 
entity must meet the OAI requirements.    
  

3.2.3.3 Accountability ratings 
 A school’s or district’s rating is 
determined by two factors: AYP and SPD 
status.  The use of confidence intervals and 
historical performance influences a school’s 
overall rating.  The following rating 
categories are used to label accountability 
performance. 
 3.2.3.3(a) Superior 

A school’s or district’s 
performance is deemed as excellent. 
Schools or districts in this category 
have met AYP while the school or 
district is not Under Improvement 
and have a combination of Above 
Target for AYP and Above Target for 
SPD or Above Target for AYP and 
Meets Target for SPD or Meets 
Target for AYP and Above Target for 
SPD.  

 3.2.3.3(b) Commendable 
A school’s or district's 

performance is deemed above 
average. Schools or districts in this 
category have met AYP while the 
school or district is not Under 
Improvement. Combinations of 
Above Target for AYP and Below 
Target for SPD or Meets Target for 
AYP and Meets Target for SPD will 
be rated as Commendable. A school 
or district with a combination of 
Meets Target for AYP and Below 
Target for SPD will be determined 
Commendable for no more than one 
year; if this same combination exists 
for the school or district in the 
following year, the school or district 
will be rated Academic Review.  

 3.2.3.3(c) Academic Review 
A school’s or district’s 

performance is deemed as acceptable. 
Schools or districts in this category 
are not Under Improvement. 
Combinations of Below Target for 
AYP and Above Target for SPD or 
Below Target for AYP and Meets 
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Target for SPD shall be rated as 
Academic Review for no more than 
one year; if the same combination 
exists for the school or district in the 
following year, the school or district 
shall be rated Academic Progress 
unless the Under Improvement 
criterion exists.  A school or district 
with a combination of Below Target 
for AYP and Below Target for State 
Progress shall be rated as Academic 
Review unless Under Improvement 
status.  

 3.2.3.3(d) Academic Progress 
A school’s or district’s 

performance is deemed as needing 
improvement.  Schools or districts in 
this category shall not be regarded as 
Under Improvement status. AYP is 
not met (different subjects) two or 
more years and SPD is met.  
3.2.3.3(e) Academic Progress-Under 
Improvement 

A school’s or district’s 
performance is deemed as needing 
improvement.  Schools or districts in 
this category have not met AYP 
(same subjects) two or more years 
and SPD is met.  

 3.2.3.3(f) Academic Watch 
A school’s or district’s 

performance is deemed as needing 
improvement.  Schools or districts in 
this category have not met AYP 
(different subject) two or more years 
and SPD is not met.  
3.2.3.3(g) Academic Watch-Under 
Improvement 

A school’s or district’s 
performance is deemed as 
unsatisfactory.  Schools or districts in 
this category have met AYP for two 
or more consecutive years (same 
subject) and SPD is not met.  Entities 
meeting these criteria are in Under 
Improvement status.  

   

3.2.4 Other Related Business Rules  
 3.2.4.1 Public school district 
 A public school district is defined as 
a geographic subdivision of the state 
organized for administering public education 
in that area if school district does not include 
any district specifically created to administer 
a system of vocational and/or technical 
education.  
 3.2.4.2 Public school 
 A public school is defined as a school 
or charter school having any or all of grades 
kindergarten through twelve, supported 
primarily from public funds and under the 
supervision of public school administrators. 
It also includes the agencies of states and 
cities that administer the public funds.  
 3.2.4.2(a) New public school 

A school is considered a new 
public school if less than sixty 
percent (60%) of the students would 
have been enrolled in the same 
school together without the creation 
of the new school, or it is the first 
year of operation as a charter school, 
or two (2) or more grade levels have 
been added to the school or to a 
charter school’s charter. The first full 
school year following the school’s 
opening (i.e., no AYP rating until 
Year 2) is considered the first year 
for accountability determinations.  
The school will be required to meet 
the annual statewide goals at the 
point in time when the school first 
becomes eligible for accountability 
determinations.  Meaning, a new 
school’s AYP targets are those 
established for all other public 
schools currently operating within 
Delaware. 

 3.2.4.2(b) Public charter school 
A charter school authorized 

by the state will be considered a 
school and its own local educational 
agency for purposes of AYP.  For a 
charter school authorized by a local 
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school district, the authorizing local 
school district will be considered the 
local educational agency for AYP 
purposes.  

 3.2.4.2(c) School choice 
For students who participate 

in a choice program in an 
accountability school/ district, the 
chosen school/ district will receive all 
academic and behavioral 
performance data. 

 3.2.4.2(d) Small schools 
Positive Outcomes, East Side, 

DSCYF, Sterck, Kent County 
Community, Kent Sec ILC are 
declared small schools.  They will 
always use a two-year average to 
calculate scores to include as many 
cells as possible to be examined for 
AYP.  For the Safe Harbor 
calculation, the test for n ≥ 40 is not 
applicable.  Safe Harbor will be 
calculated using as many students as 
are found rather than having to meet 
the minimum n-count requirement.  
A small school with all ELA and 
mathematics cells n ≥ 40 can have a 
SPD score produced because the 
minimum n-count does not apply.  

 
3.2.4.3 Delaware Student Testing 
Program (DSTP) 

 The Delaware Student Testing 
Program (DSTP) is the statewide assessment 
system for all students in grades 2-10 in the 
areas of reading, writing, mathematics, 
science, and social studies.  All students in 
the aforementioned grades are tested with the 
exception that students with disabilities and 

students with limited English proficiency are 
tested according to the DDOE’s guidelines 
for the inclusion of disabled and ELL 
students. Scaled scores are produced and 
categorized into five performance levels. 
DAPA, the alternate assessment, provides 
performance levels for each academic area; 
however, scale scores are not produced for 
this portfolio assessment.  
 3.2.4.4 DSTP summer school 
 Students participating in the 
mandatory summer school (PL1 students) 
whose summer school DSTP score is equal 
to PL3 or higher, will be used to recalculate 
school and district accountability ratings.  
Conversely, students scoring PL1 in the 
spring administration who fail to reach the 
PL3 level are not included in the fall AYP 
computations. Mandatory summer school 
and retaking the DSTP is currently restricted 
to grades 3, 5, and 8 for reading, along with 
grade 8 in mathematics. 
 3.2.4.5 DSTP Performance Levels 
  There are five levels of student 
performance relative to the Delaware’s 
content standards on the assessments 
administered to students in grades 3-8 and 10 
in reading, mathematics, and writing and to 
students in grades 4, 6, 8, and 11 in social 
studies and science.  For grade 2, the state 
uses only three performance levels (Below 
the Standard, Meets the Standard, and 
Exceeds the Standard).  The testing cut 
points for Exceeds the Standard and Meets 
the Standard were determined by the DDOE 
with the consent of the State Board of 
Education, using advice from a standard 
setting committee.   
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Table 18. DELSIS Coding for Performance Levels  
 
PL Code Performance Level (PL) Performance 

Classification 
NCLB Category 

5 Distinguished Exemplary Proficient 
4 Exceeds the Standard Very Good Proficient 
3 Meets the Standard Good Proficient 
2 Below the Standard Deficient Non-proficient 
1 Well Below the Standard Very Deficient Non-proficient 
6 Missing Booklet N/A ‘Null’ 
8 DAPA N/A Proficient or Non-proficient 
9 Exempted N/A ‘Null’ 
0 Did not Participate N/A Non-proficient 

 
 3.2.4.5(a) Distinguished (PL5) 

A student's performance in 
the tested domain is deemed 
exceptional. Students in this category 
show mastery of the Delaware 
content standards beyond what is 
expected of students performing at 
the top of the grade level. Student 
performance in this range is often 
exemplified by responses that 
indicate a willingness to go beyond 
the task and could be classified as 
"exemplary." 
3.2.4.5(b) Exceeds the Standard   
(PL4) 

A student's performance in 
the tested domain goes well beyond 
the fundamental skills and knowledge 
required for student performance to 
be labeled Meets the Standard. 
Students in this category show 
mastery of the Delaware content 
standards beyond what is expected at 
the grade level.  Student performance 
in this range is often exemplified by 
work that is of the quality to which 
all students should aspire and could 
be classified as "very good." 

 3.2.4.5(c) Meets the Standard (PL3) 
A student's performance in 

the tested domain indicates an 
understanding of the fundamental 
skills and knowledge articulated in 
the Delaware content standards. 

Students in this category show 
mastery of the Delaware content 
standards at grade level and could be 
classified as "good." 

 3.2.4.5(d) Below the Standard (PL2) 
A student's performance in 

the tested domain shows a partial or 
incomplete understanding of the 
fundamental skills and knowledge 
articulated in the Delaware content 
standards. These students may 
require additional instruction in order 
to succeed in further academic 
pursuits and can be classified as 
academically “deficient.”  
3.2.4.5(e) Well Below the Standard 
(PL1) 

A student's performance in 
the tested domain shows an 
incomplete and clearly unsatisfactory 
understanding of the fundamental 
skills and knowledge articulated in 
the Delaware content standards. 
Students whose performance is Well 
Below the Standard have 
demonstrated broad deficiencies in 
terms of the standards indicating that 
they are poorly prepared to succeed 
in further academic pursuits and can 
be classified as “very deficient.”  
3.2.4.5(f) Growth Model cuts scores 
for PL1 and PL2 

Performance levels on the 
DSTP below proficiency are divided 
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into two subcategories.    In the Well 
Below category (PL1), the 
performance cut score for the 
subcategory at each grade level and 
in each content area is scale score 
point where the cumulative 
percentage of students scoring in the 
Well Below category was fifty 

percent (50%).  For the Below the 
Standard category (PL2), the 
subcategory was established by 
dividing in half the scale score points 
from the lower bound to the upper 
bound.  The levels at or above 
proficiency (PL3, PL4, and PL5) 
were collapsed into one category.  

 
Table 19.  Cut Scores for GM Performance Levels-Reading  
 
Grade-Level PL1A PL1B PL2A PL2B PL3 
Grade 2  na na na <337 361 
Grade 3  <368 368 387 401 415 
Grade 4  <400 400 414 427 440 
Grade 5  <413 413 427 440 453 
Grade 6  <416 416 435 448 460 
Grade 7  <422 422 438 452 465 
Grade 8  <448 448 466 481 495 
Grade 9  <442 442 468 483 498 
Grade 10  <448 448 470 486 501 
 
Table 20.  Cut Scores for GM Performance Levels-Mathematics  
 
Grade-Level PL1A PL1B PL2A PL2B PL3 
Grade 2  na na na <330 351 
Grade 3  <363 363 381 394 407 
Grade 4  <391 391 408 420 432 
Grade 5  <416 416 433 442 451 
Grade 6  <434 434 451 459 466 
Grade 7  <437 437 459 466 472 
Grade 8  <449 449 469 478 487 
Grade 9  <467 467 486 500 514 
Grade 10  <487 487 506 515 523 
 
 3.2.4.6 Testing invalidations 
 Invalidations are events or situations 
that occur during the administration of the 
DSTP assessments that may result in a 
statistically unreliable score report for a 
student.  Invalidations may occur because of 
either: intentional conduct, including but not 
limited to cheating or disruptive behavior; or 
unforeseen and uncontrollable events, 
including but not limited to onset of illness.  

 3.2.4.6(a) Intentional acts 
The student will be assigned a 

PL1 (Well Below Standard) for that 
assessment and will be subject to 
such consequences as may otherwise 
be imposed pursuant to law for 
students who score at PL1 of the 
assessment; the assessment test score 
of any such student will be reported 
and counted in the test scores of the 
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student’s school for all purposes, 
including school and district 
accountability. 

 3.2.4.6(b) Unforeseen events 
Unforeseen events are beyond 

the control of the school and/or 
student. If the student is unable to 
participate in the re-test opportunity, 
the student will not be subject to any 
of the consequences and the 
assessment score will be neither 
reported nor counted for any purpose, 
including school and district 
accountability.  

 3.2.4.6(c) Special exemptions 
A special exemption may be 

available when a student’s short-
term, physical, or mental condition 
prevents the individual from 
participating in the DSTP 
assessments, even with 
accommodations.  An exemption 
may exist when an emergency arises 
before the start of the test that 
prevents the student’s participation. 
Special exemptions granted by the 
DDOE are limited to the testing 
period for which the exemption was 
requested and does not carry forward 
to future test administrations. 
Students who are granted a special 
exemption are included in the 
participation rate calculations unless 
their medical condition prevents them 
from being in school during the 
testing period.  
3.2.4.6(d) Physical and medical 
conditions 

A physical or medical 
condition may exist for students 
suffering from terminal illnesses, 
serious injuries, or receiving 
extraordinary short-term medical 
treatment for either a physical or a 
psychiatric condition. A signed 
statement must accompany requests 
for exemptions on these grounds 

from the student’s treating physician.  
This documentation describes the 
nature of the terminal condition or 
extraordinary treatment and confirms 
that the issue arose more than 60 
calendar days before the test 
administration.  The DDOE ensures 
each case substantially prevents the 
student from accessing educational 
services since its inception, and 
confirms that the condition or 
treatment is expected to be resolved 
or completed within 12 months of the 
test administration.  

 3.2.4.6(e)Student emergency 
Emergencies are unforeseen 

events or situations arising no more 
than 60 calendar days before the start 
of the test administration.  They may 
include, but are not limited to, death 
in a student’s immediate family, 
childbirth, accidents, injuries, and 
hospitalizations.  Special exemptions 
because of an emergency may be 
requested for the entire test or for one 
or more content areas, as the district 
determines appropriate.  

 
3.3 Production Sequence 
 The production of accountability 
scores requires data inputs into the design 
logic that govern how the information is 
used to produce indicator scores.  These 
indicators, managed by the business rules, 
are combined to form overall accountability 
ratings.  The programming sequence used to 
automate score production is, for the most 
part, codependent of the preceding actions.  
Each production step requires subroutines 
necessary to move the targeted data across 
the decision logic found within the software 
code.  
 In Delaware, the score production 
process is modularized so that each major 
step can be examined for computational 
accuracy, while creating data subsets needed 
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for final score production.  Each subgroup, 
school, and district are then assigned final 
accountability ratings and labeled at the 
conclusion of production.  The overall 
accountability ratings are governed by 
business rules outlined in state policy.  
 
3.3.1 Production Sequence for AYP 
Determinations 
 The production used to make AYP 
determinations, along with those for SPD, 
follow a relatively linear sequence of events.  
The events are conducted by applying 
programming codes to targeted data from the 
DSTP and DELSIS.  The following steps 
narrate the process used in calculating AYP: 

3.3.1.1 Growth Model Procedures 
Step 1.  For each matched student in 

a qualified (n ≥ 40) cell in reading and 
mathematics, determine the performance 
level (PL) change from the prior year.  PLs 
are those designated within the Value Table. 

Step 2.  Accumulate the number of 
students with associated Value Table points 
for each subgroup for reading, then again for 
mathematics. 

Step 3.  Compute the average growth 
value for each cell (number of students in 
growth cell x Value Table for cell)/number 
of students in cell. 

Step 4.  Compare the average growth 
value for each PL change cell for reading 
against the annual growth target for reading, 
then repeat for mathematics. 

Step 5.  IF the average growth value 
meets or exceeds the annual growth target, 
the cell is flagged as “passed”. 

Step 6.  IF all qualified subgroup 
cells are flagged as “passed”, the growth 
target rating is designated as “ABOVE” for 
the school, provided that the OAI 
requirements are met.  

Step 7.  IF OAI is attained, the 
school AYP result will be designated as 
“ABOVE” and coded to the GM, ELSE the 
Growth Target designation is “BELOW” 
 

3.3.1.2 Original Model Procedures 
 Step 1. Determine the number of 
students in each school for reporting and 
accountability decisions by total school and 
subgroup.  If the subgroup is smaller than the 
minimum number of students for 
accountability purposes (n ≥ 40), then the 
subgroup is not used for AYP computations. 
Students must meet the full academic year 
requirement (FAY) to be included in AYP 
computations.  
 Step 2. Determine the participation 
rate for the total school and each subgroup 
individually for English-language arts or 
mathematics, using the higher of either the 
current year’s or two-years’ average.  
Determine if the school as a whole or any 
subgroup does not have 95% participation in 
either English-language arts or mathematics, 
which results in the school’s not making 
AYP. Confidence intervals are not used in 
these computations.  
 Step 3.  Determine the percentage of 
students who are proficient in English-
language arts, then again in mathematics.  
These students must have met the full 
academic year (FAY) criteria. ELA 
proficiency is determined by combining the 
percent proficient on the reading assessment 
and the percent proficient on the writing 
assessment weighted at 90% (reading) and 
10% (writing).  Mathematics scores are not 
weighted values. Determine if the total 
school and each subgroup of sufficient size 
met the annual target for ELA and 
mathematics.  
 Step 4.  Identify those cells failing to 
meet the target, then determine if any 
performance cell did not meet the AYP 
target using a confidence interval of 98% 
(p>.02). Determine if any AYP cell below 
the target has demonstrated a 10% reduction 
in non-proficient students from the prior 
year.  If so, the cell will be considered for 
Safe Harbor when it is supported by OAI.  If 
necessary, the Safe Harbor computation will 
include a 75% (p>.25) confidence interval.  
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This step is used to examine if the cell value 
is beyond the lower limit required to reject 
the null hypothesis (i.e., the cell did not miss 
the AYP threshold).  
 Step 5.  Determine if the Other 
Academic Indicator (OAI) for high school 
meets the AYP target. Examine the 
applicable subgroup performance to 
determine if the cell passes AYP, which thus 
can be used to support Safe Harbor.  
 Step 6.  Determine if the Other 
Academic Indicator for elementary/middle 
schools meets the AYP target. 

1. IF the average scaled scores in 
ELA and mathematics for PL1 
and 2 students has remained the 
same or increased, THEN the 
OAI cell has passed; 

2. ELSE-IF the percentage in ELA 
and mathematics for PL1 students 
has remained the same or 
increased, THEN the OAI cell 
has passed;  

3. ELSE-IF the average scaled 
scores’ upper bound value (98% 
confidence interval) in ELA and 
mathematics for PL1 and PL2 
students has remained the same 
or increased, THEN the OAI cell 
has passed; 

4. ELSE-IF the percentage’s upper 
bound value (98% confidence 
interval) in ELA and mathematics 
for PL1 students has remained the 
same or increased, THEN the 
OAI cell has passed;  

5. ELSE-The cell missed AYP and 
cannot be used to support Safe 
Harbor. 

  Step 7.  Determine if the targeted 
entity has any missed AYP cell, excluding 

those assisted by Safe Harbor provisions.  If 
the only cell(s) to miss the AYP target are 
SWD cell(s), add the SWD factor to the 
failing cell(s) equal to .02 divided by the 
percentage of SWD students reported in the 
state for the current year.  Determine if the 
cell(s) now meet the AYP target.  

Step 8.  IF the GM rating is 
“BELOW” and the OM is rated as 
“MEETS”, the school’s AYP results will be 
“MEETS” and coded to the OM.  IF GM and 
OM ratings are equal, THEN the AYP 
results are coded to the GM. 

The decision logic represented in 
Figure 8 on the subsequent pages outlines 
the process path used to make critical 
accountability determinations.  New in 2007 
was the inclusion of the GM subsystem.  The 
GM decisions are completed early in the 
scoring process.  Reading and mathematics 
performance cells are evaluated using the 
OM and evaluated to determine if they met 
the annual targets.  As with the OM, schools 
must also meet the participation and OAI 
targets to be deemed as making AYP for the 
current year. Schools that miss their GM 
targets in either reading or mathematics are 
reevaluated under the OM.  Within the OM, 
several decisions are made using a series of 
computations to reduce Type II errors.  
These computations include averaging of 
data, applying confidence intervals (98% or 
75%), determining the reduction in non-
proficient students (Safe Harbor), and 
applying the SWD factor. OAI are also 
evaluated using a series of calculations that 
reduce misclassification (i.e., cells met the 
target but as deemed as having missed for 
the current year).  High school graduation 
rates have no additional computations. 
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Figure 8. Decision Logic for AYP Determinations 
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Figure 8. Decision Logic for AYP Determinations (cont.)  
 
3.3.2 Operational Logic-Programming  
 This section provides a narrative 
description of the programming sequence 

used to produce Delaware’s accountability 
results.  The process requires two major 
programming steps once the data are 
extracted from the DELSIS.  The first step is 
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to execute the UploadStudent.exe program, 
necessary to organize the data to begin the 
score production sequence. The second is to 
execute NCLBSchScore.exe, which consists 
of nine modules necessary to produce 
accountability results. The following list 
outlines key routines and modules within each 
program:  
 
UploadStudent.exe NCLBSchScore.exe 

view_NCLBTest Group CalculateScoreV6 

view_NCLBTest 
GroupSSS46 TallyCategoriesV6 

view_NCLBTest 
GroupSSS811 Find_NcountV6 

view_NCLBTest 
GroupRWM BestScoreV6 

NCLBAssignSpEd BestParticipationV6 

NCLBEnroll Safe_HarborV6 

filllNCLBStudent LEP OthIndicatorsV6 

fillNCLBStudent Enroll-1 SpecialEducation 
FactorV6 

fillNCLBStudent Enroll-2 StateProgressV6 

fillNCLBStudent DetermineAYPV7 
 

view_NCLBTest Group CalculateScoreV6 

view_NCLBTest 
GroupSSS46 TallyCategoriesV6 

view_NCLBTest 
GroupSSS811 Find_NcountV6 

view_NCLGTest 
GroupRWM BestScoreV6 

NCLBAssignSpEd BestParticipationV6 

 
 
 
3.3.2.1 Major production steps 
 All calculations are performed at the 
cell-level.  There are nine accountability cells: 
all students, race/ethnicity (five unique 
subsets), economically disadvantaged (also 
reported as Low Income), students with 
disabilities (also reported as Special Ed), and 
limited English language (also reported as 
ELL).  There are seven major steps involved 

in the operational logic used to produce 
accountability results.  
 Step 1. Identify the students that 
should have taken tests and those who 
actually took the tests. Also determine who 
was enrolled the entire school year (FAY 
requirement) and who was enrolled during the 
grade 3-8, and 10 reading, writing, and 
mathematics tests (participation rate). The 
assigned school, test scores, and demographic 
information are assembled in a single, 
unduplicated table. The table is unduplicated 
in terms of a given student at a given school.  
 Step 2. Process prior step’s 
information by school to determine the 
percentages of students participating in the 
DSTP and to count the number eligible to test 
and those who actually tested. This step is 
performed twice: once to find the single 
year’s percentages and again to find the 
average of the last two years’ percentages. 
 Step 3. Process prior step’s 
information by school to determine the 
percentages of proficient and non-proficient 
students and to count the number eligible to 
test and those who actually tested.  This step 
is performed twice: once to find the single 
year’s percentages and again to find the 
average of the last two years’ percentages. 
 Step 4.  Determine which run in the 
prior step (single year or two-year average) 
provides the higher percentage of proficient 
students who meet the standard and which run 
above provided a participation rate that met 
the 95% target. Create a record for each 
school with the higher scores in the 
appropriate cells.  
 Step 5. Determine whether each cell 
in a school has met the proficient target and, 
if not, is the cell eligible for Safe Harbor 
based on a 10% decrease in non-proficient 
students as compared to the previous year’s 
target.  Determine if any AYP cell below the 
target demonstrated a 10% reduction in non-
proficient students from the prior year; if not, 
reexamine by applying a 75% (p>.25) 
confidence interval.  Values beyond the lower 
limit would reject the null hypothesis (i.e., the 
cell did not miss the targeted AYP threshold).  
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 Step 6. Calculate the Other Academic 
Indicator (OAI) for elementary and middle 
schools from reading and mathematics scale 
scores and find the last year’s graduation rate 
for the high schools. Update Safe Harbor 
status when supported by OAI.  
 Step 7. Calculate the special education 
factor for SWD cells missing AYP 
conditional to all other eligible cells meeting 
or exceeding the AYP threshold. 
  Step 8. Calculate the single-year and 
two-year average for the State Progress 
Determination composite scores. Compare 
current year’s score to last year’s, choose the 
higher of the two, and then allocate a State 
Progress Determination rating.  
 Step 9. Determine from the above 
steps whether each school has met Adequate 
Yearly Progress (AYP) and State Progress 
Determination, and then store an appropriate 
rating in the School Scores table.  Using the 
last three years of data, determine if the 
school is considered Under Improvement 
status.  Data from this three-year interval is 
needed because it takes two consecutive years 
to enter or exit Under Improvement status.  
 3.3.2.2 NCLBEnroll table 
 The NCLBEnroll table starts as a copy 
of the DELSIS.dbo.Enroll table, which is the 
master DELSIS enrollment table.  The 
AccountSchool field is updated for all non-
accountability schools manually, if that field 
is not already filled in by the school of 
enrollment.  In the Data Service Center area, 
for non-accountable schools, the Home 
School field is used for the AccountSchool 
value, if the Home School is filled in.  Some 
Accountability School fields are adjusted 
manually from information provided by the 
districts. Those schools designated as non-
accountability schools must provide the 
DDOE with the school to which a given 
student’s test scores will be credited. The 
Student and School tables must be up to date 
before loading the NCLB Student table. The 
Student table contains the names, 
identification numbers, and demographic data 
of every student in the state.  The School table 
contains each school’s code, name, district, 

address, and other building related 
information.  
 3.3.2.3 UploadStudent.exe 
 The UploadStudent.exe is the first 
program executed in the operational 
sequence. The user must verify in the 
program the test dates for each content area.  
The dates are based on the first day a test is 
administered to students.  These dates are 
used by a stored procedure to set flags 
indicating whether the student was enrolled 
during the time each test was administered at 
the specific school.   The user also must set 
the school year values in this program and in 
the database views called:  

(a) view_NCLBTestGroupRWM,  
(b) view_NCLBTestGroupSSS46, and 
(c) view_NCLBTestGroupSSS811.  

  
3.3.2.3(a) Test selection 

These views select the tests 
from the master test tables for use in 
the school score and must be 
coordinated with the enrollment 
school year.  The 
view_NCLBTestGroupRWM 
combines 3-8, and 10 scores from 
reading, writing, and mathematics.  
The view_NCLBTestGroupSS811 
combines the grade 8 and 11 science 
and social studies.  The DAPA data 
are processed with the spring scores 
from reading, writing, and 
mathematics. 
3.3.2.3(b) vPass 

This program is automatically 
executed three times (loops) with a 
variable called vPass. The first pass 
cleans out the target table and deals 
only with reading, writing and 
mathematics.  The second pass deals 
with science and social studies from 
the previous fall test for grades 4 and 
6. The third pass deals with science 
and social studies tests for grades 8 
and 11 from the previous school year 
in May.  Each result is added to the 
target Student table.  
3.3.2.3(c) Special Education (SWD) 
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 Students with disabilities 
(SWD) are identified on the master 
enrollment table at the time the tests 
are given.  This value is determined 
and stored with the test scores. The 
value is then copied to the 
NCLBStudent table during the 
creation of the accountability files. A 
student is included in a school’s 
special education cells if that student 
was receiving services at the time of 
the test or was counted in the 
December 1 Special Education Child 
Count Report.  
3.3.2.3(d) Limited English Proficient 
(ELL) 
 The stored procedure 
FillNCLB StudentLEP identifies ELL, 
FEP, and immigrant students.  These 
designations are used in the scoring 
algorithm to count or not count these 
students for Meets the Standard and 
participation according to the ELL 
business rules.  FEP students are not 
counted in the performance 
calculations of the ELL cells, unless 
there are forty (40) ELL students in 
that cell who are less than FEP.   
These students are counted in the All 
Students cell and in the cell for their 
individual race.  A FEP student must 
meet the standard for two consecutive 
years in a row to be removed from the 
ELL participation cell. 
3.3.2.3(e) Full Academic Year (FAY) 
 The stored procedure FullYear 
checks the NCLBEnroll table for entry 
and exit dates between September 30 
and May 31.  It sets the FullYear flag 
to ‘Y’ for all students who meet this 
criterion during each year being 
processed. 
3.3.2.3(f) Participation Eligibility 
Flag 
 The stored procedure 
SetEligibleFlags is run only once to 
set flags for reading, writing, and 
mathematics eligibility.  Participation 
is based on enrollment on the first day 

of testing, not on full-year attendance. 
If the student was enrolled at a school 
during the dates indicated by the test 
begin date variables, the flag is set to 
“Y”.  
3.3.2.3(g) Prorating-Students 
 (KN-3 only) are selected from 
the NCLBEnroll table and test group 
tables for the appropriate school year, 
sorted by their student ID, then 
arranged in descending school-year 
order. Each student’s enrollment 
record is examined year by year.  As 
the student changes schools, a record 
is created in the NCLBStudent table 
with a weight code to indicate how 
long the student was in that school, 
dependent on the test grade.  Only 
those students who were enrolled for a 
full year are assigned a weight code 
for that school and year.  Students are 
selected from NCLBEnroll because 
they were enrolled during the test 
period.  Those students not enrolled 
the entire year are not given a weight 
code.  These data will not be part of 
the Meets the Standard percentage but 
will be part of the participation rate 
denominator for a given school. 
Participation rates for K-2 schools are 
not applicable. 
3.3.2.3(h)-Housekeeping routines 
 After the NCLBStudent table 
is filled, a few housekeeping stored 
procedures are executed 
(FillNCLBStudentEnroll_1 and 
FillNCLB StudentEnroll_2) to fill the 
NCLBStudent table with test scores, 
weighting factors, grades, race, and 
applicable special program flags.  
These special program flags include 
flags for English Language Learners, 
Students with Disabilities, 
Economically Disadvantaged, 
enrollment, eligibility, and test 
participation. The stored procedure 
FillNCLBStudent fills the test score 
table.  It has grade and test year 
variables because the scores come 
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from the DSTPData and DAPAData.  
Different grades have scores from 
different years that require this 
procedure.  The stored procedure is 
executed by grade.  Students who took 
the tenth grade test in a previous year 
are removed from the AYP 
computations (Reference Ln 1593). 
 Students in Commodore 
MacDonough for the last four years 
had their school code changed to 
Southern in order to give 2003 
Southern students a continuous 
history.  All the MacDonough students 
moved to Southern when 
MacDonough closed. All students in 
Arnold Elementary for the last four 
years were changed to Welch 
Elementary for AYP computations at 
the request of the district.  Arnold 
Elementary was administered by 
Welch Elementary.  Arnold 
Elementary closed after 2003. All 
students in JB Moore Elementary for 
the last four years were changed to 
Smyrna Middle for AYP computations 
at the request of the district. JB Moore 
restructured its grades after 2003. The 
NCC VoTech has a MAP program 
(school 50).  It is a non-accountability 
school.  These students do not 
have accountability school fields filled 
in but are routed back to their resident 
districts.  This procedure was first 
executed in 2004. Students excused 
from the test for various reasons, both 
before and during the test, are flagged 
in the test score file when the scores 
are checked for accuracy.  The 
DDOE’s appeals process is initiated to 
approve or disapprove the exemptions.   
 The performance level flag is 
changed to ‘6’ if the student’s booklet 
was lost, ‘9’ if the student’s 
performance was excused because of 
circumstances beyond his/her control, 
or ‘1’ if the student’s behavior was 
responsible for an invalid test. DAPA 
student data (‘8’) have only 

performance levels in the four content 
areas; however, these data are without 
scale score references.  

 3.3.2.4 NCLBSchScore.exe 
 The second program executed is 
NCLBSchScore.exe, which consists of nine 
(9) modules. The modules are implemented 
sequentially to produce the desired 
accountability results.  
 3.3.2.4(a) CalculateScoreV6 

 The first module evaluates 
each student at each school to 
determine how many students are in 
each cell and whether their scores 
should be counted in a given category. 
This module is executed first and 
selects the students, their scores, 
school(s), and weights from the 
Student file, then sorts the data by 
school.  Each school’s accumulators 
are incremented by the values 
determined by each student’s record.  
Some values are in weighted students 
that are dependent on student grade 
and length of time that student was in 
a given school.  The number of 
students above and below the AYP 
standards for each cell test is 
accumulated.  Only those students 
who attended a school for a full year 
are considered for the Meets the 
Standard percentage calculation.  
Students who were enrolled at the 
beginning of a specific test (FAY or 
not) are considered for calculating the 
participation rate percentage. A record 
is created for each school with these 
accumulated values.  The program 
calls repeatedly for the Tally 
Calegories and Find_NcountV5 
modules to do the accumulation.  
3.3.2.4(b)TallyCategoriesV6 
 This module is called 
repeatedly by the CalculateScoreV3 
module to count the various categories 
of students: (a) present, (b) tested, (c) 
within each cell, and (d) proficiency 
level.  
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3.3.2.4(c) Find_NcountV6 
 This module determines if 
there are enough students to count for 
AYP and how many cells met the 
proficiency target.  It calculates the 
percentage of students meeting or 
below the AYP targets and stores 
these values for use later.  Flags are 
set to indicate the result of Meets 
Target test, if the cell was eligible to 
be evaluated.  It also counts the 
number of students that participated 
and sets a flag for each cell to indicate 
if that target was met.  These first two 
modules are executed for both a single 
year of test scores and the last two 
years of scores combined.  Confidence 
intervals are calculated when needed. 
After the number Meets the Standard 
and the number of students 
participating is determined, each 
school’s cell records are examined by 
the second module.  This process is 
done to determine if sufficient 
numbers of students were enrolled the 
entire year to allow an evaluation of 
the number Meets the Standard. Each 
cell’s rounded, Meets the Standard 
percentage is compared to the AYP 
target.  If it does not match or exceed 
the target, a confidence interval is 
calculated, added to the percentage, 
rounded and compared to the AYP 
target.  
 Flags are set to signify the 
result.  For participation, if the number 
of full-year students was above the 
minimum, was the percentage who 
participated greater than the 
participation target?  If so, a flag is set 
to ‘Y’.  If not, the flag is set to ‘N’.  If 
the number of students eligible to test 
is less than the minimum, then the flag 
is set to ‘<40‘, indicating that this cell 
is ignored. 
 Beginning in 2004, the results 
of both single year and the average of 
two years are considered when 
compared to the participation target. 

The higher value is used for AYP 
evaluations. The average is found by 
pooling all students from both years 
and calculating the participation rate.  
Separate yearly rates are not 
calculated, but simply averaged 
together.  After setting all the flags 
and counters, if eighteen (18) cells met 
their target, a school Meets Target flag 
is set to ‘Y’; otherwise, is it set to ‘N’.  
If any of the participation flags are 
‘N’, then a school participation flag is 
set to ‘N’; otherwise, it is set to ‘Y’.  
These school and cell flags are loaded 
to the database. If a school has 
exceeded all of the targets without the 
use of a confidence interval, the Above 
Target field is set to ‘Y’.  This process 
will be used to determine a superior 
rating if supported by other 
calculations.  
3.3.2.4(d) BestScoreV6 
 This module selects the higher 
value of Meets the Standard 
percentage. If the rounded value of the 
single year Meets the Standard 
percentage plus the confidence 
interval is equal to or greater than the 
target, then the single year values are 
used. Flags are set to indicate which 
number was chosen and the higher 
values are stored in a new table row.  
The number of students enrolled for 
the entire year is used to determine if a 
cell is to be evaluated for Meets the 
Standard. Forty (40) students is the 
minimum number for school 
accountability and fifteen (15) 
students is the minimum number used 
for reporting in School Profiles. A 
separate table holds the values of each 
condition.  
3.3.2.4(e) BestParticipationV6 
 This module determines 
whether a two-year average is needed 
to meet the participation target.  If the 
rounded value of the single year Meets 
the Standard percentage is equal to or 
greater than the target, then the single 
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year values will be used. Flags are set 
to indicate which number was chosen 
and the higher values are stored in a 
new table row. The number of 
students enrolled for the entire year is 
used to determine whether a cell is to 
be evaluated or not for both Meets the 
Standard and participation. Forty (40) 
students is the minimum number for 
school accountability and fifteen (15) 
students is the minimum number used 
for reporting in School Profiles. A 
separate table holds the values of each 
condition.  
3.3.2.4(f) SafeHarborV6 
 This module calculates 
whether any cells at any schools 
qualify for Safe Harbor and sets an 
AYP flag.  Each cell is examined to 
determine if the number of full-year 
students is greater than the minimum.  
If not, a progress flag is set to ‘<40‘, 
to ignore this cell, along with cells 
without a prior year’s score. If the cell 
was below the assessment score target, 
then the percentage of students who 
were below standards last year is 
compared to the number below 
standards for the current year, after 
calculating a 75% confidence interval.
 The current year’s lower 
bound value must be greater than the 
percent proficient from the prior year 
to reject the null hypothesis (i.e., the 
cell did not miss the targeted AYP 
threshold).  If so, a progress flag is set 
to ‘H’, indicating Safe Harbor criteria 
was met; if not, it is set to ‘N’.  If the 
cell met or exceeded the assessment 
score target, the progress flag is set to 
‘-’, indicating that Safe Harbor was 
not considered. After all the cells have 
been evaluated, they are checked to 
determine if any of them are set to 
‘N’.  If so, a school’s Safe Harbor flag 
is set to indicate that this school has at 
least one cell in which Safe Harbor 
failed.  If all the progress flags are set 
to ‘<40’, the school’s Safe Harbor flag 

is set to ‘<40’.   If some progress flags 
are set to ‘<40’, and some are set to ‘-
’, the school’s Safe Harbor flag is set 
to ‘-’, indicating Safe Harbor was not 
necessary; otherwise, the flag is set to 
‘Y’.  
3.3.2.4(g) OthIndicatorV6 
 This module calculates Other 
Academic Indicators (OAIs) for all 
cells, and flags those cells that need 
support for Safe Harbor.  Calculations 
for elementary and middle schools 
differ slightly from high schools in 
what OAIs are used. Reading and 
mathematics scale scores for 
Performance Level (PL) 1 and 2, or 
PL1 percentages are used for 
elementary and middle schools.  Data 
from last year’s OAIs scale scores are 
compared to the current year’s values 
in this module.  Other Academic 
Indicators values were filled with 
performance levels and scale scores 
for reading and mathematics tests in 
the first module.  Cell by cell, the 
results of each year are compared for 
any progress.   
 Step 1. If progress is equal to 0 
(holding steady) or positive, then an 
OAI progress flag is set to ‘Y’; 
otherwise, it is set to ‘N’.  
 Step 2.  If progress is negative, 
the percentage of PL1 students is 
tested to determine if a decrease has 
occurred from the previous year.    
 Step 3. If negative progress is 
determined,  a confidence interval is 
calculated and added to the current 
scores, which is then compared to last 
year’s absolute scale score (without 
confidence interval) to test for 
progress.  
 Step 4.  If there was no 
decrease, a confidence interval is 
calculated and subtracted from the 
current year’s percentage of PL1 
students and compared to last year’s 
absolute value. If there is still no 
progress, the OAI flag is set to ‘N’.  
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 The cohort graduation rate is 
used for high schools.  Schools with 
both middle and high school grades 
use both indicators.  A flag is set and a 
progress value is saved for each cell.  
If the school was a candidate and 
qualified for Safe Harbor, then the 
progress flag is checked and the Safe 
Harbor flag is changed from an ‘S’ to 
an ‘X’ if progress was not indicated. 
Progress in OAIs may be zero or 
positive; it may not be a negative 
value to qualify as “in support of Safe 
Harbor” unless the percentage of PL1 
scores has decreased from the 
previous year or is zero. Rates for the 
previous year and the year before that 
are compared.   
 The 2003 accountability rating 
used the graduation rate for the class 
of 2002 and 2001; the 2004 rating 
used the graduation rate for the class 
of 2003; the 2005 rating used the 
graduation rate for the class of 2004.   
 (a) If the graduation rate is at 
the current target, or if the graduation 
rate has increased or remained 
constant, the flag is set to ‘Y’.   
 (b) If the rate decreased, the 
flag is set to ‘N’.  
 (c) If the number of graduates 
in a given cell is below the minimum 
number, then the flag is set to ‘<40’. 
 (d) If the number of graduates 
in a cell is 0, then the flag is set to 
‘<40’. 
 (e) If the school was a 
candidate and qualified for Safe 
Harbor, then the progress flag is 
checked and the Safe Harbor flag is 
changed from an ‘S’ to an ‘X’ if 
progress was not indicated.  Progress 
in Other Academic Indicators may be 
zero or positive; it may not be a 
negative value to qualify as “in 
support of Safe Harbor” unless the 
percentage of PL1 scores has 
decreased from the previous year or 
there are no PL1 scores.  

3.3.2.4(h) Special Education 
FactorV6 
 This module was introduced 
for the 2005 ratings.  It examines the 
all the flags to determine if any school 
has missed AYP solely because of the 
SWD cell.  If so, the special education 
factor for SWD cells missing AYP is 
calculated conditional to all other 
eligible cells meeting or exceeding the 
AYP threshold. 
3.3.2.4(i) StateProgressV6 
 This module was introduced 
for the 2004 ratings. It calculates a 
composite score consisting of the 
average performance levels for 
reading, mathematics, science, and 
social studies.  Each content area has a 
score derived from:  
 5 times the percent of level 5 
students, plus;  
 4 times the percent of level 4     
students, plus;  
 3 times the percent of level 3 
students, plus;  
 2 times the percent of level 2 
students, plus;  
 1 times the percent of level 1 
students.   
 These scores are multiplied by 
a weighting factor (for 2005 each was 
equal to .25), added together, 
multiplied by a scaling factor of 25 to 
arrive at a composite score that ranges 
from 25 to 125. This score is 
compared to last year’s score to 
determine if progress was achieved.  
Schools with no prior year’s data are 
coded ‘-’ and the SPD is calculated 
using the available data.  Ratings are 
assigned based on a combination of 
composite score and growth of that 
score over last year.  The most current 
year’s data or an average of the past 
two years’ data is used to calculate 
SPD (using “best score” approach).  
Each school receives a rating label of 
Above Target, Meets Target, or Below 
Target.   
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3.3.2.4(j) DetermineAYPV6 
 The last module examines all 
the flags and determines if a school 
met Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 
and what rating the school should 
receive. A school may fail to make 
AYP in Meets the Standard or 
participation in mathematics or ELA, 
or both mathematics and ELA, or for 
not making progress in the standards 
for Other Academic Indicators.  The 
Under Improvement (UI) flag is 
determined by looking at the reasons a 
school failed to make AYP during the 
last three years, and a flag of Yes or 
No is set according to whether the 
school is entering or leaving Under 
Improvement status. An overall school 
rating is determined based on the AYP 
status and State Progress status.  
 If all participation cells are 
met, and all cells met the proficiency 
targets or enough progress was made 
and supported by other indicators to 
be in Safe Harbor, and the OAI for all 
student categories was not flagged 
‘N’, then the school meets AYP.  If 
any participation cells did not meet the 
95% standard, or a cell did not meet 
its proficiency target and did not 
qualify for Safe Harbor, or Other 
Academic Indicators for all categories 
did not meet its target or show 
sufficient progress, then the school did 
not meet AYP.   
 Variables at the beginning of 
the first module control the following: 
the school year; reading and writing 
weights that make up English-
language arts (ELA); the ELA, 
mathematics and Other Academic 
Indicator progress targets for a given 
school year; the minimum number of 
students tested before a cell is 
considered; the graduation rate target; 
and the participation rate target.  
 The Failed MS and Failed Part 
fields describe the content area that 
caused the school to not meet AYP.  

(M-mathematics, E-ELA, B-Both 
mathematics and ELA, N-did not miss 
AYP). Title I schools were the only 
schools with AYP flags set for the 
2001 and 2002 school years. If a 
school was under school improvement 
in 2001 or 2002 and it did not meet 
AYP in that year, the rating was set as 
Academic Watch, and the Fail MS 
flag was set to the same value as their 
2003 value; otherwise, it is set to ‘B’ 
if the school met AYP.   
 The School Rating and School 
Improvement Status are based on both 
current and previous year’s results. 
For example, the 2002 and 2003 
results flowed from the 2000 and 2001 
settings.  If a school does not meet 
AYP in the same content area 
(mathematics or ELA) or Other 
Academic Indicators two years in a 
row, then the school improvement flag 
is set to ‘Y’; otherwise, it is set to ‘N’.  
School Improvement Status categories 
are: 
(a) School Improvement Year 1 (SI1),  
(b) School Improvement Year 2 (SI2),  
(c) Corrective Action (CA),  
(d) School Reorganization Year 1 
(R1), and  
(e) School Reorganization Year 2 
(R2). 

 
Missed 

AYP Two 
Years Ago 

Missed 
AYP Last 

Year 

Missed 
AYP 

Current 
Year 

no ELA ELA / All 
no Math Math / All 
no OAI OAI / All 
no All Any 

ELA / All ELA no 
Math / All Math no 
OAI / All OAI no 

All Any no 
  
 A school is placed Under 
Improvement (UI) or stays UI if any of the 
conditions above are met.  The content areas 
are considered separately for Meets the 
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Standard and participation rate.  In the case of 
Other Academic Indicators, the school is UI if 
the standard in a content area is not met in 
either the Meets the Standard or the 
participation categories when compared to the 
Other Academic Indicators status of previous 
years. After 2003, the ‘Best’ row is the 
greater of either the single year or two-year 
average. A composite score is calculated to 
provide a reference for the State Progress 
Determination.  

 
3.4 Design Triangulation  
 The Delaware accountability system, 
like most throughout the country, has 
numerous components within the overall 
design.  Each component requires specific 
business rules to operationally define the 
statutory/regulatory language.  Further, the 
accountability design must establish the 
decision logic necessary to guide the 
programming code development.  A score 
production sequence is established so the 
modularized code can be executed, 
monitored, and quality controlled.  Alignment 
among the four major components: (a) 
statutory/regulatory language, (b) business 
rules, (c) decision logic, and (d) production 
sequence is crucial in producing credible and 
valid accountability determinations.   
 To explore the system’s alignment, 
four design components were examined using 
a process typically found in social science 
research.  Patton (1990) and Yin (1994) 
describe how research findings are 
strengthened when multiple sources of 
evidence converge, thus building a “body of 
evidence” supporting the selected finding. 
Expanding upon this concept of evidence 
triangulation, a methodology was established 
to determine whether or not the SY 2003-
2004 results were an accurate manifestation 
of the accountability design.   
 In SY 2003-2004, the DDOE 
implemented a comprehensive triangulation 
process to ensure coherency between policy 
and the actual production of accountability 
results.  After this initial review, the 

triangulation method was modified to target 
only those areas each subsequent year that 
were changed and implemented.  This 
procedure reduced the time burden and 
unnecessary redundancy of examining 
unchanged business rules, design logic, and 
programming sequences regarded as 
operating as conceptualized.   
 In SY 2004-2005, the design 
triangulation was focused on those areas 
impacted by the inclusion of a confidence 
interval for Safe Harbor and the special 
education factor.  The Safe Harbor provisions 
were detailed in the AYP Accountability 
Workbook (DDOE, 2005), and then amended 
once the procedural changes were authorized 
by USDE.  This approval process was also 
followed for the SWD factor.  Unique to the 
SWD factor, the state had to address several 
procedural issues associated with Delaware’s 
special education program. Once the state 
demonstrated that it had met the criteria, 
authorization to include the SWD factor in 
determining AYP was received from USDE.  
 In SY 2005-2006, the DDOE 
implemented three key changes* to its 
accountability system: (a) flexibility to 
districts in routing student scores, (b) 
including targeted summer school results, and 
(c) averaging data for the SPD.  Further, the 
state continued to use the special education 
factor when applicable. 
Routing Flexibility  

1. Articulated in policy? Implicitly (14 
Del Admin. Code 103 §2.1)   

2. Defined in business rules? Yes (TM 
2006 Section 3 §2.3.1.5(a))  

3. Framed in decision logic? Yes (TM 
2006 Section 3 §3.3.2.1 Step 1)  

4. Executed in operational logic? Yes 
(TM 2005 Section 3 §3.3.2.2)  

 
Summer School Scores  

1. Articulated in policy? Explicitly (14 
Del Admin. Code 103 §4.1)  

2. Defined in business rules? Yes (TM 
2006 Section 3 §3.2.17(d))  

3. Framed in decision logic? No  
4. Executed in operational logic? No 
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Averaging Data for State Progress 
Determinations  

1. Articulated in policy? Explicitly (14 
Del Admin. Code 103 §5.0)  

2. Defined in business rules? Yes (TM 
2006 Section 3 §3.2.2.7)  

3. Framed in decision logic? Yes (TM 
2006 Section 3 §3.3.2.1 Step 5)  

4. Executed in operational logic? Yes 
(TM 2006 Section 3 §3.3.2.4(i))  

 
 In SY 2006-2007, the DDOE made no 
changes to its AYP Accountability Workbook.  
The state’s accountability system continued to 
use the SWD factor approved by the USDE.  
Most significantly, the DDOE implemented a 
growth model in conjunction with its 
traditional model (also known as the Original 
Model).  The state’s GM was implemented as 
part of a federally approved pilot project, thus 
its components are found within the approved 
application (see Appendix C). 
 The process of triangulating 
accountability components is a vital step with 
used in conjunction with other empirical 
measures of reliability and validity. Vague 
policies, misinterpreted business rules, 
inconsistent decision logic, and non-existent 
process controls must be identified and 
ameliorated to ensure accountability 
determinations are accurate and equitable.  
Results from empirical modeling and 
evaluations should continuously be used to 
“test” the production cycle.  The findings 
should then be used to guide improvement 
efforts for the upcoming production cycle.  
 
3.5 Summary  
 Delaware’s accountability system is 
used to monitor and report school, district, 
and state progress towards improved student 
achievement.  The system is purposefully 
designed to measure an entity’s performance 
status and improvements across time.  These 
two design aspects are outlined in state 
regulations, detailed in selected business 
rules, framed by the design logic, and 

executed in the programming code.  The 
Growth Model (GM) introduced in SY 2006-
2007 is another approach used to determine 
the improvement status of schools.  Taken in 
its totality, the accountability system uses 
numerous indicators within each model to 
best ascertain the progress of education in 
Delaware. 
 The Delaware accountability system 
was originally designed before the passage of 
NCLB.  The critical aspects of this design 
emphasized status and improvement as does 
the current system.  After the reauthorization 
of ESEA in 2001, state regulations were 
modified or developed prior to the SY 2003-
2004 accountability determinations.  These 
regulations described the essential 
components of AYP (status) and State 
Progress Determinations (improvement).  A 
comprehensive set of business rules, linked to 
adopted regulations, provided the necessary 
details to produce accountability results.  The 
few business rule changes detailed in this 
version of the manual continue to strengthen 
the inferences made by its accountability 
determinations.  

In SY 2005-2006, Delaware 
implemented several minor design changes to 
its single, comprehensive accountability 
system.  These changes included the greater 
flexibility in assigning students’ 
accountability results from ILCs, applying 
and averaging method to the SPD, and adding 
summer school results for selected students.  
These changes were discussed with the 
Accountability Committee, approved by the 
USDE, and implemented by the Secretary of 
Education.  The DDOE continued to use the 
SWD factor (factor became authorized in SY 
2004-2005). The SWD subgroup factor 
corrects for school-level AYP determination 
that may be influenced by distribution 
patterns aligned to program needs.  
 Also during SY 2005-2006, the 
DDOE conducted several internal reviews of 
the subsystems which work together to 
produce accountability determinations.  One 
purpose was to verify the programming 
modules used in the score production, while 
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identifying critical factors and entry points for 
data or computational errors to enter into the 
process.  Initial results suggested no spurious 
accountability determinations were made 
during 2006.  The findings did suggest that 
the narrative sequence used to produce AYP 
scores needed to be provided in greater detail.  
These details were incorporated in the SY 
2006-2007 version of this manual.  Their 
inclusion assisted in strengthening the quality 
assurance steps used to validate the score 
production prior to the summer score release.  
 In SY 2006-2007, the DDOE received 
approval from USDE to use a Growth Model 
(GM) within its accountability system.  This 
design was focused on changes in individual 
student achievement from one year to the 
next.  It rewarded schools for improving the 
performance levels of non-proficient students 
(i.e., those scoring below PL3), while 
assigning the maximum points (300) for 
proficient students.  This model required 
students to be matched from one year to the 
next using their DELSIS unique student 
identifier.  A comprehensive set of business 
rules, linked to the adopted model, provided 
the necessary details to produce 
accountability results.  A series of unique 

quality assurance practices were developed 
and implemented to detect and control 
programming errors, vague business rules, 
and unforeseen data anomalies.  These 
procedures were conducted by internal DDOE 
staff and third-party auditors.  
 Another control used for all changes 
in the accountability system is to link the 
policy changes within the operational system.  
This approach triangulates evidence for the 
business rule changes to the applicable 
subsystems. Within each subsystem, the 
policy changes are verified through changes 
in the design and programming logic, and 
procedural guidelines.  These efforts provide 
additional assurance that the policy changes 
adopted by the Secretary are actualized in the 
accountability results.  When such changes 
are not reflected in official administrative 
code (i.e., Title 14 §103), they are reported 
within this document, thus becoming de facto 
procedural guidelines for the system.   
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SECTION 4 
QUALITY RESULTS 

 
 
 

Quick Guide to this Section 
I need to know about… 
• Statewide accountability ratings. 
• Growth Model and Original Model results. 
• Quality assurance processes. 
• Under Improvement schools.  
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4.0 Overview  
 Delaware continues to implement its 
accountability system as one measure of 
movement towards the State’s improvement 
goals.  The fundamental theory of action 
governing the educational system is that the 
organization’s goals will be attained as 
schools and districts implement action steps 
needed to improve student achievement. The 
accountability system provides evaluative 
feedback for Delaware educators and the 
public regarding the extent to which student 
subgroups, schools, and districts are meeting 
the three reform goals: (a) increasing student 
achievement, (b) reducing the achievement 
gap, and (c) maintaining continuous school 
improvement.  These three goals are aligned 
to key reform principles, which help shape 
and guide improvement efforts undertaken by 
the Delaware Department of Education 
(DDOE) and local school districts (DDOE, 
March 2004).  Adopted by the Secretary and 
SBE, the reform principles are: 
1    Challenging students to meet high  

standards of performance early in their 
academic careers; 

2 Producing graduates with outstanding 
skills and knowledge in the core academic 
subjects; 

3 Maintaining high expectations for all 
student subgroups; 

4 Complying with federal and state laws; 
5 Ensuring equity and credibility by 

implementing coherent policies; 
6 Providing highly qualified teachers who 

pursue classroom-relevant training and 
mentoring to improve their performance; 
and,  

7 Improving organizational transparency 
through open, clear communications to 
parents and educators. 

 Educators are provided assessment 
results prior to the close of school as a 
preliminary indicator to the academic 
performance of their students.  These 
individual student results are released 
electronically to schools and districts in early 
June for student accountability purposes (a 

component of each district’s pupil progress 
plan).  Authorized district officials are 
provided a time frame to review 
accountability data and make any necessary 
corrections prior to their use in the 
accountability system. Throughout the late 
spring and summer, DDOE staff provides 
ongoing technical assistance to schools and 
districts.  This technical assistance ranges 
from helping practitioners understand the 
current policies to investigating and resolving 
data errors.  All of these efforts are part of the 
DDOE’s emphasis on improving the quality 
of the accountability system and building 
capacity of local officials. 
 Quality is often defined in terms of 
having a product with zero defects or a 
service by which no additional effort will 
improve the consumer’s satisfaction.  W. 
Edward Deming, considered the father of 
Total Quality Management, outlined a 
continuous improvement process that focuses 
on three major components of an 
organization’s quality efforts: (a) objectives, 
(b) production methods, and (c) feedback 
measures (Wheeler, 2003).  In accountability 
parlance, the theory of action outlines the 
organizational goals, the sequence of nested 
action steps, and the intended outcomes 
resulting from behavioral changes. 
 Delaware’s accountability theory of 
action details a process by which 
accountability determinations for all 
subgroups, schools, and districts throughout 
the state are made each year.  The accuracy 
and credibility of these accountability 
determinations depend on the quality 
characteristics of the system’s indicators, 
design logic, production sequence, and 
intended outcomes.  The ability to identify 
and differentiate between routine and 
anomalous variances within the accountability 
framework is necessary to improve systemic 
quality.  Through the judicious application of 
control measures (see Wheeler & Lyday, 
1989) to evaluate variability, improvement 
efforts can be implemented and monitored. 
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Improving the quality of accountability results 
is necessary to ensure the intended 
consequences are allocated to the correct 
entity and that unintended consequences are 
detected during the production process rather 
than ex post facto.  
 The credibility of Delaware’s 
accountability subsystem requires that annual 
determinations allow for valid inferences 
about performance that are stable from year to 
year.  Further, the measurement precision 
must be sensitive to detect slight changes in 
targeted indicators, while discerning actual 
change from natural variability and non-
systematic error. DDOE has implemented a 
series of design and business rules such as 
defining minimum n-counts for cell 
eligibility, applying confidence intervals on 
performance statistics, and using an averaging 
strategy to improve the accuracy of 
accountability ratings.   
 The misclassification of schools and 
districts always poses a serious validity threat 
to accountability subsystems.  Subgroups, 
because of their small size and lack of 
independence, have confounded inference at 
higher units of analysis. As Hill and 
DePascale (2003) suggest, many efforts to 
reduce measurement and sampling error may 
inadvertently create new validity issues.  For 
example, increasing the n-count among the 
Students with Disabilities (SWD) subgroup 
cells reduces the number of Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP) determinations in most 
elementary schools, while increasing the 
correlation of missing AYP to school size.  
This type of design logic trade-off can result 
in schools missing targeted AYP thresholds 
because of non-accountability factors. 
 
4.1 Quality Assurance Efforts   
 Most states use a combination of 
psychometric assessment data, internal review 
procedures (appeals), and data verification 
opportunities as quality assurance processes.  
These processes help to ensure that 
accountability determinations are valid 
representations of performance.  The DDOE 

has evaluated its quality assurance practices, 
established a baseline across several 
indicators, and implemented action steps 
focused on improving its accountability 
system and supporting subsystems. These 
steps are assisting the DDOE to improve its 
internal accountability processes.   
 The primary goal of Delaware’s 
quality assurance system is to prevent 
unwanted data entering into the early stages 
of score production cycle. The magnitude and 
direction of these data errors also influences 
score accuracy. Data quality from the 
Delaware Student Information System 
(DELSIS) and assessment (i.e., Delaware 
Student Testing Program; DSTP) subsystems 
are critical elements to Delaware’s 
accountability system.   

Delaware operates a centralized, 
student information system that continues to 
focus on data quality through its statewide 
auditing structure.  Information management 
officials use internal processes to detect and 
correct irregularities such as duplicate 
records, missing data fields, illogical data, and 
multiple memberships.  Support to local 
districts in the form of publishing technical 
manuals, developing data acquisition 
calendars, training IT and school staff, and 
communicating to local program officials are 
efforts used to improve the quality of 
accountability data prior to beginning score 
production (For additional information about 
DELSIS, refer to Section 4.7.2). Delaware’s 
assessment program coordinates data from the 
DELSIS into its pre-administration (front-
end) quality assurance efforts.  State and local 
officials verify student enrollment data to 
ensure all students are participating in some 
form of the DSTP for those required grades.   

Integration with the vendor’s quality 
assurance efforts ensures accountability in 
preparing testing materials (in a secured 
environment) for local administration. Once 
administered, DDOE implements a series of 
validation and verification programs to ensure 
scoring and reporting parameters are strictly 
followed.  These combined efforts have 
prevented anomalous assessment data from 
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being entered into the accountability 
production process.  
 As part of the data verification 
process, individual student results are released 
electronically to schools and districts in early 
June for student accountability purposes (a 
component of each district’s pupil progress 
plan).  Authorized district officials are 
provided a period to review accountability 
data and make any corrections prior to their 
use in the accountability system. Throughout 
late spring and summer, DDOE staff provides 
ongoing technical assistance to schools and 
districts.  This technical assistance includes 
helping practitioners understand current 
policies, clarifying business rules, 
investigating score anomalies, and resolving 
data errors.  All of these efforts are part of 
DDOE’s emphasis on improving the quality 
of the accountability system and building 
capacity of local officials.  

In addition to the data verification 
process, districts are also authorized to 
conduct internal review procedures and 
appeal any questionable ratings prior to the 
final release of accountability ratings. This 
appeals process ensures that aberrant factors 
have been considered, so that fair and 
equitable ratings are assigned to schools and 
districts.  Therefore, as part of the appeals 
process, preliminary AYP results are released 
to schools and districts every year in early 
July. Following the appeals process 
(Additional information regarding the appeals 
process is provided in Section 4.4.7.), the 
final ratings are released prior to the 
beginning of the school year, which allows 
enough time for schools to notify parents of 
any NCLB consequences (e.g., school choice, 
supplemental services, restructuring of 
schools).  Thus, the DDOE has evaluated its 
quality assurance practices, established a 
baseline across several indicators, and 
implemented action steps focused on 
improving its accountability system and 
supporting subsystems. 
 
 

4.2 Intended Consequences 
The system’s intent was, and is, to 

classify educational entities accurately, report 
those in need of interventions, and recognize 
and reward those making their performance 
targets. This intent is partially accomplished 
through the revisions made to the score 
production process.  The original AYP 
Workbook’s design has been modified several 
times since SY 2002-2003 to its current form 
(DDOE, March 2007).  The most significant 
changes occurred during SY 2003-2004.  That 
year, state officials and the Accountability 
Committee reviewed the prior years’ results 
against the system’s intended consequences. 
The data suggested that the accountability 
design misclassified a number of schools.  
This realization required the DDOE to make 
three main design changes to the 
accountability system over the past three 
years.  

First, in SY 2004-2005, DDOE 
applied confidence intervals and averaging 
when evaluating performance status (i.e., 
percent proficient in English Language Arts, 
and mathematics).  Second, in 2006, another 
quasi-Safe Harbor provision added into the 
scoring process was the inclusion of the SWD 
subgroup factor.  This computation, 
authorized by the United States Department 
of Education (USDE), attempts to reduce the 
AYP misclassification within the SWD 
subgroup cells. Third, the DDOE 
implemented its approved Growth Model 
(GM) in 2007.  Taken together, these design 
changes have been implemented to reduce the 
unintended consequences created by 
misclassifying schools and districts. 

Beyond classification accuracy, one 
intended consequence of the accountability 
system is that the performance of subgroups is 
examined each year for all public schools and 
districts, regardless of their Title I status.  
Any school or district that does not meet AYP 
for two consecutive years in the same content 
area or other academic indicator (OAI) is 
classified as Under Improvement.  A 
consequence continuum ranging from 
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developing an improvement plan to 
implementing a restructuring plan requires 
different action steps based upon the duration 
of underperformance. Current state statute 
requires schools deemed Under Improvement 
to revise their improvement plans and direct 
resources to assisting low achieving students.  
The improvement plan must include a 

thorough review of appropriate data and 
approval by the local board of education once 
public comments are received. Improvement 
plans contain only those data authorized to be 
in the public domain, as outlined by the 
Federal Educational Rights and Privacy Act 
(20 U.S.C. §1232(g), 1974) and applicable 
state policies.  

 
 

Another intended benefit to end-users 
is integration of the accountability system 
with other Departmental subsystems. This 
provides stakeholders the ability to access 
detailed school information using a web-
based, decision support system; however, 
some parts of the system are restricted to 
ensure confidentiality of student-level data.   
As noted earlier, DELSIS is a centralized 
information system where student-level 
demographic, enrollment, and performance 
data are warehoused on servers maintained by 
DDOE.  It is important to note that DELSIS is 
the only student information system in the 
state, which contains enrollment, 
demographic, and assessment data.   

Because student-level demographic 
and assessment data are centralized, DDOE’s 
network environment ensures that authorized 
end-users have appropriate access.  Student-
level DSTP performance data are stored 
within the Delaware Student Testing 
Program-Online Reporting (DSTP-OR) 
system.  Both DELSIS and DSTP-OR are 
secured behind the DDOE’s application portal 
known as the Delaware Department of 
Education Single SignOn (DDOESSO) to 
ensure that only authorized users gain entry.  
Access is restricted to authorized educators in 
order to decrease the risk that unauthorized 
individuals could gain improper entry to 
confidential data, compromise servers, or 
change critical data inadvertently (including 
the possibility of a virus running under the 
context of the user). 
 In addition to on-line reporting, 
DDOE also provides public access to 
published district and school profiles (i.e., 
report cards) containing AYP and 

accountability ratings. Available since 1997, 
these report cards are available to the public 
through DDOE’s website 
http://profiles.doe.k12.de.us and printed 
copies are distributed to parents through the 
schools. These reports are available in both 
English and Spanish.  Additional paper copies 
are sent to public libraries throughout the 
state.   

 
4.3 Safeguarding Results 
 
4.3.1 Quality Assurance in Educational 
Systems 

Education is a labor intensive, public 
sector service through which teaching and 
leadership quality directly influences student 
achievement. Inferences about student 
learning and the effectiveness of educational 
reforms are often made with limited or no 
causal information.  This phenomenon is due 
in part to the complexity and confounding 
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variables associated with student learning. 
Over the past forty years, school reformers 
and researchers have examined the  
characteristics of effective schools (Purkey & 
Smith, 1983; Teddlie, Kirby, & Stringfield, 
1989), the impact of student background 
characteristics (Coleman et al., 1966), the 
dispersion of fiscal resources (Hanushek, 
1997), and the influence of accountability 
subsystems (Gong, 2002).  In most cases, the 
dependent variable has been based on 
information from on-demand, large-scale 
assessment measures that quantify student 
learning against an external criterion or 
reference group.  Like that of student 
learning, the validity of inferences made 
about school effectiveness is degraded by 
poor data quality, undefined business rules, 
non-standardized production sequences, and 
simple human error.  Given that any 
“snapshot” in time will contain data that does 
not factually represent events under 
observation, agencies must have sufficient 
controls to establish valid results. By applying 

a well-defined set of process controls (see 
Figure 9), non-random errors can be 
uncovered, thereby improving information 
quality and system credibility.   

To be effective, these control 
procedures must reflect a continuous 
improvement process that focuses on at least 
four major components: (a) input variability, 
(b) production techniques, (c) product 
tolerances, and (d) end-user satisfaction 
(Beaudoin, Auty, & Goldschmidt, 2006; 
Wheeler, 2003). An organization’s theory of 
action (Argyris & Schon, 1974; Simon, 1955) 
must outline how these major components 
interrelate with the organizational goals.  
These goals are operationalized into a 
sequence of nested action steps used to 
produce targeted outcomes and inferences 
about the intended changes or lack thereof.  
Quality assurance practices are those steps 
used to ensure the credibility of inferences 
made about goal attainment and 
organizational improvement. 

 

Accountability Process Controls
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Figure 9.  Accountability Process Controls 
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4.3.2 Determining System Needs 
 Delaware’s schools and districts 
operate within the public sector; thus their 
activities must reflect both transparency and 
stakeholder input.  One approach used by the 
DDOE is to document the entire 
accountability subsystem in sufficient detail 
to facilitate external review.  Because the 
accountability subsystem is interdependent on 
other parts of the agency, specifically 
information management and assessment, 
consideration has been given to understanding 
how quality assurance practices must exist 
among all subsystem components.  The initial 
step taken by the DDOE was the development 
of its accountability technical manual 
(DDOE, 2004) detailing the business rules 
and design logic used in the production cycle.   

  In its technical manual, the DDOE 
articulates the actions being taken to improve 
the organization’s quality assurance practices 
through outsourcing, automating, and 
streamlining current activities (Peters & 
Waterman, 1983). Because of the 
interdependency among subsystems within 
the agency, specifically information 
management and assessment programs, the 
DDOE has seen how improvement efforts in 
one area will create spillover effects (i.e., 
additional benefits with no additional costs) in 
other areas.   These improvement efforts were 
supported by a comprehensive review in 2005 
of the state’s academic standards and 
assessment system.  This action was initiated 
to demonstrate the state’s compliance with the 
USDE’s Standards and Assessment Peer 
Review Guidance.  As part of this process, 
evidence for each Title I indicator was 
documented and presented for external 
review. Concurrently, the DDOE received a 
risk assessment report on those areas needing 
immediate action and others in which 
augmentation would strengthen the agency.   
 DDOE also evaluated several key 
areas supporting its accountability subsystem. 
The accountability subsystem’s quality is 
codependent on the data quality of the 
DELSIS and DSTP.  This codependency is 

not unique to Delaware, but to all school 
accountability systems.  Because of this 
commonality, the DDOE began working with 
member states represented by the Council of 
Chief State School Officers’ Accountability 
Systems and Reporting Consortium (CCSSO-
ASR) in developing the Quality Assurance 
Diagnostic Matrix (QADM).  This matrix was 
designed to examine the quality assurance 
capabilities in local and state agencies.  The 
QADM was derived from the conceptual 
work found within the Systems Security 
Engineering Capability Maturity Model® 
(Carnegie-Mellon, 2003) and Six Sigma’s 
DMAIC® process (Pyzdek, 2003). 
 4.3.2.1QADM 
 The QADM comprises a set of quality 
assurance indicators for each of three 
educational subsystems: (a) information 
management, (b) assessment, and (c) 
accountability.  These performance indicators 
are aligned within each of the targeted 
subsystems and evaluated across a capacity 
continuum.  The continuum is organized into 
four stages that reflect increased 
organizational capacity and quality assurance 
sophistication.   

4.3.2.2 Performance Indicators 
 The performance indicators within 
each subsystem represent a finite set within 
the universe of potential indicators.  DDOE 
modified the indicators outlined by CSSSO-
ASR into a set focused on validating data, 
training end-users, improving quality 
practices, and evaluating system controls.  
This set was then refined to match the 
operational activities unique to each 
subsystem. Table 21 below creates the 
horizontal axis of the QADM.  Because each 
indicator is articulated in relatively broad 
terms, specific action steps are required prior 
to implementation.  These 14 indicators are 
also used to establish short-term, annual 
objectives that quantify improvements within 
an area of focus.  This basic approach 
parallels that used by schools and districts in 
their school improvement planning process. 
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Table 21.  QADM Performance Indicators 
 

Code Subsystem Indicator 

1.1 Information Management Integrates policy changes into DELSIS 

1.2 Information Management Validates program membership with end-users and program staff 

1.3 Information Management Trains data providers on error detection and other auditing functions 

1.4 Information Management Examines field specifications against business rule narratives 

1.5 Information Management Determines data quality needs and implements improvement activities 

2.1 Assessment Trains data users in appropriate interpretations and usages 

2.2 Assessment Manages quality assurance practices 

2.3 Assessment Examines end-user feedback 

2.4 Assessment Conducts data audits (e.g., equating procedures, exclusion rates, rater 
scoring) 

3.1 Accountability Validates score and report production 

3.2 Accountability Operationalizes and standardizes policy 

3.3 Accountability Supports accurate interpretations 

3.4 Accountability Aligns system components 

3.5 Accountability Evaluates TOA behavioral changes 

 
4.3.2.3 Capacity Stages   

 The second component of the QADM 
is defining a capacity continuum.  A capacity 
continuum refers to a range of actions that 
ensure services and/or products adhere to 
agreed upon, recognized, or required 
performance standards.  By comparing the 
range of actions currently being implemented 
to those desired by the entity, capacity needs 
are enumerated and potential quality risks are 
better understood.  The espoused capacities 
are dependent on time and human resources 
availability and moderated by conflicting 
demands.  These conflicting demands often 
hinder improvement efforts by diverting 

resources to other activities only linked 
tangentially to the targeted outputs.  This 
phenomenon has been a significant challenge 
to both state and local agencies as they 
attempt to implement new programs prior to 
establishing sufficient capacity for those 
activities in current operation.  
 The QADM reflects the capacity 
stages at a specific moment in time, rather 
than a forward-looking (goal setting) 
approach. The vertical axis provides a 
continuum of quality process characteristics 
organized into stages.  These stages range 
from actions not being addressed by the entity 
(Stage 0) to those that have resulted in 
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maximum efficiencies being understood 
(Stage 4). Table 22 provides the descriptors 

associated with each capacity stage found in 
the QADM. 

 
Table 22.  QADM Capacity Stages 
 

Code Stage Descriptor 

0a 0-Omitting Not addressed by the entity (we don’t do it here) 

0b 0-Completing Informal and random (someone does some part somewhere) 

1a 1-Planning Planned but undocumented (someone does it, but it is not in writing) 

1b 1-Reviewing Monitored but undocumented (someone does it, it [the outcome of the 
review] is in a written report but not in the process) 

2a 2-Standardizing Mixed formality (done, written reports, some documentation and 
standardized procedures) 

2b 2-Documenting Formal yet compartmentalized (done, standardized, documented, 
subsystem specific) 

3a 3-Improving Standardized and validated (done, standardized, improved upon, checked, 
subsystem specific) 

3b 3-Streamlining Systemic and dynamic (done everywhere, continuously improved upon) 

4 4-Leading 
Efficient and transparent (how we do business, industry-leading 
practices) 

 
4.3.2.4 Charting Progress 
 The QADM uses a graphic 
representation to report progress from the 
initial baseline year.  A planning group 
representing different subsystems establishes 
the baseline year.  This group reviews the 
quality indicators and determines the capacity 
stage of the system using a consensus 
approach.  This qualitative meth can be 
augmented by empirical and anecdotal 
evidence (e.g., number of hours required to 
correct product defects) in the decision-
making process. The rating process requires 
the end-user to rate each quality indicator (X-
axis) using the capability scale reflected on 
the Y-axis.  The Y-axis continuum reflects the 
degree of capacity necessary for task 
implementation. Once the baseline is 
established, the coordinating function is to 

establish an improvement plan.  This plan 
articulates the specific action steps, resources, 
and evaluative measures needed to implement 
the desired changes in the upcoming year.  
Each year, the planning group examines the 
action plan’s implementation and evaluative 
measures.  Data collected across the different 
implementation steps provide summative 
information about the progress, or lack of, 
made by the agency to improve its capacity. 
The resulting bar charted area displays a 
quality pattern across the major subsystems 
within the agency.  At this point, stakeholders 
are able to visualize quality assurance areas 
needing development and/or augmentation.  
In Delaware, the 2007 QADM shows 
considerable improvement from 2004 on most 
quality indicators (see Figure 10). 
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Figure 10.  Quality Assurance Diagnostic Matrix (QADM) for SY 2006-2007 
 
 
4.3.3 Information Management System 

The Delaware Student Information 
System (DELSIS) allows local officials to 
review the data being used for assessment 
and accountability before public reporting.  
Of particular importance are those data 
defining AYP subgroups.  Membership data 
associated with enrollment into specific 
schools and districts, along with federal 

programs, are critical in ensuring the 
information represents actual events in the 
field.  In late spring, DDOE communicates 
guidance on targeted areas that are 
technically complex and have produced 
errors in prior years.  For example, the 
special education membership and disability 
descriptors are codified so as to provide the 
necessary specificity to examine the SWD 
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subgroup cells at different units of analysis.  
Further, some SWD receive their educational 
services off-campus (at another school) or at 
a specialized school.  This situation requires 
inputting a residence code so that the scores 
can be routed to the home school. Prior to 
the production of final accountability 
determinations, schools and districts are able 
to review student-level data, including data 
prorated across multiple years (prorating 
data is only applicable for grades K-3) to 
ensure their accuracy.   

Assuming the membership data 
reflect actual events in the field, one 
unintentional consequence examined by 
DDOE has been the ongoing change in SWD 
membership.  The premise is that the number 
of special education students may have 
increased in response to AYP judgments 
being made at the subgroup level.   A 
detection procedure was implemented to 
specifically examine how these data have 
changed since 1998 at both the district and 
school levels. The analysis conducted in 
2005 suggested a slight increase in SWD 
membership beginning in SY 1999-2000 
(see Delaware Technical and Operational 
Manual-2005) but did not create a validity 
threat. 

In sum, the information management 
subsystem continues to ensure data quality.  
In November 2007, the Data Quality 
Campaign (DQC) released a progress report 
showing states’ successes in building 
longitudinal data systems. Delaware was 
listed as one of only four states who have in 
place all ten essential elements 
recommended by DQC to ensure  a quality 
longitudinal data system. Delaware’s 
longitudinal data is gathered on each 
individual student from year to year which 
makes it possible to follow individual 
student academic growth, determine the 
value-added of specific programs, and 
identify consistently high-performing 
schools and systems.  As such, the DDOE’s 
newly implemented Growth Model (GM) for 

accountability uses these components.  
Without quality longitudinal data, the GM 
could not be used for making reliable 
accountability determinations.  
 
4.3.4 Assessment Subsystem 
 Since 2001, Delaware has produced 
and reported assessment results using quality 
enhancement procedures among its 
assessment and information management 
subsystems.  Delaware has a Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC) comprised of 
national measurement and assessment 
experts. This committee meets twice a year 
to review and provide advice on technical 
and instructional issues relating to the DSTP.  
The TAC provides a mechanism to deal with 
potential and emerging validity threats prior 
to their manifestation within the data.   
 The assessment subsystem has 
established acceptable technical quality 
levels as reported in its DSTP Technical 
Manual (DDOE, 2006).  The electronic 
scoring file from the testing vendor goes 
through an extensive quality control process 
by Delaware experts. This process ensures 
that correct equating tables and interpolated 
norms are applied to student scores.  As a 
quality control technique, DDOE 
subcontracts with a measurement expert to 
evaluate the equating and scaling 
methodology of the vendor.  This external 
review examines the equating procedures for 
adequacy and alternative approaches.   

The writing test data, weighted ten 
percent for the ELA indicator, is hand-scored 
by the test vendor.  Delaware teachers 
participate in selecting actual student work 
from the field test to identify student 
responses for training, calibration sets, and 
anchor papers.  Anchor papers are used in 
the actual scoring process, and there is a full 
range for each score point including high, 
mid, and low.  The DSTP has designed a 
control process for hand-scored items.   
While most hand -scored items are scored by 
a single trained scorer, ten percent of the 
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items are scored by two scorers to increase 
inter-rater reliability.  When any hand-scored 
item differs by two points or more, a third 
scorer is utilized.  As scorers rate student 
responses, other responses from the field test 
are inserted randomly into the set to 
minimize scorer drift.  Since the field test 
responses have been previously scored, the 
scorer must re-score the item and match 
identically the previous score points issued. 
 Delaware has also established a 
review committee to examine potential test 
questions before they are entered into the 
field test version of the assessment. The Bias 
and Sensitivity Review Committee evaluates 
all items to be used on the DSTP and makes 
recommendations to accept, revise, or reject 
each field tested item. Differential Item 
Functioning (DIF) analyses are used to 
supplement the subjective evaluation of the 
items by the fifteen-member group. 
Recommendations from the committee are 
used by content leaders managing item 
development prior to introduction into the 
operational test.  Finally, national experts 
working with students with disabilities and 
students with limited English proficiency 
provide advice and professional development 
to the committee reviewers and DDOE.  
 Besides the item review committee, 
DDOE publishes the Test Coordinator’s 
Handbook and Guidelines for Inclusion 
(DDOE, 2006) to assist local officials in 
administering the DSTP. All public schools 
and districts are given the same tests at the 
same time under the same conditions.  There 
is extensive training provided by state 
assessment staff for all school and district 
coordinators.  In addition, annual training for 
proctors ensures uniform test administration 
is conducted by all schools in the state.  
Upon internal release of the data, school and 
central office staff can review individual 
student results.  Delaware has a process for 
re-scoring test documents if school staff or 
parents believe there may be an error.   

 The state also has a process for 
investigating possible test security breaches, 
which could result in invalid results.  
Proctors are required to abide by and sign 
assurances that the appropriate procedures 
were actually followed. These guidelines 
detail specific directions including room 
arrangements, accommodations, scheduling, 
and procedures for securing testing 
materials.  These administrative materials are 
made available to local officials along with 
important procedural dates and updated 
operating rules. Guidelines for the Delaware 
Alternate Portfolio Assessment (DAPA) and 
the use of testing accommodations are 
provided by DDOE. For the DAPA, 
additional information regarding eligibility, 
scoring, and submitting portfolios are 
provided to local officials.   
 
4.4 Accountability Results  

This school year marks the third 
accountability rating cycle by which a 
combination of AYP status and State 
Progress Determination (SPD) are reported 
along with the school’s accountability 
history. New in 2007 is the addition of the 
GM in determining AYP status.  The GM is 
first used to determine if a school’s low 
performing students have improved in 
reading and mathematics.  When schools do 
not show enough improvement in their GM 
score, the Original Model (OM) is 
implemented.  Regardless of the model used, 
all schools receive an AYP and SPD status 
rating.  These two ratings are combined to 
produce an overall accountability 
determination.  Further, the accountability 
history influences the overall rating by 
clarifying its AYP standing.  This 
determination is done by the addition of two 
ratings, Academic Progress and Academic 
Watch, which provide further information 
about schools classified as Under 
Improvement.  For example, a school that 
does not meet AYP for two or more 
consecutive years, but meets the SPD 
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receives a rating of Academic Progress. The 
inference is that this school has shown 
improvement across the core academic areas; 
however, it still has at least one subgroup 
cell not reaching the targeted threshold or 
meeting the Safe Harbor criteria.  The 
training PowerPoint used to 
comprehensively present the state’s 
accountability ratings can be found in 
Appendix B of this document.  

 
4.4.1 Accountability Ratings 
Revisited 

 Schools and districts shall receive 
one of five levels of performance 
classification annually.  These ratings shall 
be based on a combination of AYP 
determinations and State Progress 
determinations (10 DE Reg. 89 §103(6)). 
 
 4.4.1.1 Superior Rating- A school’s 
or district's performance is deemed excellent. 
Schools or districts in this category shall 
have met AYP while the school or district is 
not Under Improvement and is a combination 
of:  

• Above Target for AYP and Above 
Target for State Progress; or,  

• Above Target for AYP and Meets 
Target for State Progress; or,  

• Meets Target for AYP and Above 
Target for State Progress.   

 
 4.4.1.2 Commendable Rating- A 
school’s or district's performance is deemed 
above average. Schools or districts in this 
category shall have met AYP while the 
school or district is not Under Improvement 
and is a combination of:  

• Above Target for AYP and Below 
Target for State Progress; or,  

• Meets Target for AYP and Meets 
Target for State Progress shall be 
rated as Commendable.  

 

A school or district with a combination of 
Meets Target for AYP and Below Target for 
State Progress shall be determined 
Commendable for no more than one year.  If 
this same combination exists for the school 
or district in the following year, the school or 
district shall be rated Academic Review. 
  
 4.4.1.3 Academic Review Rating- A 
school’s or district’s performance is deemed 
acceptable. Schools or districts in this 
category are not Under Improvement and is a 
combinations of  

• Below Target for AYP and Above 
Target for State Progress; or,  

• Below Target for AYP and Meets 
Target for State Progress shall be 
rated as Academic Review for no 
more than one year.   

If the same combination exists for the school 
or district in the following year, the school or 
district shall be rated Academic Progress 
unless the provisions of §103 (6.5) and §103 
(6.6) are met. A school or district with a 
combination of Below Target for AYP and 
Below Target for State Progress shall be 
rated as Academic Review unless the 
provisions of §103 (6.5) and §103 (6.6) are 
met. 
 
 4.4.1.4 Academic Progress Rating- 
A school’s or district’s performance is 
deemed as needing improvement. AYP has 
not been met (different subjects) two or more 
years and SPD is met.  Schools or districts in 
this category shall not be Under 
Improvement as defined in 4.4.1.5. 
 4.4.1.5 Academic Progress-Under 
Improvement Rating- A school’s or district's 
performance is deemed as needing 
improvement. Schools or districts in this 
category shall have met AYP for one year 
while the school or district is Under 
Improvement. If a school or district was 
classified as Academic Watch the prior year, 
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all accountability sanctions from that prior 
year remain in effect.  
 
 4.4.1.6 Academic Watch- A school’s 
or district’s performance is deemed as 
unsatisfactory. Schools or districts in this 
category shall not be Under Improvement as 
defined in 4.4.1.5. 
 

 4.4.1.7 Academic Watch-Under 
Improvement Rating- A school’s or 
district’s performance is deemed as 
unsatisfactory. Schools or districts in this 
category shall not have met AYP for two or 
more consecutive years in the same content 
area as described in 4.4.1.5 and shall be 
Under Improvement. 
  

 
 
4.4.2 School-District-State Performance 
Analytics 
 DDOE conducts post hoc analyses on 
the accountability system’s results.  
Descriptive statistics are used to examine 
different aspects of the system.  A purposeful 
analytical framework (see below figure) is 
applied each year to examine how the 
current year’s data compare with those from 
previous years.  Overall school 
accountability ratings for different groups of 
schools (e.g., those receiving Title I funds or 

with differing grade configurations) are 
examined.  The rating changes from the 
inclusion of summer school and the number 
of new schools are also reported.  Multi-year 
results are used for comparative purposes 
and to provide insight into the current year’s 
results.  Finally, district and state results are 
examined by comparing the current year’s 
statistics with prior years. State-level 
statistics provide empirical evidence of 
movement towards the state’s long-term 
goals. 
 .    
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Figure 11.  Analytical Framework-Accountability  
 

DDOE makes a concerted effort to 
fully understand how the underlying 
performance data influence school AYP 
ratings.  This is partially done by first 
separating those schools with missed AYP 
cells from those that met their AYP targets. 
The way each cell met the AYP target is also 
examined to understand the use of such error 
controls as confidence intervals and Safe 
Harbor provisions.  For schools that have at 
least one missed AYP cell, subgroups are 
further analyzed to understand which groups 
are not reaching their annual targets.  New in 
SY 2006-2007, DDOE evaluated the missed 
cells for each accountability model.  This 
was done by first examining results from the 

Growth Model and then the Original Model. 
Further, the DDOE also conducted a third-
party evaluation of the two models (see 
Appendix E) 

 
4.4.3 SY 2006-2007 School Accountability 

Ratings  
 State officials and the Accountability 
Committee made no changes to the business 
rules used to calculate the SY 2006-2007 
accountability ratings for the OM.  DDOE 
continued to apply the special education 
factor, confidence intervals, Safe Harbor, 
minimum n-counts, and averaging used the 
previous year. The “best score” approach 
was maintained for all SPDs. Meaning, the 
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DDOE  calculated each school’s SPD using 
the higher rate of either the current year or 
two-year average.   

New this year was the inclusion of 
the GM.  Responding to a request from 
USDE for states considering piloting a 
growth model for accountability 
determinations, the DDOE submitted its 
initial proposal in March 2006.  The USDE 
authorized ten states to participate in the 
growth model pilot when they met all “bright 
line” principles articulated within NCLB.  
Delaware stakeholders, DDOE staff, and 
other accountability experts revised the 
proposal and made several changes that 
proved successful in gaining federal 
approval. In late fall 2006, the DDOE 
received approval to implement Delaware’s 
current GM under the stipulation that 
confidence intervals would not be applied to 
any GM computation.  The Secretary agreed 
to this restriction and the GM data reported 
in this Section reflect the DDOE’s 
implementation results (see Appendix F for 
notification timelines to local officials). 
 In SY 2006-2007, the number of 
schools receiving a Superior rating 
decreased slightly from that of the prior year.  

Since SY 2003-2004, the number of schools 
receiving the top rating (Superior) has 
fluctuated from a low of 80 schools in 2004 
to an all time high of 105 schools in 2006. 
Further review of the frequency distribution 
(see Table 23 and Figure 12) shows that this 
school year’s distribution is very similar to 
distributions observed over the past four 
years. The spring data clearly demonstrates 
that an overwhelming majority of schools 
(64.7%) were rated as either Superior 
(49.2%) or Commendable (15.5%).  This 
performance equates to the applicable 
schools meeting or exceeding federal and 
state accountability targets.  Conversely, 
approximately 15% of all schools in 
Delaware received the lowest accountability 
rating (Academic Watch-Under 
Improvement). The summer recalculation 
produced minor changes in the 
aforementioned ratings.  The largest change 
occurred in the number of schools rated as 
Academic Review. Taken in their totality, 
this year’s ratings (spring and summer) are 
fairly consistent with prior years as evidence 
by the data presented within the Historical 
Section of this document. 
 

 
Table 23.  SY 2006-2007 School Accountability Rating-Spring and Summer 
 
Rating Spring 

Count 
Spring 
Percent 

Summer 
Count 

Summer 
Percent 

Superior 95 49.2% 96 49.7% 

Commendable 30 15.5% 37 19.2% 

Academic Review 29 15.0% 21 10.9% 

Academic Progress – Not UI 0 0.0% 1 0.5% 

Academic Watch – Not UI 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Academic Progress - UI 11 5.7% 12 6.2% 

Academic Watch - UI 28 14.5% 26 13.5% 

Total* 193 100% 193 100% 
*Value is rounded to nearest whole number. 

4.4.3.1 Title I Schools 
The performance expectations for 

schools and districts in Delaware are applied 

equitably.  Therefore, schools with less-
affluent populations are expected to   attain 
the same level of accountability achievement 
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as all other schools.  Accountability scores 
are not “adjusted” or “corrected” using 
statistical procedures (CCSSO, 2005), such 
as general linear or hierarchal linear models 
(GLM/HLMs), which adjust the actual 
performance of students.  Rather, DDOE 
examines the performance of its Title I 
schools to ensure students being served by 
this federal program are meeting the 
accountability expectations at equal or 
higher rates than their non-Title I 
counterparts. 
 The accountability ratings for SY 
2006-2007 suggest that Title I schools are 

reaching their accountability thresholds at 
higher rates than non-Title I schools. This 
information has produced an inverse 
relationship between Title I and non-Title I 
schools (Tables 24 & 24a).  In other words, 
the performance gap continues to favor those 
schools receiving Title I, Part A assistance.  
In other states, this performance gap would 
often be considered an anomaly, yet in 
Delaware, these results have been observed 
for several years. The trend data (see the 
Historical Section) suggest Title I schools 
have continued to improve and outperform 
their non-Title I counterparts.   

Table 24.  SY 2006-2007 Title I Comparison across Performance Ratings-Spring 
 
Rating Title I Schools

Percent 
(Count) 

Non-Title I Schools 
Percent 
(Count) 

Title I vs. Non-Title I
Percentage Point 

(Difference) 

Superior 55.5% 
(55) 

42.5% 
(40) 13.0 

Commendable 17.1%            
(17) 

13.8%                 
(13) 3.3 

Academic Review 17.1%            
(17) 

12.7%                  
(12) 4.4 

Academic Progress - Not UI 0.0%             
(0) 

0.0%                   
(0) 0.0 

Academic Watch - Not UI 0.0%            
(0) 

0.0%                   
(0) 0.0 

Academic Progress -UI 3.0%             
(3) 

8.5%                   
(8) -5.5 

Academic Watch - UI 7.0%             
(7) 

22.3%                  
(21) -15.3 

Total* 100.0%           
(99) 

100.0%                 
(94) na 

*Value is rounded to nearest whole number. 
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Table 24a.  SY 2006-2007 Title I Comparison across Performance Ratings-Spring and Summer 
 
Rating Title I Schools

Percent 
(Count) 

Non-Title I Schools 
Percent 
(Count) 

Title I vs. Non-Title I
Percentage Point 

(Difference) 

Superior 56.6% 
(56) 

42.6% 
(40) 14.0 

Commendable 24.2% 
(24) 

13.8% 
(13) 10.4 

Academic Review 9.1% 
(9) 

12.8% 
(12) -3.7 

Academic Progress - Not UI 1.0% 
(1) 

0.0% 
(0) 1.0 

Academic Watch - Not UI 0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 0.0 

Academic Progress -UI 3.0% 
(3) 

9.6% 
(9) -6.6 

Academic Watch - UI 6.1% 
(6) 

21.3% 
(20) -15.2 

Total* 100.0%           
(99) 

100.0%                 
(94) na 

*Value is rounded to nearest whole number. 
 
 4.4.3.2 Summer School 
 The DDOE recalculates school 
accountability ratings in September using 
results from students attending the mandated 
summer school (see Table 23). The spring 
test scores are stored in the DSTP data table 
(see Section 3 of this manual) on the DSTP 
database. Prior to the summer recalculation, 
the spring and summer proficiency levels are 
compared for reading and mathematics. 
Students with PL1 during the spring who 
increased their achievement to PL3 or higher 
after attending summer school are 
substituted into the score table for the 
applicable school.  The applicable school is 
defined as the school the student was 
assessed in during the spring administration 
of the DSTP. Students attending a vocational 
high school during summer school create a 
score for the vocational school rather than 
reverting to the originating school.  These 
scores are then merged into the existing data 
file and used in the applicable summer 
school recalculations. Although the DDOE 

completes the summer school recalculations 
in early fall, accountability results and 
associated consequences are assigned during 
the August score release (spring). 
Consequences associated with Under 
Improvement status are applied based upon 
these results and continue throughout the 
subsequent school year, whether or not the 
summer data improves a school’s overall 
rating.  When a school’s rating is improved 
to such a degree as to warrant removal from 
the Under Improvement (UI) status, the 
sanctions otherwise imposed are lifted and 
the school begins with the new status.   
 SY 2005-2006 was the first year the 
DDOE applied summer school results into its 
accountability determinations.  During this 
year, only four schools improved their 
accountability rating.  None of these schools 
were rated as Under Improvement.  One 
school did improve its SPD rating, while all 
others improved their AYP rating.  These 
three schools had AYP ratings of Below 
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Target prior to summer school.  After 
recalculation, all three schools moved from 
an AYP rating of Below Target to Meets 
Target.  The score improvements did change 
the accountability rating of two schools.  
These schools’ accountability rating changed 
from Academic Review to Commendable.   
 In SY 2006-2007, the DDOE again 
applied summer school results into its 
accountability determinations.  This policy 
affected 15 schools.  Of this group, 11 
schools improved their accountability rating.  
No school rated as Under Improvement 
changed its accountability status.  A majority 
of the schools (8 out of 11) saw their 
accountability rating change from Academic 
Review to Commendable.  One school 
moved from Commendable to Superior.  
Eleven schools improved their AYP rating.  
Of these schools, eight moved from Below 
Target to Meets Target, which is equivalent 
to meeting the AYP requirements.  Four 
schools improved their SPD rating.  

4.4.3.3 School Type 

DDOE continues to examine the 
distribution of accountability ratings across 
different school types. This post hoc analysis 
focuses on understanding how schools 
serving students across the age continuum 
are performing. The data in Table 25 suggest 
that compared to other school types, a 
majority of high schools (71.4%) were 
disproportionately rated as Academic 
Progress or below, which equates to missing 
AYP for the current year. Conversely, most 
elementary and those classified as Other 
(e.g., combination, charter) schools were 
labeled Superior or Commendable.  
 The rating data for SY 2006-2007 
suggest the relationship between school type 
and the probability of reaching the targeted 
AYP thresholds are highly correlated and 
consistent with prior years.  This association 
is partially explained by the connection 
between increased AYP-eligible cells and 
school size.  In higher grades, the number of 
subgroup cells meeting the minimum n-
count increases, thereby increasing the 
probability of missing AYP. 

Table 25.  SY 2006-2007 Performance Ratings by School Type-Spring 
 
School Rating Elementary 

Percent 
(Count) 

Middle 
Percent 
(Count) 

High 
Percent 
(Count) 

Other* 
Percent 
(Count) 

Superior 69.6%            
(71) 

21.9% 
(7) 

3.6% 
(1) 

51.6% 
(16) 

Commendable 11.8%            
(12) 

21.9% 
(7) 

17.9% 
(5) 

19.4% 
(6) 

Academic Review 13.7%            
(14) 

21.9% 
(7) 

7.1% 
(2) 

19.4% 
(6) 

Academic Progress - Not UI 0.0%             
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

Academic Watch - Not UI 0.0%             
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

Academic Progress - UI 2.0%             
(2) 

9.4% 
(3) 

21.4% 
(6) 

0.0% 
(0) 

Academic Watch - UI 2.9% 
(3) 

25.0% 
(8) 

50.0% 
(14) 

9.7% 
(3) 

Total** 100%            
(102) 

100% 
(32) 

100% 
(28) 

100% 
(31) 

*Other includes schools having combination grades, E/M [elementary & middle], M/H [middle & high], A [agency], 
Ch [charter], and O [special schools] **Value is rounded to nearest whole number. 
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Table 25a.  SY 2006-2007 Performance Ratings by School Type-Spring and Summer 
 
School Rating Elementary 

Percent 
(Count) 

Middle 
Percent 
(Count) 

High 
Percent 
(Count) 

Other* 
Percent 
(Count) 

Superior 69.6% 
(71) 

25.0% 
(8) 

3.6% 
(1) 

51.6% 
(16) 

Commendable 16.7% 
(17) 

21.9% 
(7) 

17.9% 
(5) 

25.8% 
(8) 

Academic Review 7.8% 
(8) 

18.8% 
(6) 

7.1% 
(2) 

16.1% 
(5) 

Academic Progress - Not UI 1.0% 
(1) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

Academic Watch - Not UI 0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

0.0% 
(0) 

Academic Progress - UI 2.0% 
(2) 

12.5% 
(4) 

21.4% 
(6) 

0.0% 
(0) 

Academic Watch - UI 2.9% 
(3) 

21.9% 
(7) 

50.0% 
(14) 

6.5% 
(2) 

Total** 100% 
(102) 

100% 
(32) 

100% 
(28) 

100% 
(31) 

*Other includes schools having combination grades, E/M [elementary & middle], M/H [middle & high], A [agency], 
Ch [charter], and O [special schools] **Value is rounded to nearest whole number 

 
4.4.3.4 New Schools  
A school is considered a “new” 

public school if any of the following criteria 
are met: (a) less than 60 percent of the 
students would have been enrolled in the 
same school together without the creation of 
the new school; (b) it is the first year of 
operation as a charter school;  or (c) two or 
more grade levels have been added to the 
school or to the charter school’s charter. The 
first full school year following the school’s 
opening is considered the first year for 

accountability determinations. The “new” 
school is required to meet the annual 
statewide goals at the point in time when the 
school first becomes eligible for 
accountability determinations. For SY 2006-
2007, seven schools were classified as new 
schools and thus did not receive AYP or 
SPD ratings.  The below list provides the 
names of each “new” school. 

 

Table 26.  SY 2006-2007 New Schools 
 

District School 
Appoquuinimink Cedar Lane ECC 
New Castle County Vo-Tech St. Georges HS of Tech 
Charter Moyer Academy 
Charter Pencader Charter HS 
Caesar Rodney Kent Elementary ILC 
Charter Family Foundations 
Charter Odyssey Charter 
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4.4.3.5 Multi-Year Comparison  
 DDOE continues to evaluate and 
improve the accountability system using 
both empirical and anecdotal information.  
Design modifications, including the recently 
adopted GM, are intended to increase the 
reliability and validity of the accountability 
system.  Changes in the system are not 
intended to allow schools needing assistance 
to receive ratings suggesting that they are 
meeting state and federal targets because of 
data and/or design flaws. DDOE uses several 
quality assurance approaches to ensure the 
ratings are accurate and credible.  One 
simple approach is to graphically display 
(see Figure 12) the performance rating 
distribution for the current year, and then 
determine how the distributions vary from 
previous years. 
 The multi-year trend provides several 
clear observations.  One significant change 
occurred in the number of schools rated as 
either Superior or Academic Review after the 
baseline year.  In the baseline year (SY 
2002-2003), nearly half (49%) of the schools 
within the state received an Academic 
Review rating, meaning they did not reach 
their AYP target.  After examining the 
possibility that this distribution was a result 
of Type I errors (i.e., schools classified as 
having missed AYP when they actually 
achieved the performance threshold) being 
produced by design changes, the DDOE 
concluded new business rules were needed to 
reduce AYP misclassifications. Further, the 
number of schools in the baseline year 
receiving the top performance rating 
accounted for only one third (36%) of all 
schools. This distribution did not reflect the 
achievement results observed on other 
national assessments (e.g., SAT-9 and 

NAEP).  Thus, design changes were needed 
to ensure that high performing schools were 
not being classified as Academic Review 
because of sampling error.  Thus, design 
changes were subsequently implemented in 
SY 2003-2004, which shifted the distribution 
across the rating spectrum. Many schools 
receiving the Academic Review label in the 
prior year improved their ratings. 
 Beginning in SY 2003-2004, the 
proportion of schools in the upper 
performance range (Superior and 
Commendable ratings) fluctuated up and 
down but has accounted for at least 50% of 
the distribution each year. This year (2007) 
saw a slight decrease in the number of 
schools receiving the top two accountability 
ratings prior to the summer recalculation.  
After the addition of summer results, the 
final distribution approximated the prior 
year’s data in the proportion of schools 
meeting their AYP targets. The trend for the 
past several years has been that 
approximately 70% of all schools were in the 
upper performance range (Superior and 
Commendable).  

Similar to the high performing 
schools, the five-year pattern at the lowest 
performance range (Academic Watch-Under 
Improvement) has shown at least a five-
percentage point change from one year to the 
next.  For example, this year the percent of 
schools rated as Academic Watch-Under 
Improvement increased 10 percentage points 
from the prior year (4.5% to 14.5%).  
However, this low rating continues to 
represent less than 20% of all schools in any 
given year.  Figure 12 provides a quick 
visual representation of how accountability 
ratings have been distributed for the past five 
years.    
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Performance Model Used 

Growth Model Original Model

Number of 
Schools 151 42

Percentage of 
Schools 78% 22%

 
 
In order to better understand the 

reasons why schools missed their AYP 
targets, participation and performance data 
were decomposed across selected 
accountability indicators.  This method 
allows DDOE to evaluate the operational 
integrity of each indicator.  The first step 
was to filter the 65 schools with missed AYP 
cells from the population of accountability 
schools (N = 193).  Once isolated, each 
school’s GM data for reading and 
mathematics was examined separately and 
then again within the context of the OM.  
Eligible subgroup performance data were 
evaluated to determine the number of cells 
missing AYP targets using the GM.  These 
cells were flagged in a database and cross-
referenced with their status using the OM.  
Cells missing their AYP targets using both 
models were classified as “matched”.  These 
cells provided convergent validity evidence 
that the missed cells were not simply 
misclassification residuals produced by 
design and/or data errors.   

The participation and performance 
indicators were also separated into two 
additional files.  Now separated, each 
subgroup was examined for those that 
missed the participation target of 95% for 
ELA and then again for mathematics.  
Additional analyses were then conducted on 

each indicator of the OM.  These data for the 
current year were then compared with prior 
years.  This approach was used to improve 
the inferences about the current year’s 
performance because the comparative 
reference point was based upon multiple 
years of data.   

4.4.4.1(a)  Missed AYP Targets-
Growth Model 

The DDOE conducted a case-by-case 
analysis of the 65 schools that missed their 
AYP targets using the GM and OM.  The 
resulting data in Table 27 show the 
concurrently missed cells for reading and 
mathematics across seven subgroups.  Each 
school’s total missed cells using the GM 
were compared with the status of the cell in 
the OM.  These aggregated data provided a 
readily available comparison across model-
type on the number of missed cells based on 
the accountability model used.  This 
approach attempted to establish a 
preliminary body of concurrent validity 
evidence for the newly developed GM.  The 
underlying assumption is that both models 
are measuring similar constructs having high 
but not exact correlations.  In other words, 
missed GM cells would have high “match” 
rates in the OM for each content area 
because the foundational data are from the 
same students (in most cases). 
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Table 27.  Concurrent Missed AYP Cells-Growth and Original Models 
 

 Whole 
School Black Hisp White LEP SWD ED 

Reading 13 21 4 0 1 23 26 

Mathematics 10 14 2 0 0 26 17 

Total 23 35 6 0 1 49 43 

 
 The data in Table 27 suggest that the 
SWD subgroup had the highest match rates 
across the content areas.  For Reading, the 
highest matched rate was located within the 
ED subgroup.  In mathematics, the SWD, 
ED, and Black subgroups had the highest 
match rates.  The data also demonstrate that 
several subgroups had no or very few 
concurrent missed cell flags.  Cells with less 
than 40 students were not evaluated, which is 
consistent with the accountability policy. 
 DDOE also conducted a follow-on 
analysis of its GM by evaluating whether 
school size was associated with a cell’s AYP 
status.  In this analysis, the total eligible 
student count (from the sample of 65 
schools) was used as a proxy for school size.  
Because the GM design requires two years 
of performance data, the total number of 
eligible students actually reflects a slightly 
smaller subset of those data used in the OM. 
However, AYP determinations were made 
by the GM using these data, and thus the 
proxy was a reasonable representation of the 
larger population of students.  Consistent 
with the accountability business rules (see 
Section 3), non-Full Academic Year (FAY) 

students were not included in any 
performance indicators (GM or OM).  For 
the GM, FAY status was based upon the 
student’s current year status.  Meaning, 
students had to be FAY in 2007 to be 
included in the GM calculations.   
 Two separate, bivariate correlations 
were calculated and organized in Table 28.  
The correlational design estimated the 
magnitude and direction between the number 
of students within a school with the 
subgroup cell’s dichotomous status. A 
positive, statistically significant (p > .05) 
association was observed between school 
size and missed GM cells, yet this finding 
was for the most part restricted to the reading 
content area.    Perhaps the most obvious 
finding is the perfect correlation for the 
SWD subgroup.  Further interrogation of the 
underlying data revealed that in all cases, 
schools with enough data for an AYP 
determination missed the reading AYP target 
using the GM.  For mathematics, only the 
whole school subgroup (all) was statistically 
correlated with missing the AYP target.  
Table 28 provides summary correlation 
coefficients.

  
Table 28.  Bivariate Correlations-School Size vs. Missed GM Cells 
 

 Whole 
School 

Black Hispanic White LEP SWD ED 

Reading .430* .302* .098 .309* -- 1.00* .411* 

Mathematics .326* -.024 -.107 .260 -.310 -.009 -.030 

* p>.05- The positive correlations reflect the value level (1 = missed AYP) used in the data file. 
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4.4.4.1(b)  Missed AYP Targets-

Original Model 
 Generally, participation rates in the 
DSTP are maintained at very high levels, 
which was the pattern demonstrated in the 
SY 2006-2007 assessment results. At the 
state-level, all subgroups had participation 
rates of 99% or higher.  However, the 
disaggregation of data into subpopulations 
identified under NCLB produced evidence 
that some students did not participate in the 
statewide assessment program. State policy 
requires all students in grades 2-10 to 
participate in either the DSTP or the DAPA.  
To examine the participation rates, the data 
file for those schools with a missed cell was 
separated for further analysis. 
 In evaluating those schools with at 
least one missed AYP target, the first step 
was to examine separately the participation 
levels for ELA and mathematics.  The data 
file contained 321 eligible cells in ELA and 
324 eligible cells in mathematics. Of these 
totals, six cells for ELA and five cells for 
mathematics did not reach the 95% 
participation target.  The missed 
participation cells resided in two schools in 
two different school districts.  The missed 
participation targets comprised only a subset 
of all missed cells for these two schools.  
Meaning, these schools need improvement in 
the number of students participating in the 
DSTP/DAPA and the performance of the 
participating students. The pattern of missed 
cells was predominately associated with the 
Black and SWD subgroups. 

 The next step was to examine the 
performance indicators used with the OM. 
This process focused on how the missed 
cells were distributed among the applicable 
subgroups.  For the 65 schools, a total of 328 
eligible cells in ELA and 335 eligible cells in 
mathematics were evaluated under the state’s 
AYP provisions. Of these totals, 172 cells 
(52.4%) did not reach the targeted 
performance level for ELA.  Further, of the 
335 cells evaluated for AYP, 138 cells 
(41.2%) did not reach the mathematics goal.  
An additional review of the 65 schools with 
missed AYP cells showed that the ELA 
performance indicator continued (as seen in 
prior years) to have the highest number of 
schools with missed cells.   
 The distribution of missed AYP cells 
across the ELA indicator suggests that the 
SWD subgroup accounted for a majority of 
missed cells across both academic content 
areas.  In both cases, 51 of the 65 schools 
with missed AYP cells had SWD cells 
missing their annual target.  Approximately 
one out of every three schools missed their 
ELA target as a Whole School. This was 
slightly lower for mathematics.  For the 
Black and Economically Disadvantaged 
subgroups, more than half of the schools 
missed their ELA targets.  These subgroups 
performed slightly better in the mathematics 
content area.  Finally, seven schools had a 
missed AYP cell for the OAI.  These 
findings, along with the missed AYP cell 
distribution, are consistent with prior years 
in which the SWD subgroup has continued 
to miss their AYP targets (see Table 29). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



               Delaware Technical Manual-2007 
 122 

Table 29.  Missed AYP Cells-Original Model (OM) 
 
Subgroup 
Cell 

ELA 
Participation 

 

Math 
Participation 

 

ELA 
Performance

 

Math 
Performance 

 

OAI 
 

Whole 
School 1 1 19 14 7 

Am. Indian 0 0 0 0 
 

Black 2 2 37 29 

Asian 0 0 0 0 

Hispanic 0 0 15 8 

White 0 0 2 3 

LEP 0 0 7 6 

SWD 1 1 51 51 

ED 2 1 41 27 

Total 6 5 172 138 

 
4.4.4.2 Attained AYP Targets 
The next phase evaluated the attained 

AYP cells for each subject area, to include 
cells using error control procedures such as 
applying confidence intervals and Safe 
Harbor provisions.  These post hoc analyses 
are critical in understanding how each school 
met its AYP target.  To accomplish this task, 
the performance indicator data for the GM 
and OM data were decomposed across 
selected accountability indicators for each 
school receiving an AYP rating of Meets 
Target or Above Target. Similar to the 
procedures used for schools having missed 
AYP cells (used in the previous section), the 

first step with SY 2006-2007 data was to 
filter the 128 schools having each eligible 
cell reach its  respective AYP threshold from 
the population of accountability schools (N = 
193).  Once isolated, the performance 
indicators were separated into a separate file 
and then each eligible subgroup cell was 
examined to determine how it reached the 
AYP target.  This analysis is simplified by 
the DDOE’s programming logic that assigns 
a rationale code (see Table 30) to each 
eligible AYP cell.  This codification allows 
local school districts and DDOE staff to 
better understand how each of these 
subgroup cells performed. 
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Table 30.  Cell Attainment Reason-GM and OM 
 
Model Reason 

Code 
Description 

GM & OM Y The cell met the target without using a confidence interval (met AYP) 

OM C The cell met the target using a confidence interval (met AYP) 

OM S The cell met the target using Safe Harbor (met AYP) 

OM X The cell met the target using Safe Harbor, but was not supported by OAI 
(missed AYP) 

OM H The cell met the target using a Hypothesis Test  (met AYP) 

 
 

In evaluating those cells that attained 
their AYP targets for SY 2006-2007, the data 
clearly show at least 88.7% and 94.1% of all 
eligible cells in ELA and mathematics 
respectively met the targeted threshold 
unassisted.  Within these cells, a majority 
were a result of meeting their GM targets. In 
a few cases, cells missed their GM target, but 
reached the OM target unassisted. A small 
proportion of cells benefited from the 
application of a 98% confidence interval.  
The greatest benefit was observed in the 
ELA performance cells as 32 cells (6.8%) 

had values within the interval.  An even 
smaller group of cells benefited from the 
Safe Harbor provisions with or without a 
75% confidence interval.  The data showed 
that less than 5% of all eligible cells attained 
their AYP thresholds by taking advantage of 
the Safe Harbor provisions.  The empirical 
evidence outlined in Table 31 
overwhelmingly demonstrates that AYP 
thresholds are being attained without 
additional support from either confidence 
intervals or Safe Harbor.  

Table 31.  Attained AYP Cells-Performance   
 
AYP Cells  ELA 

Performance 
(Count) 

ELA 
Performance

(Percent) 

Mathematics 
Performance 

(Count) 

Mathematics 
Performance 

(Percent) 

Met Target without CI 416 88.7% 444 94.1% 

Met Target with CI (98%) 32 6.8% 15 3.2% 

Met Target via Safe Harbor 13 2.8% 6 1.3% 

Met Target via Safe Harbor 
CI (75%) 8 1.7% 7 1.5% 

Total  469 100% 472 100% 
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4.4.5 SY 2006-2007 District Performance 
 4.5.5.1 Single Year 
 In 2007, 19 districts (16 regular 
districts and 3 vocational) received 
accountability ratings.  All districts in the 
state received Title I funding and thus were 
required to meet the AYP provisions.  
District AYP was calculated by aggregating 
data across targeted indicators and then 
evaluating separately each performance 
indicator across three grade clusters 
(elementary, middle, and high school).  
Unlike the method used to determine school 
and state AYP status, districts meet their 
AYP goals when at least one grade cluster 

attains the AYP threshold.  For this year, 
most districts (63.2%) received a rating of 
Commendable; however, no district was 
rated as Superior.  Two districts were rated 
as Academic Progress-Under Improvement.  
These two districts had a missed AYP cell in 
each grade span.  Finally, five districts were 
rated as Academic Review.  These districts 
missed their AYP targets, but in two cases 
reached the SPD target. Table 32 below 
provides additional details for each district in 
Delaware. 

Table 32.  SY 2006-2007 Accountability Ratings-District 
 
District  AYP Rating SPD Rating Accountability Rating  
Appoquinimink  Below Above Academic Review 
Brandywine  Below Above Academic Progress UI 
Caesar Rodney  Meets Above Commendable 
Cape Henlopen  Below Above Academic Review 
Capital  Meets Below Commendable 
Christina  Below Below Academic Review 
Colonial  Below Below Academic Review 
Delmar  Meets Below Commendable 
Indian River  Meets Above Commendable 
Lake Forest  Meets Below Commendable 
Laurel  Meets Below Commendable 
Milford  Meets Above Commendable 
NCCVT  Meets Below Academic Progress UI 
Polytech  Meets Below Commendable 
Red Clay  Below Meets Academic Review 
Seaford  Meets Below Commendable 
Smyrna  Meets Below Commendable 
Sussex Tech  Above Below Commendable 
Woodbridge  Meets Below Commendable 
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Learner, and Economically Disadvantaged 
subgroups missed their ELA targets. As a 
result, the state’s AYP rating was Below.  
The SPD had a composite score of 72.12 and 
progress score of 0.12, which resulted in a 
rating of Below. Taken together, (AYP and 
SPD ratings), the state was assigned an 

accountability rating of Academic Watch-
Under Improvement.  This rating is the 
lowest in the accountability system and has 
resulted in the state being placed in Under 
Improvement status.  It should be noted that 
state accountability determinations are made 
exclusively using the OM. 

 
Table 33.  SY 2006-2007 Accountability Ratings-State 
 

Accountability Indicator  Rating  Impacted 
Subgroups 

Participation Rate-ELA Meets None 

Participation Rate-Mathematics Meets None 

Performance-ELA Below Black, ELL, SWD, ED 

Performance-Mathematics Below SWD 

OAI-Elementary/Middle Schools Meets None 

OAI-Graduation Rate Meets None 

State Progress Determination Below n/a 

 
 4.4.7 Appeals 
 Delaware has a process established 
through regulations for schools and districts 
to appeal accountability decisions. Current 
policy (7 DE Reg. 1692, §103(8)) provides 
schools and districts the right to present clear 
and convincing evidence that they were 
assigned an incorrect accountability rating 
and misclassified.  Using preliminary data 
released to schools and districts in July, 
educational entities can file an appeal within 
a specified two-week period before results 
are promulgated.  In order to enter the formal 
appeal process, the appeal criteria must be 
based solely on the accuracy of the data. 
DDOE’s Appeal Review Committee 
examines the aggrieved party’s 
documentation to determine the existence of 
error, and if so, whether to correct the data or 
not.  For example, an enrollment document 
for a student with a parent’s signature that 
contradicted the DELSIS enrollment file 
would demonstrate that an error existed in 
the database. Consistent since SY 2003-
2004, appeals are denied when the aggrieved 

parties’ fail to provide substantive 
documentation to support their rating or data 
challenge.   

4.4.7.1 Appeals Process 
 Schools and districts are afforded a 
15-day period each year to review school or 
district level accountability scores, including 
academic assessment data, prior to public 
release. If a school or district believes the 
accountability information is erroneous, they 
must: 
1. Present statistical evidence or other 

substantive reasons why the 
classification should be changed before 
the final classification will be 
determined;  

2. File a written notice of review with the 
Secretary no later than 15 calendar days 
after receiving preliminary notification of 
its proposed classification;  

3. State with specificity the grounds for the 
review, including all supporting evidence 
and documentation; and,  
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4. Include the principal’s signature or the 
signature of the superintendent of the 
district.  

 Upon receipt of a written notice of 
review, the DDOE Appeal Review 
Committee conducts a review of the 
evidence and determines if the aggrieved 
party presented a substantive reason to 
challenge the accountability determination. 
The Secretary then makes a final 
determination and classification based on the 
presented evidence within thirty days from 
receipt of the written appeal.  

 
4.4.7.2 Appeal Trends 

 The first series of accountability 
appeals were received in SY 2003-2004. The 
final determination by the Secretary changed 
two school-level ratings, which occurred 
after the official release in August.  The first 
school was labeled incorrectly as 
Commendable rather than Superior.  This 
error was found during the public release, an 
error that caused some media attention. This 
classification error did not change the 
school’s AYP status. The second school’s 
accountability rating was changed because 
assessment data for a student was challenged 
and rescored as authorized under 8 DE Reg. 
425 §101(8).  The rescored test produced a 
different final achievement level, which 
impacted the school’s AYP status by 
demonstrating the school had met the Safe 
Harbor provisions for the targeted cell. The 
school’s Academic Review rating (not 
making AYP) was changed to Commendable 
(making AYP).   
 In SY 2004-2005, DDOE received 14 
appeals from schools throughout the state.  
The aggrieved entities submitted their 
appeals from July 1 through July 8, 2005.  
Once the appeals were received, DDOE 
reviewed the submitted evidence along with 
information in DELSIS and other 
subsystems. Most appeals were based on 
minor corrections to student records. In only 

one case did the school’s accountability 
rating change. Similar to the prior year, the 
appeals process had very limited impact on 
the overall distribution of accountability 
ratings. 
 The number of appeals in SY 2005-
2006 increased appreciably from the prior 
two years. From July 6 through July 14, the 
DDOE received 29 appeals from school 
districts.  This number represented a two-
fold increase in the number of appeals from 
the previous year.  Three schools (10.3%) 
received approval and three schools (10.3%) 
received mixed approval.  Mixed approval 
means that some data were 
changed/corrected, and other information 
from the preliminary calculations remained 
as reported.  All other appeals (n = 23) were 
denied by DDOE, which resulted in no 
change to the accountability ratings. Also 
during this school year, one school filed an 
appeal; however, the DDOE determined the 
appeal was unnecessary and made the 
correction to the school’s Other Academic 
Indicator.   
 4.4.7.3 Current Appeals 
 The number of appeals in SY 2006-
2007 returned to the trend observed during 
the first two years.  In July 2007, DDOE 
responded to nine appeals from school 
districts (see Appendix D).  This number 
represented a two-thirds decrease in the 
number of appeals from the previous year.  
Seven (77.8%) districts received letters 
denying their requests for changes to their 
school’s accountability rating.  Two schools 
(22.2%) received approval and no schools 
(0%) received mixed approval.  DDOE 
provided clarification on the technical 
aspects associated with the use of confidence 
intervals.  No changes were made to the 
accountability policy because of a technical 
challenge raised by one district.  A detailed 
listing of appeals for the current year is 
found in Table 34. 
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Table 34.  SY 2006-2007 Appeals Summary 
 

School 
Code 

School Name Resolution Students 
Impacted

170 P.S. DuPont Elementary AYP calculation redone with student’s scores 1 

766 Seaford High AYP calculation redone without student’s 
scores 1 

194 Concord High AYP calculations does not include student’s 
scores None 

644 Central Middle Student will not be removed from AYP None 

26 Howard High A one-tailed confidence interval test is the clear 
choice None 

586 Providence Creek Academy Students are in subgroups for AYP purposes None 

280 Skyline Middle All documentation and supporting evidence 
should be included with review request None 

244 Highlands Elementary All documentation and supporting evidence 
should be included with review request None 

254 Richardson Park Elementary All documentation and supporting evidence 
should be included with review request None 

 
4.5 Quality Control Efforts 
4.5.1 Design Modification 

The primary construct being 
evaluated by the federal AYP model is 
essentially limited to productivity status.  
Schools are required to produce results 
related to student behavior (i.e., participation 
in standardized testing programs and 
graduation within a standard number of 
years) and student performance (i.e., 
proficiency on state content standards in 
ELA and mathematics).  Recently, the USDE 
authorized several states to modify their 
accountability design by using a GM.  These 
states, of which Delaware was one, were 
allowed to present a GM design  for 
accountability that meets several “bright 
line” principles (see Secretary Spellings’ 
announcement on April 7, 2005 at 
www.ed.gov/news/pressreleases/2005/04/04
07200.html and Appendix C). 

This design change allowed AYP 
ratings to be based on the improvement of 
each student from one year to the next.  The 

state’s original design (otherwise known as 
the “OM”) was also used in SY 2006-2007.  
The OM includes components designed to 
reduce misclassification from sampling 
error.  As with other years, the OM includes 
additional performance indicators, including 
the SPD, which evaluates improvement 
across four content areas. As previously 
described, DDOE examines both AYP and 
SPD ratings prior to assigning a final 
accountability rating. 
 
4.5.2 Technical Documentation (TD) 
 Beginning in SY 2003-2004, DDOE 
published one of the nation’s first 
accountability technical manuals.  The 
technical manual organized the TD of the 
system (i.e., business rules, design logic, 
production sequences, and quality assurance 
activities) in such a manner as to promote 
transparency and increase system credibility.  
Business rules were triangulated against 
policy and programming code to ensure 
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alignment between these key accountability 
components.  This control procedure 
continues to be implemented each year, with 
particular focus on policy-driven changes. 
The programming code used to execute the 
business rules was modularized to conduct 
numerous functions such as: (a) examining 
AYP eligibility, (b) assigning prorated 
scores, (c) averaging participation data, (d) 
applying confidence intervals, (e) calculating 
SPD, and (f) determining AYP/School 
Improvement status.  A third party examines 
these modules during the production process 
as a quality assurance measure.  The staff 
documents the programming sequence in a 
narrative each year, which reflects 
information and process logic found within 
the actual code. This internal control ensures 
the production of accountability scores 
follows the prescribed business rules and 
design logic agreed upon by stakeholders 
and USDE. 
 
4.5.3 Data Validation (DV) 
 Another quality assurance technique 
involves using DDOE’s decision support 
system (DDOESSO) as a data validation and 
score examination tool.  The DDOESSO is a 
critical quality assurance tool, which 
provides central office and school staff with 
the ability to examine accountability data at 
the student level.  Once the DSTP data are 
validated in late May, the DDOE runs 
preliminary accountability results prior to 
beginning the appeals process.  These 
preliminary data serve as a verification of the 
student data for which the school and district 
are being held accountable. As part of the 
verification process, schools and districts 
review the SPD ratings, which provide 
information to stakeholders about growth 
(i.e., improvement) in student achievement.   

The SPD data from schools with 
incomplete testing records in science and/or 
social studies are recalculated using all 
available data.  Zeros are not allocated to 
student records with missing assessment 

data. Instead, to prevent additional records 
from being excluded from SPD 
computations, a designating code is assigned 
to these fields to prevent additional records 
from being excluded from the SPD 
computations.  As with AYP ratings, 
students whose “school of record” (also 
known as the student resident school) cannot 
be located are aggregated to the district 
and/or state, thereby preventing the 
exclusion of these results.   
 By providing preliminary data for 
verification purposes, district staff is able to 
identify data errors and programming 
inconsistencies. Using the TD from the 
Accountability Technical and Operational 
Manual and web-based information, staff 
can use the preliminary data to estimate 
school accountability rating with a high 
degree of accuracy. For example, in SY 
2005-2006 a systematic error was identified 
by a school.  The school was able to replicate 
the data using the correct policy 
interpretation and provide DDOE with 
feedback prior to the public release of its 
accountability results. As a result, 
adjustments were made and the corrected 
accountability results were then disseminated 
as scheduled to the public.  
 
4.5.4 Internal Auditing (IA) 
 DDOE uses stratified random and 
purposeful sampling approaches to perform 
its internal auditing of preliminary 
accountability results.  A third party, not 
affiliated with the DDOE, is contracted to 
select a random sample of elementary, 
middle, high, special, charter, and vocational 
schools to replicate preliminary 
accountability results. In addition to 
selecting a variety of school types, different 
school sizes (i.e., small, typical, and large) 
and unique school types (e.g., “new” schools 
and Department of Defense schools) are also 
included in the selection process. The typical 
sample represents approximately 10% of all 
public schools within the state; however, 
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additional schools are included when 
requested by DDOE.  If score anomalies are 
discovered, additional schools are checked 
and rechecked until the internal auditor and 
quality assurance team is satisfied that the 
problem has been corrected.  
 As part of the auditing process, the 
contractor compares the current year’s 
computations to the data displayed within the 
DDOESSO. DDOESSO contains a summary 
screen along with 12 additional screens that 
display data for each of the school’s rating 
components. In addition, the auditor checks 
the annual progress by confirming the 
previous year’s data.  Finally, the school’s 
improvement status is validated by 
examining three years of data. 
  
4.5.5 Report and Web-Page Reviews  

In order to reduce the risk of 
disseminating inaccurate results, DDOE 
program managers, support staff, and 
external consultants ensure that the 
descriptive and narrative language found 
with the score reports, district and school 
profiles (i.e., accountability report cards) and 
web-based reporting pages is consistent with 
current regulations (Additional information 
regarding reporting is presented in Section 
4.7). After local districts have applied 
quality-control measures to their data, 
information found within the accountability 
reports is extracted from DELSIS, the DSTP 
database, and other databases. These data 
sources contain AYP and accountability 
ratings based on the DSTP that was 
administered the prior spring. Then, results 
from the production sequence are used to 
verify that the data being presented on the 
active server pages (.asp) are those from the 
original accountability files.   
 
4.5.6 Refining QA Processes 

Extensive control procedures are 
undertaken to examine each accountability 
component in order to ensure that the 

accountability results are assigned and 
displayed correctly. Each winter, the DDOE 
staff and its subcontractors meet in Dover to 
review the control measures implemented 
the prior spring and summer.  This planning 
meeting (along with subsequent e-mail 
communications) takes into consideration 
anticipated future design changes, feedback 
from end-users, and new policies and 
regulations.  In SY 2006-2007, the DDOE 
identified and focused their effort on the 
following risk areas: 
• GM computational accuracy 
• DAPA results 
• OAI for two high schools with test 

security issues 
• Cohort graduation rates for high schools 
• Growth calculations for 8th and 9th grade 

students 
• Subgroup n-counts 
• ILC school of residence tracking 
• Grade 2 and 3 repeaters 
• Schools with approved appeals the prior 

year 
• OAI for elementary/middle resulting 

from “freezing” scores 
The above list were discussed by the 

quality assurance team to determine those 
controls that operated as designed, areas 
needing further refinement, and the 
development of new approaches.  Once 
accomplished, the group updated its 
management plan in order to monitor 
implementation during the accountability 
production cycle.  This monitoring step 
allowed the DDOE to determine those 
resources currently assigned QA tasks within 
the relative short period between when the 
assessment data become available for 
accountability determinations and 
preliminary score results. The control chart 
found on Table 35 was used during the 
aforementioned quality assurance tasks to 
ensure standardization and consistency 
among the QA team members.
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Table 35. Accountability Control Chart 
 
Status 
(Y/N) 

Accountability 
Component 

Quality Assurance Focus/Question 

 Participation Target 
Status 

Review number of cells that are eligible for participation 
review. Cells with <40 students are excluded. [Screen 2]. Six 
cells for each subject are eligible. 

 Participation Target 
Status 

Check calculations for appropriate cells, cells with large font. 
95% participation of eligible students is required. 

 Participation Target 
Status 

Confirm that data agrees with the status as listed at the top of 
the screen, meets or does not meet participation. 

 Participation Target 
Status 

Confirm that [Screen 3] information agrees with this screen, 
[Screen 2]. 

 Performance Target 
Status 

Confirm that summary screen [Screen 1] information agrees 
with this screen, [Screen 3]. 

 

Performance Target 
Status 

On [Screen 3], review the number of cells with 40 or more 
students (note: on occasion this set of cells may not coincide 
with the performance cells) [Screen 4] -performance data are 
weighted students. In the example school, 12 cells have the 
required students and 4 of these cells met or exceeded the 
target, two in ELA and two in mathematics. Therefore, annual 
performance was not attained. 

 Performance Target 
Status 

From the performance details shown on [Screen 5], check that 
the appropriate cells are listed in large font. 

 
Performance Target 
Status 

Check that cells met target or did not meet target with and/or 
without the confidence interval (CI) test. If CI was needed, an 
“R” is shown. Note that Black, Hispanic, ELL, and ED cells 
were below target in each subject. 

 Performance Target 
Status Check a percentage calculation on selected cells.  

 Safe Harbor Status Access Safe Harbor Status screen [Screen 6]. Check heading 
for agreement with [Screen 1]. 

 
Safe Harbor Status 

Check to confirm that cells that did not meet AYP target 
[Screen 5] are entered on this screen with the appropriate 
symbol S, H, N, or X as defined on [Screen 6]. 

 
Safe Harbor Status 

Check that the total number of cells not meeting Safe Harbor 
agrees with [Screen 4]; in the example school, eight did not 
meet the target. 

 

Other Indicator Status 

From the high school example, check graduation rate and 
progress on [Screen 7]. Note that prior-year and previous year 
data are shown. “All Students” line is used; example school 
was above target.  
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Table 35. Accountability Control Chart (cont.) 
 
Status 
(Y/N) 

Accountability 
Component 

Quality Assurance Focus/Question 

 
Other Indicator Status 

From the elementary and middle schools example, [Screen 7a], 
consider improvement in average scale score for students 
scoring below the standard. 

 
Other Indicator Status 

Ask, did the average scale score of students below the standard 
(PL1 and PL2) increase? If not, did the percentage of students 
at Performance Level 1 (PL1) decrease? 

 

Other Indicator Status 

Use a CI, in the order as listed, to check the following: if 
neither the average scale score improved nor the percentage in 
PL1 was reduced. The symbols listed on [Screen 7a] document 
the results of these checks. Note: If none of the four tests were 
met, the OAI was not met. 

 Other Indicator Status Check header on [Screen 7a] with [Screen 1]. 
 

 
AYP Status 

[Screen 8], check that cells are “meeting” (-) or “not meeting” 
(N) and that Safe Harbor coding agrees with [Screen 6]. In the 
example, four cells attained the proficiency target. 

 
AYP Status 

Check [Screen 4] and two other cells met the target through 
Safe Harbor with a CI (H). 
 

 
AYP Status 

Observe that the six (N)s indicate the cells that did not attain 
the target. 
 

 AYP Status Check heading for agreement with [Screen 1]. 
 

 
State Progress Status 

Note that [Screen 9] summarizes the computations from 
[Screen 10]. 
 

 
State Progress Status 

Check that the information on the heading (composite score 
and progress) agrees with [Screen 10]. 
 

 
State Progress Status 

Check the full computation for one school to ascertain that the 
calculations were correctly executed. 
 

 
State Progress Status 

Look up prior year information for a school to ascertain that 
the information had been accurately transferred to [Screen 10]. 
 

 State Progress Status Check that rating agrees with table information on [Screen 9]. 
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Table 35. Accountability Control Chart (cont.) 
 
Status 
(Y/N) 

Accountability 
Component 

Quality Assurance Focus/Question 

 

School Rating 

Check that heading on [Screen 11] agrees with cover screen 
[Screen 1]. In example the school is “Below” in both AYP and 
State Progress. 
 

 
School Rating 

Check that the “Below-Below” pattern agrees with the rating 
scheme (Academic Progress or Academic Watch).  
 

 

School Rating 

Note the example is rated as Academic Watch with Under 
Improvement, which indicates the school must have had prior 
year problems. This observation must be confirmed by [Screen 
13]. 

 
School Improvement 
Status 

[Screen 12] shows the historical patterns that lead to a school 
being Under Improvement. 
Check that one of these patterns applies to the school. [Screen 
13] shows a three-year history for the school. 

 

School Improvement 
Status 

Note that missing AYP in the same subject for two 
consecutive years classifies the school as Under Improvement. 
Similar issues apply to Participation and to Other Indicators. 
The example school did not attain AYP for three years in 
either subject.  

 
 

4.6 Accountability Outcomes 
4.6.1 Rewards and Consequences Policy 
 DDOE has adopted policies outlining 
performance-based rewards and 
consequences for schools and districts.  The 
State’s accountability strategy uses these 
policies to ensure that all subgroups are 
demonstrating continuous improvement in 
student achievement because it a critical, 
intended consequence of the system.  The 
accountability consequences are placed on a 
continuum for all public schools in 
Delaware.  This continuum ranges from 
developing an improvement plan to 
restructuring school governance (see Table 
36).  Some mandated action steps, such as 
offering supplemental services, are unique to 
Title I schools, yet all schools are required to 
take action steps focused on improving 
student achievement.  More specifically, all 

schools in Under Improvement status must 
complete an improvement plan that requires 
(a) stakeholder representation in its 
development, (b) data reviews, (c) local 
board approval, and (d) additional assistance 
to low performing subgroups. Conversely, 
schools receiving ratings of Superior or 
Commendable are provided flexibility and 
recognition to promote continued 
improvement. 
 Similar to those policies governing 
school accountability, Delaware’s 
regulations (7 DE Reg. 1692 §103(7)) 
provide for a consequence continuum for 
districts throughout the state (see Table 37).  
Districts labeled Commendable or higher are 
recognized by the State Board of Education 
each year.  Any district classified as Under 
Improvement must address a series of 
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consequences focused on improving student 
achievement.  These consequences range 

from developing an improvement plan to 
having a corrective action plan approved.  
 

 
Table 36.  Consequence Continuum for Schools 
 
Status/Rating Rewards and Consequences 

 

 Superior or 
Commendable 

  
 
 
Recognition and Flexibility/Autonomy 

 
 
 
 

Academic  
Review 

 
1. Revise school improvement plan including presentation to local board (DDOE 
charter schools submit plans to state).  2. Must use school improvement planning 
process; may use School Review process. 

AP/AW  
(Year 1) 

 
1. Submit revised school improvement plan to DDOE.  2. Receive technical 
assistance from LEA (and DDOE as appropriate) that may include site visits.  3. AP 
schools may and AW schools must use School Review process. 4. Spend 10% of 
Title I funds on PD or Target PD toward subgroups (non-Title I).  5. Offer public 
school choice to designated schools following the district’s ESEA Choice Program. 

AP/AW  
(Year 2) 

 
1. Provide supplemental educational services (non-Title I schools must target state 
required extra time toward subgroups that did not meet AYP), while continuing to 
offer school choice. 2. AP and AW schools must use School Review process. 

AP/AW 
(Year 3) 

 
1. Corrective action and continue Year 2 activities. 2. Includes at least one of the 
following: replace appropriate school staff; institute new curriculum; decrease school 
management authority; appoint outside expert; extend school day or year; or 
restructure internal organization of school. 3. LEA chooses corrective action (s) and 
submits plan to DDOE.  

AP/AW 
(Year 4) 

 
1. Plan for restructuring and continue Year 3 activities. 2. LEA chooses restructuring 
action (s) and submits plan for DeDOE and State Board review and comment. 

 AP/AW 
 (Year 5) 

 
1. Implement restructuring plan and continue Year 3 activities. 2. Include at least one 
of the following:  reopening as public charter school; replacing all school staff 
relevant to failure to make AYP; contract with an entity to operate the public school; 
or engage other major restructuring that makes fundamental reforms and has 
substantial promise of enabling the school to make AYP.  

  

C
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Table 37.  Consequence Continuum for Districts 
 
Status/Rating Rewards and Consequences 

  Superior or Commendable 

  
 
Recognition and Flexibility/Autonomy 

 

Academic Review 
 
1. Develop a District Improvement Plan.   

AP/AW     
 (Year 1) 

 
1. Develop and implement a District Improvement Plan.  2. Submit 
improvement plan to DDOE. 

AP/AW   
(Year 2) 

 
1. Evaluate and modify the District Improvement Plan.  2. Incorporate 
modification into the Consolidated Application. 

AP/AW 
(Year 3) 

 
1. Evaluate and modify the District Improvement Plan.  2. Incorporate 
modification into the Consolidated Application. 3. Develop a corrective 
action plan as outlined by Federal ESEA requirements.   4.  Submit 
corrective action plan to the Secretary of Education, who shall investigate 
the reasons for the continued deficiency of the district’s performance and 
shall consult with the State Board of Education prior to making 
recommendations. 

AP/AW 
(Year 4) 

 
1. Evaluate and modify the District Improvement Plan.  2. Incorporate 
modification into the Consolidated Application.  3. Develop a corrective 
action plan as outlined by Federal ESEA requirements.  4.  Submit 
corrective action plan to the Secretary of Education, who shall investigate 
the reasons for the continued deficiency of the district’s performance and 
shall consult with the State Board of Education prior to making 
recommendations.  5.  The district and DDOE shall evaluate the corrective 
action plan and make appropriate modifications as needed. 
 

 
4.6.2 Consequence Distribution-Academic Review and Below  

Of the 193 accountability schools in 
SY 2006-2007, the data indicate that 68 
(35.2%) were rated as Academic Review or 
below. Of this group, a subset of 65 schools 
were deemed as Under Improvement and 
thus directly impacted by the specific 
consequences outlined in a previous 
subsection’s business rules (see Subsection 
4.4.4).  Two schools made AYP for two 
consecutive years and exited from school 
improvement status.  Two additional schools 

made AYP for the current year but remained 
in school improvement status.  If the 
aforementioned schools reach their AYP 
goals in SY 2007-2008, they will be 
reclassified and exited from school 
improvement status.  Of the 65 schools in 
Under Improvement status, 28 (43.1%) 
schools, 16 Title I and 12 non-Title I, 
received an accountability rating of 
Academic Review.  Nine schools (13.8%) 
were labeled Academic Progress-Under 

R
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ards 
C
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Improvement, of which two were Title I 
schools.  Another 28 (43.1%) schools were 
rated as Academic Watch-Under 
Improvement. Of the Academic Watch 

schools, seven were Title I schools and the 
remaining 21 were non-Title I.  The 
illustration below (Figure 16) disaggregates 
the rating distributions for the 65 schools. 

 
 
 
 

Academic
Review
n = 28

Academic Watch
n = 28

Academic
Progress

n = 9

Academic Review
or below

n = 65

Title I
n = 7

non-Title I
n = 21

Title I
n = 2

Title I
n = 16

non-Title I
n = 12

non-Title I
n = 7

 
Figure 16. Academic Review and Below 
 
4.6.3 Consequence Distribution-Under Improvement 

Thirty-nine schools received 
accountability designation as Under 
Improvement status in SY 2006-2007.  Nine 
schools were placed within the School 
Improvement-Year 1 consequences.  Of 
these schools, five received Title I funds. A 
majority of the Under Improvement schools 
(22) were in either Year 3 of Corrective 
Actions or Year 4-Restructuring, but only 
three of these schools were Title I schools. 
Most schools in the distribution were either 
required to offer corrective actions or plan 
for restructuring. Of the nine schools in 
Corrective Actions, eight were non-Title I 

schools. These schools are required to 
modify their improvement plans, offer public 
school choice, provide supplemental 
services, and submit a corrective action plan.  
Three schools, one of which was a Title I 
school, were in School Improvement-Year 5.  
Along with the consequences outlined in the 
prior levels, these three schools must 
implement a plan for restructuring the school 
and then submit the plan for approval by 
DDOE and the State Board.  Figure 17 
provides a graphic representation of the 
Under Improvement school distribution. 
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Figure 17. Schools Under Improvement  
 
 
 
4.7 Reporting Accountability Results 
 Delaware has published school and 
district report cards since 1997.  Beginning 
in SY 2000-2001, the DDOE assigned and 
reported accountability ratings for schools 
and districts. District and school profiles 
(report cards) are issued annually in August. 
These report cards contain AYP and 

accountability ratings based on the state 
assessments that were administered the prior 
spring. The current format includes those 
data elements required by NCLB (e.g., 
information about discipline and teacher 
qualifications) in conjunction with other 
state-specific data.  This information is 
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available at the DDOE’s website 
(http://profiles.doe.k12.de.us/). In addition, 
paper copies are sent to schools for 
distribution to parents.  The public libraries 
in Delaware also archive copies of current 
and previous school and district profiles.  
 The DSTP’s on-line reporting system 
is designed to provide meaningful, accurate, 
and timely feedback to educators and the 
public.  This feedback is one component 
used to promote the highest quality 
education for every student in Delaware.  
The on-line system has both a public and 
restricted access section.  The public access 
section provides test score summaries and 
performance level data across selected 
demographic characteristics amenable to 
sorting at the school, district, or state level.  
The restricted access section is a secured, 
password-protected section for authorized 
educators.  Authorized users can examine 
data in this section regarding the 
performance of individual students and 
selected subgroups. It is important to note 
that this data is protected under FERPA 
regulations. End-users can access the website 
at www.doe.state.de.us/aab. 
. 
4.7.1 Web-based, Public Access 
 The public access site provides 
school, district, and state data for subgroups 
when the number of students is equal to or 
greater than 15. Overall assessment results at 
the state-level are displayed for several 
years, along with selected, longitudinal 

results.  District and school results are 
accessible through a user-friendly “drill 
down” mechanism by which content area 
data can be further disaggregated across 
subgroups, including gender, migrant, and 
Title I.   
 Since SY 1999-2000, the public 
access component of the website has also 
included a query-building tool, whereby 
specialized reports and supporting data can 
be exported onto the end-user’s computer.  
These data are stored in comma separated 
value (.csv) files so that further analyses can 
be completed by commercially available 
software such as Excel, SPSS, SAS, and 
others.  However, as seen in the opening 
page screenshot below, many common 
queries have already been completed, thus 
producing “static reports” for end-users.   

In addition to these “static reports,” 
Delaware’s current “data mart” and 
supporting decision-making tools also allow 
end-users to create “dynamic reports.”  
Meaning, the end-user can create unique 
reports by customizing the query building 
process.  Because of this availability, 
educators and other interested parties can use 
the state’s data to support ongoing 
improvement efforts. Longitudinal analyses 
are also placed within this section of the 
DDOESSO.  These reports show how 
student cohorts have progressed across a 
three-year period.  Finally, alternate 
assessment data from the DAPA are publicly 
reported within this area.  
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  Delaware Student Testing Program On-line Reports  

• Statewide Summaries 
Percent meet or exceed standard, percent below standard, average scale scores, and 
number of students aggregated at state level for each of the five content areas on any DSTP 
tests.  

• Summaries By District 
Various summary statistics for each of the five content areas and any DSTP test by district 
for cross-district comparisons.  

• Disaggregated Summary at the State Level 
State level disaggregated summary statistics by Education Type, Low-Income, Race, 
Gender, ELL Status, Title 1 Status and Migrant Status for any content area and any DSTP 
test.  

• Achievement Gap Analysis - State Level 
Statewide Achievement Gap Analysis for minorities, low-income, student with disabilities, 
ELL, and Title-1.  

• District Summary 
For a selected District, aggregated or disaggregated summary reports, INC reports, Matched-
Score reports, By-School reports. Also drill down to obtain school level summary reports.  

• Charter School Summary 
For a selected charter school, aggregated or disaggregated summary reports, INC reports, 
Matched-Score reports, By-School reports.  

• Instructional Needs Reports 
Instructional Needs Comments Reports for Reading, Math and Writing for a selected test 
year and test grade.  

• Matched Scores Performance Level Comparison 
Matrix 
Comparison matrices of performance levels for various matched-score pairs. For example, 
reading performance levels comparison based on matched-scores of students tested both in 
2005 grade 8 and 2002 grade 5  

• DAPA Summaries 
Summary For Delaware Alternate Portfolio Assessment (DAPA).  

• Customized DSTP Summary Reports 
Build your customized DSTP reports. 

 

 
4.7.2 Web-based, Restricted Access and  
         Network Security          
  As mentioned previously, DDOE 
operates a sophisticated information system 
(DELSIS) by which student-level 
demographic, enrollment, and performance 
data are warehoused on servers maintained 
by the agency.  The student-level, DSTP, 
performance data are stored within the 
Delaware Student Testing Program-Online 

Reporting (DSTP-OR) system.  Both 
DELSIS and DSTP-OR are secured behind 
the DDOE’s application portal known as the 
DDOESSO. DDOE has taken numerous 
precautions to guard against network 
security breaches including maintaining 
strict controls regarding user privileges and 
access levels, ensuring that antivirus 
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protection is updated and continuously 
monitored, using event logs to scrutinize 
end-user activity in the event of a system 
penetration attempt, requiring stringent 
guidelines for passwords, and controlling 
physical access to computer hardware. 
 Because student-level demographic 
and assessment data are centralized, the 
DDOE’s network environment must be 
designed to ensure end-users have 
appropriate access. Excessive access levels 
could allow improper entry to sensitive data, 
compromise servers, or change critical data 
inadvertently (including the possibility of a 
virus running under the context of the user).  
In most cases, access is granted in a granular 
fashion through applications such as SQL 
Server or through the Operating System (OS) 
so that end-users receive only the rights they 
need to complete job-related tasks.   
 In some cases, it is necessary to grant 
extensive administrative privileges because a 
large number of rights are needed or because 
the person will effectively be the 
administrator of a system.  Administrative 
rights can be granted in several ways.  The 
highest level of administrative access is 
Domain Administration.  This access is a 
built-in Microsoft group by which any 
member of this group has total control of all 
objects in the domain, including computers, 
applications, and data. Conversely, the local 
administrator is granted access on a per-
computer basis.   
 Local computer administrators are 
given control of all objects and data on the 
computer to which they are granted access.  
Administrative rights can also be assigned by 
groups, both built-in and DDOE-specific. It 
is important to note that most viruses cannot 
be installed on a network computer if the 
end-user is not an administrator.  This policy 
means that not granting users administrative 
rights on desktops can be an effective way of 
protecting network assets from viruses.   
 Antivirus protection for servers and 
workstations has become extremely 

important, as the internet and highly 
connected networks become more prevalent.  
Because of this situation, DDOE has 
implemented policies regulating the 
installation and management of antivirus 
software on DDOE computer systems.  
Antivirus software scans for malicious code 
(often attached to e-mail) to reduce the risk 
of infection to other network machines while 
maintaining server operability (i.e., 
preventing server crashes). Further, timely 
installation and management of Operating 
System patches and service packs are other 
important parts to maintaining the day-to-
day security of the entire information 
system. 
 Besides antivirus protection, event 
logs are used proactively to manage network 
system security. System administrators are 
able to produce auditable accounts of end-
user activities within the operating system, 
including the time and location of each 
event.  These security logs can help 
determine when inappropriate attempts to 
penetrate the security of DDOE systems 
have occurred, including access to 
confidential student information.  
 Part of maintaining system security 
involves stringent end-user password 
requirements. Without strong passwords, it is 
possible for a hacker to compromise or 
otherwise acquire passwords necessary to 
gain access into the network.  As a result, 
DDOE’s policy defines password format and 
complexity requirements, procedures for 
establishing new passwords, and methods for 
resetting existing passwords.  Prompt and 
proper responses to security incidents are 
critical for DDOE’s network. Security 
violations are extremely rare events for the 
agency; however, a continuum of 
consequences is available to administrators 
in the unlikely event of a security breach. 
Finally, selected DDOE technical staff, 
security and system administrators, and 
limited others have access to the physical 
facility housing the network servers.  The 
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granting, controlling, and monitoring of the 
physical access to computer hardware is 
extremely important to an overall security 
program because student-level data can be 
directly accessed. Finally, violation of 

security policies can result in disciplinary 
action, which includes termination for 
employees and temporary staff.  The image 
below is a screenshot from the DDOESSO.

. 
 

SignOn ID  
Password  

 Remember 
My SignOn ID 

 
SignOn

 
Authorized Users Only 

This system is for use only by employees of the Department of Education 
(DOE) and its authorized clients. To protect the system from unauthorized or 
inappropriate use and to ensure that it is functioning properly, the system is 
monitored by system administrators at the DOE. By using this system, you 
expressly consent to such monitoring and waive any privacy claim. 
Unauthorized or inappropriate use may result in the termination of access to the 
system. Evidence of possible criminal activity will be disclosed to the 
appropriate law enforcement agency. Anyone using this system expressly 
consents to comply with the State of Delaware's acceptable use policy which 
can be found at http://www.otm.state.de.us/sitnlaw.htm. Violation of this policy 
may result in termination of access to the system and, in the case of employees 
of the DOE, disciplinary action up to and including dismissal.

 
 
4.8 Summary 
 Delaware invests considerable time 
and human resources in order to ensure that 
the information about school, district, and 
state performance is both reliable and valid.  
This is accomplished through rigorous quality 
assurance efforts, continuous monitoring of 
accountability results and ongoing system 
improvements.  DDOE recognizes the 
interdependency of the accountability 
subsystem to other educational systems, most 
notably information management and 
assessment. Because of this interdependency, 
efforts to promote quality assurance practices 
have been implemented system-wide, which 
has reduced errors and inefficiencies 
produced by balkanization. 

However, these efforts had a 
paradoxical characteristic that the DDOE had 
to overcome. On one hand, a well-defined set 
of standardized processes are required to 
ensure that inputs and production cycles 
adhere to prescribed business rules and 
decision logic.  Conversely, these efforts must 
remain flexible enough to amend, add, or 
remove process tasks based on situational 
needs. Educational agencies must define those 
specific actions necessary to ensure system 
credibility. Each subsystem within the greater 
educational system must have a robust, 
standardized series of detection and control 
procedures to reduce non-systematic error, 
along with natural variations.  
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In order to monitor and evaluate its 
quality assurance efforts, DDOE defined, 
through the Quality Assurance Diagnostic 
Matrix (QADM), a series of indicators by 
which to track improvement in quality 
assurance practices.  This matrix provides a 
guiding framework to ensure that sufficient 
detection and control procedures are 
implemented among the three educational 
subsystems (i.e., information management, 
assessment, and accountability). As a result, 
several approaches have been established to 
mitigate risk through standardizing reviewing 
tasks, conducting internal audits, and 
screening input data. These techniques and 
preliminary screening efforts have been used 
successfully to detect and correct 
accountability errors prior to public 
dissemination. Other quality assurance 
approaches within the DSTP/DAPA databases 
and DELSIS, combined with capacity 
building efforts with local school officials, 
have strengthened the overall quality of the 
accountability system.  

Data quality and computational 
accuracy are critical in producing verifiable 
accountability scores.  Unfortunately, 
accountability determinations and their 
inferences about school effectiveness can be 
undermined by poorly designed (or modified) 
systems. Delaware has continued to conduct 
empirical modeling prior to making 
significant design changes, such as those 
undertaken in the SY 2006-2007 GM.  Prior 
to implementation, DDOE conducted several 
internal analysis and empirical simulations.  
These efforts were combined with standard 
post hoc analyses conducted on each year’s 
accountability ratings.  Each analysis is 
designed to empirically validate that the 
accountability system is reporting on the true 
performance of schools, districts, and the 
state, rather than on spurious results.  
 The SY 2006-2007 accountability 
results, like those from the DSTP, suggest 
schools and districts are moving towards the 
State’s goals, while reducing the achievement 
gap among most subgroups. The data clearly 
show that 128 schools (66.3%) in the state 

met or exceeded their accountability targets.   
During this year, the accountability ratings 
showed a slight decrease from last year in the 
overall distribution, with 65 schools receiving 
a rating of Academic Review or below. When 
compared to the prior four years, the number 
of schools rated as Superior is approximately 
equal to the three-year average. The 
percentage of schools rated as either Superior 
or Commendable has steadily increased over 
the past three years (44.0%, 58.4% and 
64.7%, respectively).   

The school rating distribution 
continues to be unequally distributed across 
school-types.  For the most part, elementary 
schools continue to outperform their 
counterparts in the middle and high schools. 
Also, Title I schools continue to outperform 
non-Title I schools, while accounting for a 
small fraction of the 39 schools in Under 
Improvement status.  The inverse gap between 
Title I and non-Title I schools suggests that a 
strong correlation between school-level 
wealth and accountability ratings does not 
exist in the state. Finally, district ratings this 
year reflect a downward shift in the 
distribution. Two districts, for the first time, 
received a rating of Academic Progress. 
 New in SY 2006-2007, Delaware’s 
GM was applied to all schools (not districts) 
in the state.  For a majority of schools, the 
AYP targets were reached using the GM.  
Approximately 30% of all schools missed 
their AYP targets using both the GM and OM.  
The missed GM cells showed a high match 
rate with the OM missed cells.  Most notably, 
the SWD subgroup accounted for a majority 
of missed cells in both models. For the OM, 
empirical data suggests that many of the 
missed AYP cells were those comprised 
solely of special education students.  In most 
cases, schools that missed their AYP 
threshold did so in the ELA content area. The 
SWD subgroup’s underperformance was not 
mitigated by the application of the special 
education factor.  For schools attaining their 
AYP thresholds, the special education factor, 
Safe Harbor provisions, and application of 
confidence intervals impacted less than 10% 
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of the eligible cells.  Further, the summer 
school recalculation had limited impact on the 
AYP distribution, yet it likely provided an 
important motivating factor for schools during 
the summer session.  
 The accountability results observed 
this year clearly demonstrate that most 
schools are meeting state and federal 
requirements.  The importance of 
ELA/reading and mathematics is clearly 
articulated in the DDOE’s Strategic Plan, 
other educational reform goals were necessary 
to reflect what the public values and expects 
from its public educational system.  The 

State’s theory of action is built on the 
principle that by promoting equitable and 
credible policies focused on the best interests 
of students and parents, the state will continue 
to move closer to its reform goals. The 
continued quality assurance efforts and design 
changes reflect efforts to improve the 
accountability system.  Although numerous 
changes may occur in the upcoming year as 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 is reauthorized, Delaware has the 
critical subsystems in place to maintain its 
valid and reliable accountability system.
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APPENDIX A 
Accountability Committee Stakeholder Composition 

 
 

Technical Dimension    

The Accountability Committee is comprised of representatives from the teacher’s union, local administrators and 
school boards, business and community members, parental groups, and the Delaware State Board of Education.  
Delaware officials believe that it is crucial to the success of the State’s educational reform efforts to have broad and 
diverse representation.  This representation ensures the values underpinning targeted goals and objectives are 
reflected in a fair and equitable manner.  The Accountability Committee’s function is to review accountability 
results from the prior spring, changes in federal mandates, and design issues to formulate recommendations to the 
Secretary. 

Composition 
Formula  

Total Membership    

(Teacher’s Union  ) + (Local Administrators) + (School Board Members) + 
Business/Community Members) + (Parents) + (DSBE).  Chairperson: Secretary of 
Education  

Production Method  Department officials present accountability data from prior year, provide applicable 
overview of state and federal regulations, outline enhancement options made from internal 
and external experts, facilitate discussion and answer technical and/or operational 
questions of committee members.  Recommendations by group consensus from the 
committee are presented to the Secretary of Education at the conclusion of the meeting.  

Tasking/Staffing  Data Collection:  Department Assessment and Accountability Staff  (3)  

Quality Controls:  Transcription audit  

Data Reporting: Department Assessment and Accountability Associate Secretary  

Timeline/Timeframe  Annual meeting—Winter (1 business day)  

Risk Assessment  Recommendations are in conflict with federal guidelines or state policy  

Contingencies  Alternative recommendations within compliance  
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APPENDIX B   
Delaware’s Growth Model (GM) Approval Letter from USDE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

November 9, 2006 
 
 
 
Honorable Valerie A. Woodruff 
Secretary of Education 
State Department of Education 
Townsend Building 
401 Federal Street, Suite 2 
Dover, Delaware  19903-1402 
 
Dear Valerie: 
 
With great pleasure, I am accepting Delaware’s growth model proposal to be part of the 
U.S. Department of Education’s (Department’s) pilot project.  I am excited to explore 
through this pilot the promise that growth models hold for ensuring that all students reach 
grade-level standards in reading and mathematics by 2013-14.  Further, this pilot will 
help us consider different ways to measure school accountability, give schools credit for 
improvement over time, and measure individual student progress.  Congratulations for 
submitting a successful proposal.   
 
To enable Delaware to implement its growth model as part of determining adequate 
yearly progress (AYP) for the 2006-07 school year, I am entering into this flexibility 
agreement with Delaware under section 9401 of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA), as amended.  After the first year of implementation, we will 
discuss with you any modifications that may need to be made to your growth model.  
This agreement permits Delaware to include its growth model as a part of calculating 
AYP under section 1111(b)(2) of the ESEA.  As part of this flexibility agreement, 
Delaware must agree to the following:   
 

• Delaware must provide data comparing the results of determining AYP on the 
basis of its growth model with the results obtained when AYP is determined 
under the statutory model.   

• Delaware must participate in an evaluation of its growth model conducted by the 
Department.   

 
Delaware’s proposal contemplates the use of a confidence interval in the growth 
calculation, although the proposal does not specify any details.  As recommended by the 
peer reviewers, we are approving Delaware’s growth model without the use of a 
confidence interval.  If you would like to propose a specific confidence interval, such a 
proposal (including its rationale) must be submitted to the Department, and approved, 
before it may be incorporated into Delaware’s growth model.   



Page 2 
 
As required by section 9401(b)(3)(A)(iii) of the ESEA, within 30 days of the date of this 
letter, Delaware must provide notice and information to the public regarding this 
flexibility agreement in the manner in which it customarily provides similar notice to the 
public.   
 
Again, I congratulate you on Delaware’s successful growth model proposal.  I look 
forward to working with you to evaluate the impact of Delaware’s growth model on 
ensuring school accountability and measuring student progress.   
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
      /s/ 
 
Margaret Spellings 

 
cc:  Honorable Ruth Ann Minner 
 Robin Taylor 
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APPENDIX C   
Delaware’s Growth Model Revised 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



towards proficient and staying proficient.  
 
Proposed Growth Model Applied to a School – A Real School Example  

Traditional Model – School Results  
School A is a middle school serving grades 7 and 8 in a large urban district in Delaware.  
The 2006 AYP matrix using the traditional model, with the approved minimum n of 40, for 
this school is as follows:  

Subgroup  ELA 
Percent 
Meets 

Standard  

ELA 
Confidence 

Interval 
Applied  

Math 
Percent 
Meets 

Standard 

Math 
Confidence 

Interval 
Applied  

Meets 
Other 

Indicators 
(Y or N)  

Safe 
Harbor 

2006        
Targets  62%  62%  41%  41%  Y   
All        
Students  76%  76%  55%  55%  Y  na  
Amer        
Indian        
Black  66%  66%  38%  43%   na  
Asian        
Hispanic  74%  74%  55%  55%   na  
White  86%  86%  72%  72%   na  
ELL        
Special 
Education  39%  48%  19%  26%  Y  

Y ELA 
and 

Math  

Low 
Income  63%  63%  39%  44%  

 
na  

 
As indicated in the table above for the traditional AYP model, this school did not meet the 
targets with the special education subgroups in both ELA and math.  However, when 
safe harbor was applied, the school did meet a decrease of 10% in the number of 
students not meeting the standards in both ELA and math, each calculated separately, 
from 2005 to 2006. In fact, for ELA, the percent of special education students not 
proficient in 2005 was 69.3% and in 2006 that percent was 61.4 – a decrease of 7.9% and 
the goal was 6.9%.  In math, the percent of special education students not proficient in 
2005 was 86.4% and in 2006 that percent was 81.3 – a decrease of 5.1 and the goal was 
8.6%.  A confidence interval of 75% was applied in math for safe harbor and the school 
did meet the goal of an 8.6% decrease.  

The school did not make AYP in 2006; but the reason was not performance based. They 
did not make AYP because they did not meet the AYP participation target of 95% with the 
special education subgroup in both reading and math.  The percent of special education 
students participating in ELA was 89% and 90% in math.  
Growth Model – School Results  
To apply the growth model to this school, the number of students in each of the 



performance levels was determined by subgroup and the growth values calculated. The 
details of the calculations can be found in Appendix III.  The following table shows the 
growth value for each subgroup in reading and math without the application of a 
confidence interval.  

Subgroup  ELA 
Growth 
Value  

Math 
Growth 
Value  

Other 
Indicators 
(traditional 
model)  

2006 Targets  186  123   

All Students  241  185  Y  
Amer Indian     
Black  217  141   
Asian     
Hispanic  249  189   
White  263  227   
ELL     
Special 
Education  140  81  

 

Low Income  211  148   
 
The growth model shows similar accountability results as the traditional AYP model in that 
only the special education subgroups in reading and math do not meet targets. Note that 
a confidence interval was not applied in this example.  The growth model details show a 
significant lack of growth within and across performance levels in the special education 
subgroup.  The achievement gap between subgroups still exists with the growth model 
and the pattern is similar to the traditional AYP model. The results between the models 
are the same but a school can get more information about growth within and across 
performance levels from this growth table.  

By viewing the detail matrices in Appendix III and IV, the school can also very quickly 
see where there are needs. For example, looking at special education math, one can 
see the following:  

 . 57 students (49.6%) scoring below proficient are making one year’s worth of 
growth and are not on track to ever become proficient; 

 . 19 students (16.5%) are making less than one year’s worth of growth and are not 
on track to ever become proficient;  

 . 20 students (17.4%) are proficient in year 2;   
 . 6 students were proficient and are now below proficient; and  
 . 5 students (4.3%) who were below proficient in 2005 were able to become 

proficient in 2006.  
 
Bottom Line – School Results  
If this growth model proposal were approved, the results for this school would be that they 
did not make AYP.  The school did not make AYP with the traditional model since they 
did not make the 95% participation target.  The school did not make AYP with the growth 



model because they missed the 95% participation target, the ELA growth target for the 
special education subgroup and the math growth target for the special education 
subgroup.  
 
Core Principles  

Delaware believes that all core principles are met with this proposal and with the 
accountability system. Each core principle will be addressed below.  

1. The proposed accountability system must ensure that all students are 
proficient by 2013-14 and set annual goals to ensure that the achievement gap is 
closing for all groups of students.  

The growth model is part of a system that maintains fidelity to having 100% of the 
students at proficiency by 2013-2014, including safe harbor, which is one way that a 
school or district can demonstrate improvement.  This method will not mitigate an 
accountability decision; it will make the system fairer to schools.  If schools are truly 
helping the lowest achieving students move towards proficiency at the rate set by the 
growth standards, they should be acknowledged for doing so. As illustrated by the table 
on page 14, all students have to be scoring at or above proficiency by 2013-2014 in order 
for the school to meet the growth target of 300. The proposed growth model is not 
intended to replace the current method of determining AYP status.  The growth model is 
not a compensatory model that rewards growth above proficiency.  It rewards growth 
towards proficient and staying proficient.  

All students in grades 3 through 10 will be included in the growth model calculation 
provided the students were in the school for a full academic year in the current year and 
have a DSTP test score from the previous year.  Definitions and business rules for the 
traditional model can be found in Delaware’s Accountability Workbook and on the 
website at www.doe.k12.de.us/aab under the school accountability link. Published on the 
web are the Technical and Operational Manuals for 2004 and 2005 Accountability.  
These Technical and Operation Manuals include all of the business rules and definitions 
for accountability in Delaware. Again, if a student has only one test score, the student will 
still be included in the traditional model.  Therefore, all students are included on one 
model or the other with more than 94% included in both models.  

2. The accountability system must establish high expectations for 
low-achieving students that are not based on student demographic or school 
characteristics.  

This growth model is not based, in any way, on individual student demographics or 
school characteristics. There are no “individual trajectories” set for students nor are 
“pathways to proficiency” determined.  The achievement standards are the same for all 
subgroups. Low achieving students must show growth to proficiency for a school to be 
rewarded in the proposed growth model.  
3. The accountability system must produce separate accountability 

decisions about student achievement in reading/language arts and in 
mathematics.  



As mentioned in the “Proposed Model” section above, separate accountability 
decisions regarding student achievement will be made for reading and mathematics. In 
fact, the growth targets for reading and math are different until 2013-2014 when 100% 
proficiency (300 points) is the target.  

4. All students in the tested grades must be included in the assessment and 
accountability system; schools and districts must be held accountable for the 
performance of student subgroups; and the accountability system must include 
all public schools and districts in the state.  

All students in grades three through ten will be included in the growth model.  For 
students in grade 3, growth will be determined by the level of performance in grade 2 
compared to grade 3. For high school students, growth will be determined from grade 8 to 
9 and grade 9 to 10.  The proposed growth model will include performance at the 
subgroup level and for all schools and districts per the approved Delaware Accountability 
Workbook.  

Inherent to the growth model, students who are new to the state will not be included in 
the growth model calculation for the first year; however, these students are included in 
the traditional model calculation.  These students do count in the growth calculation 
in subsequent years provided they stay in the state. Therefore, schools are held 
accountable for students new to the state through the traditional model, but not 
through the growth model.  If a school receives a low performing student, the school 
has one year only to get the student to proficient. In contrast, a school’s growth value 
will not benefit by receiving a high performing student. Note that while the student new 
to Delaware would not be included in the growth model the first year, the student 
would be included in the first year in the traditional model.    

There are no students in Delaware who are “unmatched” because of the unique student 
identifier. The only situation that could occur with missing data would be a student who 
did not participate in an assessment.  Students who do not participate are counted as 
“not participating” when calculating the participation rate. The participation rate for 
reading/ELA and mathematics is still included in the AYP model whether using the 
traditional model or the growth model.  

The growth model will be applied to all students in all schools that contain any 
combination of grades 3 through 10.  K, K-1 and K-2 schools will not be included in the 
growth model. The traditional method for determining AYP status will be used for the K, 
K-1 and K-2 schools. For the 2006 school year, there are only 4 such schools – Smyrna 
Early Childhood Center, Appoquinimink Early Childhood Center, Morris Early Childhood 
Center and Cedar Lane Early Childhood Center.  
Students who take the alternate assessments (DAPA) also receive performance level 
scores in the content areas. There are five (5) performance levels for the alternate 
assessments. Therefore, the students taking the DAPA will be included in the growth 
model calculation just as students participating in the DSTP are included.  There will be 
no difference between DAPA and DSTP.  

The preliminary review of the data show that more than 94% of the students in the state 
who were enrolled in Delaware public schools in 2005 had a test score on the DSTP in 



2004.  This means that less than 6% of the students would potentially be excluded when 
using the growth model.  Almost all of this 6% are students that would be excluded for 
not meeting the full academic year (FAY) requirement. Further examination of the 
excluded students indicates that 87% of the 6% of students were not enrolled in a 
Delaware public school at all during in 2004 so had no baseline DSTP in 2004. The rest of 
the excluded students were enrolled at some time in 2004 but not during the testing 
window.  

It is important to note that while at least 94% of the students are included in the growth 
model, the remaining 6% are included in the traditional model.  Therefore all students 
are included in the traditional and/or growth model with at least 94% included in both 
models.  

The data tables for 2005 are as follows:  

Full School Year Students in 2005 (All)  
Have a score 
in 2004?  Count  Percent  
Yes  65676  94.3  
No  3967  5.7  
Total  69643  100  
 
Full School Year Students in 2005 (This represents the 5.7%) Full School Year Students 

in 2005  

Have a score in 
2004?  

Enrolled in 2004 
testing  

Enrolled in 2004 
but not during 

testing  

Not Enrolled in 
2004 (new in 

2005)  Total  
No   13.0%  87.0%  100%  
Of the total 
population  94.3%  0.7%  5.0%  100%  
 
Have a 
score 
in 
2004?  

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 
Native  Black  

Asian/ 
Pacific 

Islander Hispanic White SWD  
Low 

Income  ELL  
Yes  90.7%  94.0%  90.5% 93.3% 94.8% 96.8% 95.1%  87.7% 
No  9.3%  6.0%  9.5% 6.7%  5.2% 3.2% 4.9%  12.3% 
Total  100%  100%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 
 

The data tables for 2004 are as follows:  

Full School Year Students in 2004 (All)  

 
Have a score 
in 2003?  Count  Percent  



Yes  65705  94.9  
No  3519  5.1  
Total  69224  100  
 

Full School Year Students in 2004 (This represents the 5.1%)  

Have a score in 
2003?  

Enrolled in 2003 
testing  

Enrolled in 2003 
but not during 

testing  

Not Enrolled in 
2003 (new in 

2004)  Total  
No   4.9%  95.1%  100%  
Of the total 
population  94.9%  0.2%  4.8%  100%  
 

Full School Year Students in 2004  
Have a 
score 
in 
2003?  

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 
Native  Black  

Asian/ 
Pacific 

Islander Hispanic White SWD  
Low 

Income  ELL  
Yes  94.1%  94.9%  91.9% 94.8% 95.1% 97.5% 97.0%  90.1% 
No  5.9%  5.1%  8.1% 5.2%  4.9% 2.5% 3.0%  9.9% 
Total  100%  100%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 
 

The data tables for 2003 are as follows:  

Full School Year Students in 2003 (All)  

 
Have a score 
in 2002?  Count  Percent  
Yes  65152  95.0  
No  3434  5.0  
Total  68586  100  
 

Full School Year Students in 2003 (This represents the 5.0%)  

Have a score in 
2002?  

Enrolled in 2002 
testing  

Enrolled in 2002 
but not during 

testing  

Not Enrolled in 
2002 (new in 

2003)  Total  
No   11.2%  88.8%  100%  
Of the total 
population  95.0%  0.6%  4.4%  100%  
 

Full School Year Students in 2003  
Have a 
score 
in 
2002?  

American 
Indian/ 
Alaska 
Native  Black  

Asian/ 
Pacific 

Islander Hispanic White SWD  
Low 

Income  ELL  



Yes  91.8%  95.0%  92.0% 94.5% 95.2% 97.2% 96.2%  88.1% 
No  8.2%  5.0%  8.0% 5.5%  4.8% 2.8% 3.8%  11.9% 
Total  100%  100%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 
 
These data show that there is slightly more mobility over the three year period in the 
American Indian/Alaska Native subgroup, the Asian/Pacific Islander subgroup and the 
ELL subgroup. In each of these three subgroups, there are relatively small numbers of 
students so one would expect more variability. For example, for the table “Full School 
Year Students in 2003”, the total number of American Indian/Alaska Native students is 
196.  Only 16 could not be matched, yet the percent of student with no score in 2002 is 
8.2%.  Similarly, for the same table, the total number of ELL students is 1317. Again, 157 
(11.9%) were either new in Delaware in 2003 or enrolled in Delaware in the 2002 school 
year after the testing period. No analysis is available yet for the 2006 school year.  This 
same kind of analysis can be done at the school level if necessary but not in time for this 
document.  

5. Annual assessments in reading/ language arts and math in each of grades 3-8 
and high school must have been administered for more than one year, must 
produce comparable results from year to year and grade to grade, and must be 
approved through the peer review process for the 200506 school year.  

Annual assessments in reading and math have been operational in Delaware since 2002 
for students in grades 2 through 10.  Therefore, there are currently at least 4 years of 
information in the statewide data system for each student – 5 years when this model takes 
effect. The data include old performance levels (prior to the October, 2005 adoption of the 
new cuts), individual student demographics, individual scale scores for each content 
area, and school characteristics. Equating studies of the scale scores are done annually 
as part of the technical review of the assessments, thereby assuring comparability of the 
results in reading and math from year to year.  Delaware has submitted all materials for 
the peer review process and is scheduled to be reviewed in February, 2006. Materials are 
available if needed.  

Individual student growth will not be provided to parents.  This is not an individual student 
growth model – it is a school and subgroup growth model.  Parents receive written score 
reports every time that the student participates in the DSTP or DAPA. A sample report 
has been included in Appendix II of this document.  This growth model proposal is for 
school accountability purposes, not for determining individual growth.  Delaware 
believes that parents need to receive information relative to student progress towards the 
standards including performance level, scale score and percentile ranks for each test 
administration.  Certainly a parent could compare last year’s individual score report with 
the current year. However, each score report is relative to the grade level expectations 
that were assessed.  

The information about school accountability and subgroup growth will be included in the 
annual release of the school report cards.  The school report cards will include the 
traditional AYP determinations and the growth model calculations, reported for each 
subgroup in each content area provided that the subgroup meets the minimum “n” 
reporting requirement of 15.  Thus, the growth value for each subgroup will be reported 
just as the percent proficient determination is reported.  



School report cards are published annually by the state in hardcopy and sent for 
distribution by the school to every parent. School report cards are also available 
electronically for each school at www.doe.k12.de.us for the current year as well as for 
previous years.  

6. The accountability model and state data system must track student 
progress.  

Delaware has a very rich data system that tracks individual student progress.  Each 
student is assigned a unique student identifier for life and progress through the public 
education system is tracked by the system.  The unique student identifier has been in 
place in Delaware since 1984.  In fact, Delaware has a statewide pupil accounting 
system that it makes available to all of the schools and districts at no cost. Central to this 
system is a common data dictionary, a table of data elements that are required at the 
state level and the periodicity for updates on the elements, and a table of data elements 
that are specific to each district. The statewide data base is updated nightly so that the 
system is almost “real” time. This means that updated student information is available 
almost immediately to the appropriate school(s).  There are a few data elements that are 
updated during the work day or at peak times since they are critical to the daily operations 
of a school. Eighteen of nineteen districts and fourteen of seventeen charter schools 
currently use this pupil accounting process.  Since its usage by the districts is voluntary, 
those that choose not to use this system must electronically send the required data to the 
Department of Education within the required timeline – nightly for most of the data.  

7. The accountability system must include student participation rates in the 
state's assessment system and student achievement on an additional academic 
indicator.  

Participation rates of subgroups by content area, and the additional academic indicators 
as described in the Delaware’s Accountability Workbook will still be used. No change is 
proposed for participation or additional academic indicators.   
 
Additional Information  

The proposed growth model will cause one change to the Delaware Accountability 
Workbook under principle 3.2. In the sequence of steps used to determine the 
accountability ratings and make AYP decisions, an additional step would be inserted 
after step 9. Step 9 would be renumbered as 9a and the additional step would be as 
follows:    

9b.  A growth value will be determined following the methodology set forth in the 
proposed growth model.  

Tthe minimum group size will still be 40.  The additional academic indicators will stay as 
approved. Confidence intervals will be applied to the proposed growth model to be 
determined through further research as noted in the “Use of Confidence Interval” section 
earlier. Sanctions for schools not making AYP are the same as described in the 
workbook. The additional data from the growth process will be reported in the school, 
district or state report card just as the current traditional model accountability data is 



reported. School and district level administrators will have information available through 
the school and district accountability web-based system which provides the details, 
including individual student information, used for each of the separate pieces of the 
accountability process. More information on this system is available if desired.  It is, 
however, a password protected system designed to ensure confidentiality of student 
information.  

This growth model is not intended to provide individual student information to parents. 
The points that a student earns for his/her school will not be reported to parents or to 
others. Since this is a school and district accountability system, not an individual student 
accountability system, it is the collective average of the points for a subgroup within the 
school or district that will be reported.    

 
Conclusion  

Delaware believes that we have a useful and usable growth model proposal and one that 
is reasonable. There is no intent to mitigate any part of the accountability system; nor is 
there intent to aid schools in “getting out of” the accountability process. Instead, the belief 
in Delaware is that the current system is valid and reliable. The addition of a growth model 
will only enhance the validity and reliability of that system.  Further, there is consensus 
that all of the educational communities, including businesses and parents, want to make 
sure that schools and districts are making every effort to help the lowest achieving 
students meet proficiency and remain proficient.  We believe that this proposal moves us 
closer to that goal and it moves us closer to eliminating the achievement gap.  

Appendix I Value Table for Grades 3 through 10  

 



 

 

 
Appendix II: Sample Student Report  
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