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Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) 

Measures of School Success and Public Reporting Discussion Group 

Meeting Minutes of October 17, 2016 

 

Welcome and Introductions 

 

The meeting was convened at 6:07 PM by the facilitator, Dr. Devona Williams at the Collette Education 

Resource Center, 35 Commerce Way, in Dover, Conference Rooms B.  Twenty-eight people were in 

attendance including: 18 members of the Discussion Group, 6 representatives of DOE, 1 facilitator and 3 

members of the public.  The facilitator led the group in introductions.  The attendance list is attached. 

Dr. Williams reviewed the purpose of the meeting, group norms and discussion topics. Participants were 

invited to ask clarifying questions before each discussion question and DOE Staff were on-hand to 

provide responses and additional information. 

Discussion Topics 

 
The large group broke into four small groups to discuss and reach agreement on their responses to the 

sections of the ESSA State Plan and respective discussion questions (in blue).  The Plan information 

description is shown followed by discussion questions and charted discussion highlights from each of the 

small groups.  Small groups had the opportunity to briefly report their discussions.  This information 

follows: 

DISCUSSION 1: State Plan, Section 4: Accountability System – Subgroups; discussion questions 

 Describe the statewide uniform procedures for:  

o Former English learners consistent with §200.16(b)(1). 

o Recently arrived English learners in the State to determine if an exception is appropriate 

for an English learner consistent with section 1111(b)(3) of the ESEA and §200.16(b)(4). 

 English Learner Growth to Language Proficiency   

o Provide feedback on how growth targets should be determined 

o Provide feedback on how ELP progress will be included in the DSSF weighting 

 

Discussion Questions: 

1. English Learners enter our schools with varying levels of education with and/or without records, 

at varying ages through age 21, and with varying English language proficiency levels. What 

should we take into consideration when setting growth targets for English learners? 
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a. Should we consider differentiated targets? 

 

Small Group Discussion Charted Responses: 

 

Group 1 

 Starting PL on test in use, prior instruction in English language.  Urban vs. rural, home language 

 

Group 2 

 IEPs 

 Access initial scores 

 Academic indicators/screenings in native language 

 Yes – we should consider differentiated targets.  Prior year educational history 

 

Group 3 

 Where the student started 

 What is the average gain? 

 Take into account more than one data point {against national data) 

 1a. How do you define “differentiated?” What is the benefit/purpose?  Yes, but why? 

 

Group 4 

 Access 

 Amount of formal education 

 Age 

 Proficiency in native language 

 Literacy in native language 

 1a. Yes 

 

2. How should the State determine whether an exception from being included in the accountability 

system is appropriate? 

 

Small Group Discussion Charted Responses: 

 

Group 1 

 Body of evidence (local school decision, submit evidence) 

 

Group 2 

 Access scores 

o Number of years in educational system 

o Local decision 
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Group 3 

 How long a student has been there 

 Age grade vs. skill grade 

 

Group 4 

 Access level upon entry/current tyear; exempt if score is below 5 for one full year; growth 

towards school - SBAC 

 

3. ESSA provides that for not more than four years after a student stops being identified as an 

English Learner, a state may include the results of the student’s assessments within the results 

for the English Learner subgroup for the purposes of the state accountability system. How 

should we apply this flexibility within our accountability system? 

 

Small Group Discussion Charted Responses: 

 

Group 1 

 Conceptually, we like the 4 year, post service accountability. 

 

Group 2 

 Create own cell; track for own purposes 

 

Group 3 

 Unsure – yes, if is advantageous; no, if not. 

 

Group 4 

 Go for the 4 years! 

 

DISCUSSION 2: State Plan, Section 4: Accountability System – Subgroups 

Describe the minimum number of students that the State determines are necessary to be included in 

each of the subgroups of students consistent with §200.17(a)(3). 

 

Discussion Question: 

1. Minimum n-size refers to the smallest number of students that will be used when reporting 

results or using a measure for accountability purposes.  It is important to ensure that the 

minimum n- size balances the need to provide necessary and useful information for the 

evaluation of subgroup outcomes with the need to protect student identity/privacy. What 

should the State consider as the minimum n-size for including a subgroup in accountability 

reporting? 



 

MSSPR Discussion Group Minutes 10.17.16 Page 4 

 

Small Group Discussion Charted Responses: 

 

Group 1 

 30 

 

Group 2 

 Not sure 

 

Group 3 

 20, would like to run a study to determine between 15 and 20 

 

Group 4 

 1 – Let’s count every child or 5 – FERPA/privacy concerns 

 

DISCUSSION 3: State Plan, Section 4: Accountability System – Participation Rate 

Describe how the State is factoring the requirement for 95 percent student participation in assessments 

into its system of annual meaningful differentiation of schools required under §200.15, including if the 

State selects another equally rigorous State-determined action than those provided under 

§200.15(a)(2)(i)-(iii) that will result in a similar outcome for the school in the system of annual 

meaningful differentiation and will improve the school's participation rate so that the school meets the 

applicable requirements. 

 

Discussion Questions: 

1. How should we factor in the 95 percent student participation requirement in our accountability 

system?  

 

Small Group Discussion Charted Responses: 

 

Group 1 

 Good faith effort by school to test all students with evidence documenting student failure to 

test – recognizing that the school cannot control illness, absences, parent choices, and student 

refusal, among other possibilities. 

 If a school does not meet the 95% rate, that school needs to document why, and what it did to 

address the gap.  The schools which sufficiently document their efforts will not be penalized. 

 

Group 2 

 Process to opt out 

 Attendance 
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 Demonstrate due diligence 

 No penalties 

 

Group 3 

 How do you define participation? 

 Measurements for participation vs. completion 

 What options are outlined in “draft” regulations? Need more information to determine “equally 

rigorous strategies” 

 

Group 4 

 Primary portion of this rating should be based on factors impacting participation rate within the 

school’s control.  NO PENALTIES. 

 

Wrap-up/Next Steps 

 

Priorities 

Participants placed a total of 3 dots next to each of their personal priorities on the charted responses. 

Based on this process, the overall top priorities were: 

1. If a school does not meet the 95% rate, that school needs to document why, and what it did to 

address the gap.  The schools which sufficiently document their efforts will not be penalized. 

2. Primary portion of this rating should be based on factors impacting participation rate within the 

school’s control.  NO PENALTIES. 

3. ELL Considerations:  Access, amount of formal education, age, proficiency in native language, 

literacy in native language, urban vs. rural home 

4. N size = 30 

 

Parking Lot Issues: 

The facilitator asked the group if they had any “parking lot” issues from their small group discussions.  

The following items were identified: 

 Look at testing that is being used – what is the flexibility? 

 Student accountability as a measure of reliability 

 

For participants who have questions for the plan writers, please email: ESSAStatePlan@doe.k12.de.us. 

The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, November 7, 6:00 PM – 8:00 PM.  Please RSVP to the 

Outlook invitation with your attendance plans. 

mailto:ESSAStatePlan@doe.k12.de.us
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Public Comment 

There was no public comment. 

 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:00 PM. 
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Attendance 

 
Measures of School Success and Public Reporting Group 

Brenda Dorrell  
Chuck Taylor 
Dan Shelton 
Donna Johnson  
Dr. Annie Norman 
Dr. Joseph Jones 
Jackie Kook 
Julie Harrington 
Kevin Fitzgerald 
Dr. Michele Marinucci 
Mike Matthews 
Rebecca Reed 
Shirin Skovronski 
William Doolittle 
Michele Johnson 
Mary Pieri 
Jennifer Wagner 
Lisa Mims 
Karen Gordon 

 
DOE 
 

Dr. Steve Godowsky, Secretary 
Karen Field Rogers, Deputy Secretary 
Chantel Janiszewski, Accountability 
Adrian Peoples, Data Management 
Ted Jarrell, Title I 
Terry Richard, ELL 

 
Meeting Facilitator 
 

Dr. Devona Williams, Goeins-Williams Associates, Inc. 
 
Public 
 

Deb Stevens, DSEA 
Tammy Croce, DASA 

 


