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Evolving Coherent Systems of Accountability for Next Generation
Learning: A Decision Framework
About This Resource: Origins and Intent

States may find themselves at all ends of the spectrum in terms of readiness – from contemplating options, to
implementing small-scale pilots with leading districts, to considering comprehensive redesign statewide. This
resource will guide states that are interested in moving their accountability systems to better align with nextgeneration learning models, including the increasingly common movement to proficiency- or competency-based
education in classrooms (see SIDEBAR 1). The Decision Framework will present a series of critical questions,
sample options, and examples from other states. In particular, the framework is designed to touch on multiple
aspects of creating coherent systems, beginning with the very definition of student learning expectations, and to
emphasize the balance between state and district roles in making key decisions.
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FIGURE 1: CCSSO Innovation Lab Network’s Six Critical Attributes of Next-Generation Systems: As a network of states,
CCSSO’s Innovation Lab Network has defined six design principles for systems that promote “next generation learning,”
including fostering world-class knowledge, skills, and student agency; delivering personalized, performance-based, anytime/
anywhere learning; and providing comprehensive systems of learner supports.

Council of Chief State School Officers, January 2015

Student
agency

Comprehensive
systems of
support

The sample options and state examples contained in
this resource are not exhaustive, nor is the document
intended to proscribe a particular path for any state.
Rather, it will help states consider an array of decisions
as they determine what path is right for them. The goal
is to prompt greater discussion and provide concrete
examples to support states as they move forward. In
addition, because much of the work is still emerging,
this resource will help states think about how they
might approach new systems through pilots or a staged
implementation process. Lastly, some decisions that a
state may make will also require flexibility at the federal
level. In these cases, states, both individually and
collectively, will need to engage the U.S. Department of
Education (USED) (see SIDEBAR 2).

Evolving Coherent Systems of Accountability for Next Generation Learning: A Decision Framework

The purpose of this resource is to assist states who are interested in redesigning or reconsidering aspects of their
accountability systems to better align with “next-generation” learning models designed to produce college- and
career- ready outcomes for all students. Over the past several years, states have advanced critical reforms strategies to
ensure that every student has access to an education that prepares them for college and career success. Among these
strategies, states have developed and adopted more rigorous standards for learning and implemented summative
assessments that better measure those higher standards. Now, several states, including those in CCSSO’s Innovation
Lab Network, are supporting local practitioners to rethink how to redesign classroom environments to deliver better
outcomes for all students. As schools and districts across the country increasingly develop models of student-centered
“next-generation” learning (as described in FIGURE 1), states are considering how they can take action to support
and scale these important shifts in teaching and learning. State departments of education play an important role in
defining expectations for students; how those expectations are measured; and how information is used to identify,
intervene, and support schools and districts as part of a coherent and “reciprocal” system of accountability.
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SIDEBAR 1: Setting Expectations for Student Learning: Moving from Standards Adoption to Defining
Competencies
As states raise expectations for student learning, many are re-considering how they define and “credential”
learning expectations for students to ensure they graduate from high school ready for college and careers.
Currently, all states adopt or create content standards in several subject areas that articulate what students
should learn in each grade level and/or course. Students get credit by completing coursework that covers the
content standards, but they are not required to achieve mastery of those standards in order to gain credit, since
in many systems a “C” or “D” in a course will still earn credit. Many states realize that this system of earning credit
based on “seat time” is causing chronic underperformance as gaps in student learning accumulate over time.
As an alternative, some states and districts are rethinking how they define learning expectations by establishing a
set of higher-order competencies (also called proficiencies) that describe higher-level concepts that span across
multiple standards in a content area or even sometimes across grade levels. Many of these states and districts
are requiring students to achieve these higher-level competencies– that is, students must demonstrate mastery
(at a level defined by the state or district) of each and every competency before they can gain credit, move on
to the next level, and in some cases, graduate or receive a diploma. Such a system, where students advance
upon mastery of explicit, measurable, transferable learning objectives including transferrable knowledge, skills,
and dispositions; and where they receive timely, differentiated support based on individual needs, is called a
competency-based education system.
Consider the following example, drawn from Fred Bramante’s Off the Clock: Moving Education from Time to Competency:
a competency for a U.S. history course might require that “Students will understand that conflict and cooperation together
shape the development of the United States.” This competency covers multiple content standards in U.S. history and
beyond, covering multiple historical events, wars, historical figures, features of U.S. government, and so on.
SIDEBAR 2: Challenges to Innovation: Addressing States’ Political and Contextual Realities
Moving to new ways of thinking about assessment and accountability creates important opportunities for
improved student learning but also presents some challenges. As with any change, states will need to consider
how to navigate certain obstacles while moving forward thoughtfully. Challenges states may face include:
•

Building on current reforms. States are in the midst of significant reform efforts with the transition
to higher standards, new assessments aligned to those standards, and resulting changes in current
accountability systems. The decisions discussed in this resource helps states and districts, who are in the
midst of stewarding these reforms, consider where and how to evolve next, which can be challenging.
But looking ahead to where states want to go will allow for continuous improvement of state systems, and
ultimately help to better serve the needs of the students in the long-term. States should carefully consider
how existing momentum can be leveraged to help guide stakeholders through new ways of thinking
about assessment, accountability, and state-local relationships.

•

District readiness. Districts will likely have to demonstrate several readiness and capacity requirements
as states move toward assessment systems and accountability that allow more district-level flexibility. But
that does not mean that all districts necessarily have to be fully prepared to move forward at the same
time. A state may decide to start work with a few districts that are ready to move while simultaneously
working with other districts to help them prepare to move. This will create a continuous pipeline of ready
districts, and a cycle of reflection and feedback that will help all districts to move forward.

•

State and federal restrictions. It will be important for states to work with their state legislature and/or
USED when current laws present obstacles to implementing innovative models. At the same time, reform
timelines may necessitate moving forward before receiving USED approval or full legislative support.
States or districts therefore may need to operate dual assessment systems and/or accountability for
a period of time until legislative priorities align and the state can demonstrate a level of readiness or
effectiveness required for approval.

Background

In June of 2011, the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) released nine Next-Generation
Accountability Principles (the Principles, see SIDEBAR 3). The Principles set forth the vision of chief state
school officers to dramatically improve student achievement through the development and implementation
of next-generation accountability systems. The ultimate goal of these systems is to ensure that every
student has access to a high-quality education. States will achieve this goal by:
1.

driving school and district performance towards college- and career-readiness,

2.

distinguishing performance in order to more meaningfully target supports and interventions to the
students most in need,

3.

providing timely, transparent data to spur action at all levels, and

4.

fostering innovation and continuous improvement throughout the system.

After CCSSO released the Principles, over 40 states and the District of Columbia committed to develop new
accountability systems aligned to the Principles; and some states were already in the process of designing
new systems accordingly. In the months following the release of the Principles, USED presented states with
an opportunity for increased flexibility in their federal accountability systems and invited states to apply for
flexibility waivers for the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The guidance for this flexibility
was influenced by the Principles and provided an opening for states to move beyond NCLB and design and
implement accountability systems aligned to their Principles.

Over the past three years, as states have operationalized their new accountability systems, the Principles
have remained a useful framework and states continue to adhere to them. The Principles remain the core of
chiefs’ vision for continuing to move accountability systems forward.
The ninth Principle is focused on innovation, evaluation, and continuous improvement. It is within that
context that CCSSO has now developed this new resource, Evolving Coherent Systems of Accountability
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At least 43 states and the District of Columbia have are moving forward to design and implement
accountability systems aligned to the Principles. Next-generation accountability systems are designed
to better collect relevant data that will inform targeted supports and interventions to improve student
outcomes. For example, rather than focusing solely on proficiency measures, next-generation accountability
systems include data about student growth and multiple measures of student performance. Likewise, rather
than simply identifying schools as passing or failing, states developed more nuanced ways of identifying
how schools are performing. Underlying these changes is a continued commitment by states to set the
standard for high expectations for all students, focus attention on the disaggregation of data, and ensure
that all students are recognized and accounted for.

Evolving Coherent Systems of Accountability for Next Generation Learning: A Decision Framework

Over the past seven years, states have come together to advance critical reform strategies to ensure that
every student has access to an education that prepares them for success in college and careers. This wave
of collective action started with states’ commitment to raising the bar for students by developing and
adopting more rigorous standards and improving assessments that better measure those higher standards.
The transition to more rigorous standards has led to significant shifts in the classroom environment, with
teachers rethinking their instruction in how best to support students as they work to attain these standards.
At the same time, states recognized that they were operating under an antiquated system of accountability
as they waited for the long-overdue reauthorization of No Child Left Behind (NCLB).
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for Next Generation Learning: A Decision Framework (Decision Framework). In releasing the Principles in
2011, the states recognized that NCLB was no longer the best way to advance student learning in an everevolving world. Now three years later, the time is right to begin to explore new ways of thinking about
accountability, focusing on a broader array of measures or alternative ways to use assessment data for
accountability purposes. To move to these new approaches requires a vast array of deliberate decisions
made toward the ultimate goal of best supporting student learning in each state. This is often done through
a pilot initiative or staged implementation process.
That is where this Decision Framework comes in. The purpose of this resource is to help states interested
in moving to next-generation, competency-based education systems, walk through a series of decisions as
they consider both the underlying goals of their education system and how assessment and accountability
can be aligned to help reach those goals. This process starts with a state’s definition of desired outcomes
for student learning and moves through a series of questions that help states determine how to structure an
accountability system that more accurately measures and reports progress against those outcomes. These
questions are grounded in a new way of thinking about assessment and accountability and we encourage
states to consider the full set of design questions in order to ensure system coherence. This will be a
collaborative process, which will require state leaders and district leaders working together as they consider
which path to take.
As with many decisions, there is no right answer. Our intent is to help each state uniquely reflect on its
goals relative to its current approach to accountability, and improve upon it.

SIDEBAR 3: Principles and Processes for State Leadership on Next-Generation Accountability Systems
In June 2011, members of CCSSO released the following nine integrated system principles (the “Principles”):
Alignment of performance goals to college- and career-ready standards;

2.

Annual determinations for each school and district that meaningfully differentiate between schools and
districts and direct the provision of supports and interventions;

3.

Focus on student outcomes on a variety of indicators including those of both status and growth;

4.

Continued commitment to disaggregation; including disaggregation of data by student subgroup (for
both reporting and accountability);

5.

Reporting of timely, actionable, accessible data to all stakeholders, including outcome and richer data to
drive continuous improvement;

6.

Deeper diagnostic reviews, used as appropriate, to better link accountability determinations to
meaningful supports and interventions;

7.

Building school and district capacity for sustained improvement though supports and interventions;

8.

Targeting the lowest performing schools for significant interventions; and

9.

Innovation, evaluation, and continuous improvement in the accountability systems over time.

The Decision Tree Guiding Questions touch on aspects of each of these Principles. The questions related
to “Defining expectations for student learning” will help states consider the next iteration of Principle 1 and
the interplay of those expectations for students and the outcomes needed to measure those expectations
as addressed in Principle 3. The questions included as part of the section “Select, validate, and support the
administration of assessments of student learning” build on Principle 3’s focus on selecting measures that
demonstrate student progress. Questions related to “Determine how assessments factor into accountability
indicators and reporting,” help users build on Principles 5 and 6 as they consider how to report information and
how indicators are incorporated into state systems, both as part of formal accountability measures and, more
broadly, as part of diagnostic reviews. Finally, the questions raised in the section “Create a reciprocal system
through supports, interventions, and continuous improvements” ask users to consider how data is being used,
and focus on supporting the neediest schools and districts, as addressed in Principles 6, 7, and 8. This entire
reflection process is encompassed by Principle 9, which encourages states to remain committed to innovation,
evaluation, and continuous improvement.

Evolving Coherent Systems of Accountability for Next Generation Learning: A Decision Framework
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Overview of Key Design Questions
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As states evolve coherent systems of accountability to align with next generation learning models, key design
questions for state consideration include:
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Goal
Define
expectations for
student learning

Design Questions
1. How will the state define
expectations for student learning?
a. Has the state codified a
comprehensive definition of
college and career readiness that
includes knowledge, skills, and
dispositions?
b. In addition to creating a
comprehensive definition of
college and career readiness
and adopting content standards,
will the state play a role in
identifying standards or higherlevel competencies for which all
students must be proficient, and
for which schools, districts, and
teachers will be held accountable?
c. If so, will districts be able to define
additional competencies that will
also “count” in accountability
determinations alongside those
defined by the state?

Select, validate,
and support the
administration
of assessments
of student
learning for
purposes of
accountability

2. What assessment(s) or other evidence
of student learning will be “counted”
toward accountability determinations,
and how much local flexibility will be
given to decide what counts?
a. What kinds of assessments or
other evidence of student learning
will be counted in the state
accountability system?
b. Will new assessments be
piloted, and/or will districts have
some flexibility to select which
assessments count in the state
accountability system?
c. Will districts be able to propose
locally-designed assessments that
count?

Rationale
Planning a coherent system begins with
defining clearly-stated goals for student
learning. This should drive decisions around
the design of assessments that measure
these goals and how various institutions
and stakeholders will be held accountable
for delivering against the learning goals.
Specifically, states should consider whether
they have created and adopted a definition of
college- and career- readiness that articulates
the knowledge, skills, and dispositions that
students should master in order to achieve
success in life. If the state will move beyond
articulating learning goals (via standards
adoption) to require that all students
demonstrate mastery of standards or higherlevel competencies, then the state must
consider how “mastery” will be defined, and
the extent to which individual districts will be
able to nominate additional student learning
expectations for accountability purposes.

Districts, schools, and teachers may have
many methods for measuring student learning,
but states must determine which forms of
evidence, at which grade levels, will “count”
toward accountability determinations for
schools, districts, and educators. States can
choose to consider counting only large-scale
statewide summative assessments, or including
performance-based assessments, portfolios,
industry certifications, or other measurements
in their definition of “evidence of learning.”
In addition, states should decide whether all
districts will be required to administer the
same assessments, or whether districts can
incorporate locally-designed assessment
systems in their accountability determinations,
and under what parameters.

Goal

Rationale
States should take steps to ensure that all
districts’ assessments measure the college and
career readiness constructs at the same level of
rigor, and that they report student achievement
at comparable levels of proficiency so that
students across the state receive equally
rigorous opportunities to demonstrate their
learning regardless of their locality. This is
particularly important for states that will allow
districts local flexibility to determine which
assessments count for accountability reporting,
or states that are piloting new systems with
small number of districts.

4. How will the state ensure that the
assessments are reliably scored?

States should take steps to ensure scoring
calibration and inter-rater reliability so
that student learning in one classroom is
scored just as fairly as student learning in
another. This is particularly important for
states implementing or piloting new forms
of assessments, especially those that are
performance-based.

5. Will the assessments be available for
students to take whenever they are
ready, or administered at designated
points during the school year for all
students?

States need to decide whether all students
in a particular grade level will take the same
assessments at the same points in time,
or whether there will be flexibility to allow
students to take assessments whenever they
are deemed ready (at any time during the
year, or at any point in time regardless of age
or grade level).

6. How will the state support data
collection and reporting?

States should consider their options for
infrastructure and other policy supports to
help schools and districts gather and report
more meaningful data on student learning.

7. What indicators will be used to
determine student performance and/
or determine interventions?

States should consider how statewide and/
or locally-designed assessments of student
learning will factor into student promotion or
intervention decisions.

8. How will student growth be
calculated?

States should consider how statewide and/
or locally-designed assessments of student
learning will factor into calculating student
growth.

9. What indicators will be used for
annual determinations of school and
district performance?

States should consider how statewide and/
or locally-designed assessments will factor
into determinations of school and district
performance.

10. What indicators will be used for
annual determinations of educator
effectiveness?

States should consider how statewide and/or
locally-designed assessments will factor into
educator effectiveness determinations.
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3. How will the state ensure that the
assessments are rigorous, valid, and
comparable?
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assessments
factor into
accountability
indicators and
reporting.

Design Questions
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Goal
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Create
reciprocal
systems through
supports,
interventions,
and continuous
improvement.

Design Questions

Rationale

11. How will information gathered
through deeper diagnostic reviews
of schools be tied to appropriate
supports and interventions that
address identified needs?

State accountability systems should
consider how they gather comprehensive
and actionable information on school and
district strengths and needs, such as through
diagnostic reviews of schools, especially
those that are low-performing. This will allow
states to gain a more comprehensive picture
of school and district performance, and
thus provide more targeted and effective
supports and interventions. These reviews
should incorporate quality standards
based on research and best practice,
drawing from multiple data points to gain a
complete picture of the school’s strengths
and weaknesses. The diagnostic reviews
should also serve to assess system capacity
for improvement, and should inform the
provision of supports and interventions.

12. How will the state support innovation,
evaluation, and continuous
improvement over time?

States should continuously evaluate
and improve the elements of their nextgeneration accountability systems to
maximize effectiveness. In addition, states
should consider how to provide local districts
the space to innovate components of the
accountability system, while still ensuring that
expectations for student outcomes are met
for all students and subgroups.

13. How will the state ensure equitable
access to necessary learning
opportunities?

To create reciprocal accountability systems
– in which every level of the system is
held accountable for making necessary
contributions to produce desired outcomes
– states should consider how they allocate
resources throughout the system. States
should consider how funding, people, and
materials (e.g. high-quality curriculum) are
allocated to districts and schools, and should
ensure both adequacy and equity in their
distribution.

How to Use this Document
This document is intended to take users through a series of questions and considerations that will help the user
consider different options as they think through the evolution of their current accountability systems. It is
intended to spark collaboration and discussion among state and district leaders.

We recommend that the reader
prints the “Decision Tree” on
pages 12-13 from the rest of the
document, to refer back and
forth to it as they explore specific
“Option Sets” in more detail.

Decision Tree: Guiding Questions for States
1.a. Has the state codified a comprehensive definition of college and career readiness that includes deeper learning knowledge, skills, and dispositions?
See CCSSO’s Knowledge, Skills, and
Dispositions: The Innovation Lab Network
State Framework for College, Career, and
Citizenship Readiness, and Implications
for State Policy

NO

YES

1.b. In addition to creating a comprehensive definition of college and career readiness and adopting content standards, will the state play a role in identifying
standards or higher-level competencies for which all students must be proficient, and for which schools, districts, and educators will be held accountable?

NO

YES
1.b. If so, will districts be able to define additional proficiencies or
competencies that will also “count” in accountability determinations?

See Option 1A: State standards only

NO

YES

See Option 1B: State defines full set

2.a. What assessment(s) or other evidence of student learning will
be “counted” toward accountability determinations?

See Option 1C: State defines core set

2.b. Will new assessments be piloted, and/or will districts have some flexibility
to select which assessments count in the state accountability system?

NO

YES

2.c. Will districts be able to propose locally-designed assessments that “count”?
Statewide Common
Assessments
(see Option 2A)

State-Approved
Assessments
(see Option 2B)

3. How will the state ensure that assessments are
rigorous, valid, and comparable?

State-Validated
Local Assessments
(see Option 2C)

YES

NO

3. How will the state ensure that locally-designed
assessments are rigorous, valid, and comparable?
See Option Set 3

See CCSSO’s
Criteria for
Procuring and
Evaluating
High-Quality
Assessments

4. How will the state ensure that the assessments are reliably scored?
See Option Set 4

5. Will the assessments be available for students to take whenever they are ready
(i.e. all students do not necessarily take the same assessment on the same day)?
“Point in Time”
System (see Option 5A)

NO

YES

“Point in Readiness”
System (see Option 5B)

See CCSSO’s Roadmap
for Next-Generation
State Accountability
Systems, AND consider:

6. How will the state support data collection and reporting?
See CCSSO’s Roadmap
for Next-Generation State
Accountability Systems
for further guidance
regarding questions 6-13

See Option Set 6
7. What indicators will be used to determine student
performance and/or determine interventions?
See Option 7B

8. What indicators will be used to determine student growth?
See Option Set 8

Evolving Coherent Systems of Accountability for Next Generation Learning: A Decision Framework

The “Overview of Key Design
Questions” presents users with
an overview of the spectrum of
decisions that will be considered
and introduces the central
decision points. The “Decision
Tree: Guiding Questions for
States” is intended to help users
visualize how different decisions
lead to different results. Finally,
the “State Option Sets” delve
into each consideration more
deeply and provide added
context for what the state and
district role might be at each
point, along with potential pros
and cons to various decisions
(where applicable) and state
examples.

9. What indicators will be used for annual determinations of school and district performance?

See Option Set 10
11. How will information gathered through deeper diagnostic reviews
be tied to appropriate supports and interventions?
See Option Set 11
12. How will the state support innovation, evaluation, and continuous improvement over time?
See Option Set 12
13. How will the state ensure equitable access to necessary learning opportunities?
See Option Set 13
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See Option Set 9
10. What indicators will be used for annual determinations of educator effectiveness?
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NO

YES

State-Approved
Assessments
(see Option 2B)

See CCSSO’s
Criteria for
Procuring and
Evaluating
High-Quality
Assessments

3. How will the state ensure that assessments are
rigorous, valid, and comparable?

Statewide Common
Assessments
(see Option 2A)

2.a. What assessment(s) or other evidence of student learning will
be “counted” toward accountability determinations?

See Option 1A: State standards only

NO

See Option 1C: State defines core set

YES

YES

YES

See Option Set 4

4. How will the state ensure that the assessments are reliably scored?

See Option Set 3

3. How will the state ensure that locally-designed
assessments are rigorous, valid, and comparable?

NO

State-Validated
Local Assessments
(see Option 2C)

2.c. Will districts be able to propose locally-designed assessments that “count”?

NO

2.b. Will new assessments be piloted, and/or will districts have some flexibility
to select which assessments count in the state accountability system?

See Option 1B: State defines full set

NO

1.b. If so, will districts be able to define additional proficiencies or
competencies that will also “count” in accountability determinations?

YES

1.b. In addition to creating a comprehensive definition of college and career readiness and adopting content standards, will the state play a role in identifying
standards or higher-level competencies for which all students must be proficient, and for which schools, districts, and educators will be held accountable?

See CCSSO’s Knowledge, Skills, and
Dispositions: The Innovation Lab Network
State Framework for College, Career, and
Citizenship Readiness, and Implications
for State Policy

1.a. Has the state codified a comprehensive definition of college and career readiness that includes deeper learning knowledge, skills, and dispositions?

Decision Tree: Guiding Questions for States
Decision Tree: Guiding Questions for States

“Point in Readiness”
System (see Option 5B)

See Option 7B

7. What indicators will be used to determine student
performance and/or determine interventions?

See Option Set 6

6. How will the state support data collection and reporting?

YES

See Option Set 8

8. What indicators will be used to determine student growth?

NO

See CCSSO’s Roadmap
for Next-Generation
State Accountability
Systems, AND consider:

See Option Set 13

13. How will the state ensure equitable access to necessary learning opportunities?

See Option Set 12

12. How will the state support innovation, evaluation, and continuous improvement over time?

See Option Set 11

11. How will information gathered through deeper diagnostic reviews
be tied to appropriate supports and interventions?

See Option Set 10

10. What indicators will be used for annual determinations of educator effectiveness?

See Option Set 9

9. What indicators will be used for annual determinations of school and district performance?

See CCSSO’s Roadmap
for Next-Generation State
Accountability Systems
for further guidance
regarding questions 6-13

“Point in Time”
System (see Option 5A)

5. Will the assessments be available for students to take whenever they are ready
(i.e. all students do not necessarily take the same assessment on the same day)?

State Option Sets

1
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The following Option Sets accompany the Decision Tree on pages [22-23] to provide a selection of potential state
responses to the Key Design Questions:
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		Option Set #1: How will the state define expectations for student learning?
			

a.	Has the state codified a comprehensive definition of college and career
readiness that includes knowledge, skills, and dispositions?

			

b.	In addition to creating a comprehensive definition of college and career
readiness and adopting content standards, will the state play a role in
identifying standards or higher-level competencies for which all students
must be proficient, and for which schools, districts, and teachers will be held
accountable?

			

c.	If so, will districts be able to define additional competencies that will also
“count” in accountability determinations alongside those defined by the state?

States interested in aligning systems of assessment and accountability with next-generation learning models
should establish a statewide definition of “college- and career- readiness” (CCR) that articulates the knowledge,
skills, and dispositions necessary for lifelong success in the 21st century. CCSSO’s framework, Knowledge, Skills,
and Dispositions: The Innovation Lab Network State Framework for College, Career, and Citizenship Readiness,
and Implications for State Policy, provides states with additional guidance and sample definitions.

Option 1A: State
defines CCR and
adopts content
standards but
does NOT define
higher-level
competencies
which all
students must
master.

State Role

Local Role

Considerations

State Examples

The state defines
a vision for
college and career
readiness and
adopts standards
aligned to this
definition, but
does not establish
additional
higher-level
competencies that
students must
master to earn
course credit or a
diploma.

Districts can
define their own
competencies
or proficiencies
and have them
“count” as part
of graduation
requirements,
but they do
not factor
into the state
accountability
system for
schools, districts,
or teacher
evaluation.

Potential Benefits: Less
burden on the state
to define higher-level
competencies and
align accountability
systems around
assessments of these
competencies, which
may not be fully
developed; allows
for greater local
control over learning
expectations.

In use by most states. For
example, most states set
graduation requirements
based on required courses
(defined by credit hour),
rather than requiring
students to demonstrate
proficiency in a pre-defined
set of competencies.

Potential Risks:
Limits accountability
determinations to a
more narrow set of
expectations defined
by state standards,
which may not include
21st century skills
and dispositions.
Also prohibits state
influence or quality
assurance over
locally-designed
competency-based
education systems.

Considerations

State Examples

The state defines
a vision for
college and
career readiness,
adopts standards
aligned to this
definition, and
defines a full set
of higher-level
competencies
(in content
areas aligned to
standards, and/or
in cross-curricular
skills and
dispositions) that
students must
master to earn
course credit
or a diploma.
In addition, the
state develops,
or outlines a
process for
districts to
develop: 1)
definitions of
how “mastery”
will be
determined;
2) taxonomies
to describe
relationships
among
standards and
competencies;
and 3) “learning
progressions”
that describe
possible
trajectories for
students to move
through the
competencies.

Districts may
serve as a focus
group or task
force involved in
developing state
standards and
competencies.

Potential Benefits:
State can ensure
rigor of learning
expectations in
a broad range
of college- and
career-ready
knowledge, skills, and
dispositions; and can
ensure all districts
set comparable
expectations.

Oregon has defined
nine Essential Skills that
span across state content
standards and include
cross-cutting skills.
Mastering these skills is
required for graduation
as part of the Oregon
Diploma.

Potential Risks: If
the process is not
fully participatory,
states are at risk for
poor buy-in from the
ground up. States and/
or districts will need
increased capacity to
define competencies,
define “mastery,”
and determine how
mastery will be
measured.

Maine has established
a set of Maine Learning
Results standards and
Guiding Principles that
describe the knowledge,
skills, and dispositions that
all students must attain
for graduation. These
requirements exist in state
statute and regulation.

Council of Chief State School Officers, January 2015
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Option 1B: In
addition to
defining CCR and
adopting content
standards, the
state defines
full set of
higher-level
competencies
which all
students must
master, and
supports a
process for
defining what
“mastery” looks
like.

State Role

15
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Option 1C: In
addition to
defining CCR and
adopting content
standards, the
state defines
a core set of
higher-level
competencies
which all
students must
master and
allows districts
to propose
additional
competencies.

State Role

Local Role

Considerations

State Examples

The state takes
actions as
described above,
but only defines a
core or model set
of competencies
in content and/
or cross-curricular
areas, and
establishes a
review process
for ensuring the
quality, credibility,
and alignment
of any additional
locally-defined
competencies.

Districts must
demonstrate
alignment to
the core set of
competencies,
and have the
option to define
additional
competencies
that their
students must
meet. Districts
are responsible
for submitting
additional
competencies
to the state for
review.

Potential Benefits:
Allows flexibility
for local values to
be expressed while
also providing
means for the state
to ensure rigor and
comparability of
learning expectations
across the state.

New Hampshire has
adopted college- and
career- readiness
standards and state
model competencies that
describe the knowledge,
skills, and work study
practices that all students
are expected to master
before they exit the K-12
system. All districts must
demonstrate the alignment
of their systems with
these standards and core
competencies.

Potential Risks:
Requires extensive
state capacity to
review locallydeveloped
competencies.

As a part of the work of the
Iowa CBE Collaborative,
the state is writing model
competencies aligned
to the Iowa Core and
key nonacademic skills
previously identified by
the state as essential to
success beyond school
(creativity, critical thinking,
complex communication,
collaboration, flexibility/
adaptability, and
productivity/accountability).
The Collaborative is also
developing a Framework
for Implementation of
Competency-based
Education.
The Colorado High
School Graduation
Guidelines define minimum
college- and careerready determinations
for math, ELA, science,
and social studies, based
on state tests or similar
measures, and allow
local districts to specify
graduation requirements or
competencies in addition.

Back to Table of Contents
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		Option Set #2: What assessment(s) or other measures of student
learning will be counted toward accountability determinations, and
how much local flexibility will be given to decide what counts?
a.	What kinds of assessments or other evidence of student learning will be
counted in the state accountability system?

			

b.	Will new assessments be piloted, and/or will districts have some flexibility
to select which assessments count in the state accountability system?

			

c.	Will districts be able to propose locally-designed assessments that count?

States interested in aligning systems of assessment and accountability with next-generation learning
models should consider what assessment(s) or other forms of evidence of student learning will be
counted toward state accountability determinations. States might consider:
• Large-scale summative assessments of college- and career- ready standards
• Other nationally or internationally-benchmarked assessments (Advanced Placement (AP),
International Baccalaureate, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD),
Test for Schools, etc.)
• Performance-based assessments
• Student-designed projects
• Graduation portfolios
• Industry certifications
• Others
In addition, states should consider the extent to which systems of assessment will be uniform across
districts, or whether districts will be able (via local flexibility or a state-run pilot) to design locallyrelevant systems of assessment to count toward state accountability determinations, as described by the
following options:

Option 2A:
Statewide
common
assessments

Local Role

Considerations

State Examples

State creates or
adopts a system
of summative
assessments
(end-of-course,
end-of-grade,
performancebased, etc.) that
is used to assess
student learning
in all schools
statewide.

Districts
implement stateselected system
of assessment.

Potential Benefits:
State can ensure
rigor, validity, and
alignment to learning
expectations; enables
comparability across
districts; provides
economies of scale.

Currently used in most
states.

Potential Risks: Does
not provide local
flexibility based on
unique contexts; may
be less instructionallyrelevant; risks a lack
of ground-level buyin; may not facilitate
further innovation or
improvement of the
assessment system.

Council of Chief State School Officers, January 2015

State Role
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Option
2B: Stateapproved
assessment
options

State Role

Local Role

Considerations

State Examples

State approves
a short list of
validated external
assessments from
which local districts
or schools may
choose.

Districts create
an assessment
system, subject
to state approval,
by selecting from
a short list of
state-approved
assessments.

Potential Benefits:
Maintains quality
assurance because all
assessments have been
vetted by the state;
allows some degree of
responsiveness to local
needs or values.

New Hampshire’s
College Readiness
Assessment System
pilot initiative will allow
selected districts to
administer pre-approved
assessments (such as the
College Board suite of
high school assessments)
in lieu of one or more
state assessments.

Potential Risks: Creates
a challenge to interdistrict comparability if
different districts select
different combinations
of assessments;
prevents states from
proposing their
own locally-created,
instructionally-relevant
assessments.
Option
2C: Statevalidated
locally-created
assessments

The state and/
or its external
partners provide
training, guidance,
exemplars, and/
or templates for
local assessment
design. State
requires districts
to submit locallydesigned systems
of assessment for
approval. The state
engages districts
in its process
of validating
the systems of
assessment.

Districts engage
practitioners and
other experts to
create a locallydesigned system
of assessments,
guided by state
exemplars or
templates, and
supported by
professional
development.
Districts submit
the system of
assessments for
state approval
and participate
in a validation
processes such
as peer review or
periodic audits
of performance
determinations
using statewide
assessments.

Potential Benefits:
Assessments are
customized to fit the
needs of local contexts;
assessments may be
more instructionally
relevant; educators
engaged in the
process develop
increased content and
assessment literacy.
Potential Risks: The
pressure on the state
to ensure quality
through state validation
processes is increased,
as is the resource
capacity required by
schools, districts, and
the state.

Back to Table of Contents

New Hampshire’s
Performance Assessment
of Competency
Education pilot
initiative is defining
technical criteria and
expected evidence for
ensuring the validity
and generalizability
of locally-designed
individual performance
tasks and systems of
tasks. Categories for
review include alignment,
fairness, consistency
and accuracy, and
comparability. The
state is also reviewing
districts’ “coverage
of competencies” to
determine whether
locally-designed systems
of assessment cover
all competencies in a
comprehensive way
and adequately capture
student growth along
competency trajectories.
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Option Set #3: How will the state ensure that locally-designed
assessments are rigorous, valid, and comparable?

Local Role

State Examples

The state defines
a set of model
competencies that all
students must master
prior to graduating
from the K-12 system.
Model competencies
should incorporate
state standards but
may also include
cross-curricular skills
and dispositions
as reviewed by the
state. The state
outlines a process
for reviewing
locally-designed
competencies
and assessments
for alignment to
the state model
competencies.

Districts demonstrate
alignment of systems
of assessment with
the learning goals
expressed in state
model competencies.

The New Hampshire Department of Education
(NHDOE) has developed common model
competencies that have been adopted by
the State Board of Education in mathematics,
English language arts, science and work study
practices. Arts and Social studies will be
developed this year. State model competencies
in the arts and social studies will be developed
and adopted during the 2014-2015 school year.
The competencies are aligned with collegeand career-ready standards at the appropriate
depth of knowledge, and serve as learning
targets for common performance tasks. For
each discipline, practitioner committees of
8-12 educators were selected by NHDOE,
with input from the Center for Collaborative
Education (CCE) and the National Center
for Improvement of Educational Assessment
(NCIEA), representing superintendents,
principals, teachers, and higher education.
NCIEA staff led the committees, with CCE
providing support, as they developed college
and career-ready competencies.

Evolving Coherent Systems of Accountability for Next Generation Learning: A Decision Framework

Option 3A:
Require
alignment
to statewide
standards
and/or model
competencies*

State Role
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Option 3B:
Develop
and require
alignment
to statewide
model
assessments*

State Role

Local Role

State Examples

To provide districts
with a starting point
for locally-designed
assessments,
and to ensure
comparability across
those assessments,
the state (and/
or its external
partners) facilitates a
participatory process
through which
practitioners create,
pilot, and validate
common model
assessments.

Districts participate
in statewide efforts
to create and
validate common
model performance
assessments; districts
must demonstrate
alignment of any
other locallydesigned
performance
assessments
with state model
assessments.

Ohio HB 487 permits Ohio Innovative Lab
Network districts to submit to the state
superintendent of public instruction a waiver
to request the use of an alternate assessment
system to replace the required state
assessments for accountability reporting and
educator evaluation. Alternate assessments
must demonstrate alignment to “stateaccepted and nationally accepted metrics,
assessments, and evaluations.”
The New Hampshire State Department of
Education (NHDOE), along with its partners,
has facilitated a process to develop a set of
validated common performance assessment
tasks with accompanying guidelines for use,
rubrics, annotated student work anchors,
and data reporting templates- in each of
three core disciplines (mathematics, English
language arts, and science) and at each of
the three grade spans (K-5, 6-8, 9-12). The
tasks are designed by districts participating
in Quality Performance Assessment (QPA)
cohorts as they develop and implement
performance tasks for local implementation.
In addition, ILN Consortium Plus Task Bank
items maintained by SCOPE/SCALE at
Stanford University will also be included
in the NH Task Bank once they have been
aligned to NH. Smarter Balanced interim
assessment performance tasks are being
reviewed for potential inclusion in a
statewide bank of common performance
tasks. All tasks, regardless of origin, will
require students to demonstrate mastery of
the state adopted Common Core-aligned
competencies. NHDOE, working with its
partners, is selecting and refining tasks that
hold promise for statewide implementation
as common tasks, and will approve them
using a validation process. Tasks are being
validated through the collection and
evaluation of evidence gathered through
a field test of cohort districts. At each
grade span within each discipline, NHDOE
will build a sufficient number of validated
common tasks and accompanying rubrics
to enable regular rotation of high-quality
common tasks.

Option 3D:
Provide
technical
criteria
for local
assessment
design*

State Examples

The state manages a
curated online bank
of vendor-designed
or state-approved
locally-designed
assessments tied to
specific standards
or competencies.
The state vets new
tasks proposed by
districts, educators,
or other vendors (or
hires a third party to
do the vetting).

Local educators can
select assessments
from the statewide
task bank, or
create their own
assessments (or
have students create
the assessments)
and submit them
to be reviewed and
incorporated into the
bank.

The Ohio Performance Assessment Pilot
Project tasks were originally written by
Measured Progress, but now teachers
can author additional tasks which the
Ohio Department of Education will review
for approval. (Note: in this example, the
assessment tasks are intended for formative
use only).

For states permitting
local districts to
design assessments
that factor into
accountability
determinations,
the state (and/or its
external partners)
provides rubrics or
technical criteria for
evaluating the quality
of performance
assessment tasks
and systems of
tasks. Technical
criteria should
include requirements
such as alignment,
fairness, consistency,
accuracy, and
comparability.

Districts must
demonstrate how
locally-designed
systems of
assessment meet
state-defined
technical criteria.
Districts may
also participate
in ongoing peer
review process in
partnership with the
state.

The New Hampshire Department of Education
(NHDOE) has established technical criteria to
ensure that each local assessment addresses
the depth and breadth of the state’s academic
standards; is valid, reliable, and of high
technical quality; expresses student results
in terms of the state’s academic achievement
standards; and is designed to provide a
coherent system across grades and subjects.
Additionally, NHDOE will implement a peer
review process to review local assessment and
accountability systems to ensure that each local
system meets or exceeds the state’s criteria for
ensuring the technical quality assessment and
accountability systems.

Several ILN states are working with national
partners to pilot and validate performance
assessment tasks in content and crosscurricular areas that will be available on an
open, accessible online platform. The project,
called the Performance Assessment Pilot
Project, is coordinated by several organizations
including the Stanford Center for Opportunity
Policy in Education; Stanford Center for
Assessment, Learning, and Equity; Educational
Policy Improvement Center; and Center for
Collaborative Education.

Council of Chief State School Officers, January 2015
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Option 3C:
Provide
open online
assessment
bank*

State Role
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Option 3E:
Determine
district
readiness
through
criteria and
validation
process *

State Role

Local Role

State Examples

The state defines
requirements for
district readiness
and a well-defined
process for reviewing
and validating the
district’s proposed
assessments and
the success of their
implementation.
State establishes
a clear process
for reviewing
district proposals
for performancebased systems of
assessment, which
likely includes peer
review as a critical
component. The
review process
validates the
technical quality
and rigor of the
proposed system
of assessment;
the alignment to
statewide standards,
competencies, and
assessments; district

Districts demonstrate
how they meet the
state’s readiness
requirements,
including any
additional readiness
efforts conducted
outside of those
completed in
partnership with
the state. Districts
participate in a
peer review process
both at the onset
of the new system
and throughout the
first few years of
implementation.

Ohio HB 487 permits districts to submit to
the state superintendent of public instruction
a waiver to request the use of an alternate
assessment system to replace the required
state assessments for accountability reporting
and educator evaluation. To be eligible,
districts must be a member of the Ohio
Innovation Lab Network; must provide;
a timeline to develop and implement an
alternative assessment system, an overview
of the proposed educational programs or
strategies, an overview of the proposed
alternative assessment system, including links
to state-accepted and nationally accepted
metrics, assessments, and evaluations,
an overview of planning details that have
been implemented or proposed and any
documented support from educational
networks, established educational consultants,
state institutions of higher education, an
overview of capacity to implement the
proposed system, including prior successes
with such strategies; and must demonstrate
support from the district superintendent,
president of district school board, and the
presiding officer of the local teachers’ union (if
applicable). In addition, waiver districts must
participate in an ongoing review and evaluation
process conducted by the state.

capacity to implement
the proposed system;
and aligned local
policies. The review
process occurs not
only at the time
of selection but is
recurring throughout
the first few years
of implementation,
so that mid-course
adjustments
can be made as
necessary and to
support continuous
improvement

New Hampshire has defined a set of
application requirements to determine
if districts are ready to participate in its
Performance Assessment of Competency
Education and College Readiness Assessment
System pilot initiatives. These requirements
include multiple components such as
articulating a theory of action related to
student performance; technical criteria
and alignment to state expectations and
model assessments; reporting requirements;
participation in professional development
opportunities; and a commitment to a multiyear peer review process.

*Options are not mutually exclusive and should be considered in combination
Back to Table of Contents
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Option Set #4: How will the state ensure that the assessments are
reliably scored?

Local Role

State Examples

Option 4A:
Common
rubrics*

The state establishes
common rubrics for
determining mastery
levels for assessments
tied to specific standards
or competencies.
Depending on whether
the state has defined
cross-curricular
competencies in skills and
dispositions, the state
may either include these
competencies in the
common rubrics, or leave
this decision to districts.

Depending on
whether the
state has defined
cross-curricular
competencies
in skills and
dispositions,
local districts
may add crosscurricular skills and
dispositions to
the rubrics when
assessing mastery
levels.

Through its participatory process to
develop and validate common performance
assessment tasks, New Hampshire has
created common rubrics and other tools and
templates for assessing student mastery.

Option 4B:
Implementation
guidance*

The state develops
assessment protocols,
field guidance, and/or
handbooks for designing,
administering, and
scoring assessments.

Include statedeveloped
implementation
guidance within
district-based
professional
development.

New Hampshire is developing teacherfriendly field guides for administering
common performance assessment (PA) tasks
as well as designing and implementing local
performance tasks. These guides include:
• The rationale for quality PA tasks in
supporting transformations in curriculum,
instruction, and learning;

• Professional development modules on
creating, administering, and scoring PA
tasks;
• Scoring protocols and instructions;
• Criteria for evaluating the quality of
performance tasks, and
• A process for using PA student scores to
improve instruction and curriculum.

Council of Chief State School Officers, January 2015

• A set of 4-6 common PA tasks for each
discipline at each grade span, with
accompanying rubrics, scoring guides,
documentation of standards and
competency alignment, and student work
anchors (from field test sites);
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State Role

Local Role

State Examples

Option 4B:
Scoring
clinics and
professional
development
institutes*

The state provides
clinics or professional
development institutes
to train educators to
assess student mastery
of competencies.
States should consider
implementing regionally.

Local districts
may provide time
and opportunity
for educators to
attend state-run
or regional scoring
clinics, or may
devote professional
development time
to host their own
trainings.

In New Hampshire, annual cohorts of schools
will be invited to engage in summer and
school-year Quality Performance Assessment
Institutes on assessment literacy; designing and
instructing competencies in knowledge, skill,
and work study practice domains; assessment
task design and validation; scoring calibration;
and data analysis to track student progress and
inform instruction. The NHDOE is also working
with the NH School Administrators Association
and the NH National Educators Association
Chapter to integrate and coordinate
professional development opportunities on this
work within their educational offerings for the
next two years.

Option 4C:
Collaborative
scoring*

The state encourages
the use of professional
development time for
collaborative scoring. If
applicable, the state may
also include collaborative
scoring as a requirement
for approving districtdesign assessment
models.

Districts devote
professional
development time
to allow teachers
to collaboratively
score (or review
the scoring of)
their students’
assessments.

Participating districts in the Ohio Performance
Assessment Pilot Project (OPAPP) devote one
hour of collaborative time each week during
which teachers score their own and other
students’ work in a double-blind manner.

Option 4D:
Scoring audits*

The state provides
periodic audits of locallyscored assessments of
student mastery.

Districts participate
in periodic audits
of locally-scored
assessments.

New Hampshire’s Performance Assessment
of Competency Education pilot initiative allows
selected districts to implement locally-designed
performance-based assessments, but requires
the administration of statewide assessments
(Smarter Balanced) in grades 4, 8, and 11. These
statewide assessments serve as an audit of the
locally-designed system, to ensure performance
determinations are consistent with the district’s
performance on statewide assessments.

Option 4E:
External
scoring

The state provides
external scoring for
assessments of student
mastery.

Districts participate
in external scoring
for assessments of
student mastery

In New Hampshire, regional calibration scoring
sessions will be conducted to build inter-rater
reliability and consistency in scoring across
districts. These sessions will serve as professional
development for participants so that they can
then lead task validation and calibration scoring
sessions at the local level. Each district will
have a goal of attaining and demonstrating 80
percent or greater inter-rater reliability (exact
agreement per scoring dimension) on tasks that
are locally scored. Assessment reports will be
produced and disseminated as guidance for
districts in shaping their local scoring sessions as
a result of regional scoring sessions.

*Options are not mutually exclusive and should be implemented in combination.
Back to Table of Contents
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Option Set #5: Will the assessments be available for students to
take whenever they are ready, or administered at designated points
in the school year for all students?

Considerations

State Examples

The assessments that
factor into the state
accountability system
are given on a specific
day or during a specific
window, typically
toward the end of the
school year.

• How will the state ensure the
assessments are instructionallyaligned?

• All states currently
operate Point in
Time assessment
systems.

• How will assessment data drive realtime instructional improvement and
interventions?
• What flexibility exists for students
who master material quickly (i.e.
toward the beginning or middle of a
course) to advance before the end of
course assessment?
• What incentives exist that allow
students to continue learning or
revising their work until they achieve
mastery?

Option 5B:
“Point of
Readiness”
System

The assessments
that factor into the
state accountability
system are available
for students to take
at any time, whenever
each student and the
appropriate educator(s)
agree they are ready to
demonstrate mastery.

• Will assessments be available on any
day during the school year, or during
multiple testing windows that occur
at pre-designated points throughout
the year?

• Will students be allowed to retake assessments if they are not
proficient, or if they wish to improve
their scores?
• What evidence will determine
student readiness (i.e. other
interim or formative assessments,
coursework or modules completed,
consultation with teachers and
parents, etc.?)
• How will assessment security be
safeguarded?
Back to Table of Contents
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• Will assessments be available to
students regardless of their age,
grade level, or grade span? (i.e. if a
middle school student is ready for an
assessment typically taken by high
school students, can they take it?)

• No state currently
operates a Point
of Readiness
assessment system
statewide, but some
states in CCSSO’s
Innovation Lab
Network, including
New Hampshire,
are piloting systems
in selected districts
that would allow
teachers to use
performance
assessments
throughout the year
when teachers and
students determine
the student is ready
to demonstrate
mastery.
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Option 5A:
“Point in Time”
System

Description
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Option Set #6: How will the state support data collection and reporting?

26

States should meet the recommendations outlined in CCSSO’s Roadmap for Next Generation State
Accountability Systems, including the following:
• Make annual determinations and classifications
• Ensure transparent reporting
• Disaggregate data by subgroup
In addition, states implementing Point of Readiness systems should consider:
Option

Description

State Role

Option 6A:
Define “on
track”

In competency-based systems, students may
move through the curriculum at different
paces. However, it is important that the
accountability system identify when students
are falling too far behind. Therefore, an
“adequate” number or set of competencies
should be defined at each age band or
developmental stage. Individual student
progress should be reported against this
pre-defined set of expected competencies in
order to determine whether or not they are
“on track.”

• Define competencies, or review and
approve locally-defined competencies,
for each grade span or age band.
Competencies should be based on an
evidence-based learning progression
or trajectory, with college- and careerreadiness as the defined end point.

Learning management, content management,
formative and summative assessment,
intervention, and student information
systems need to integrate in a way that allows
evidence of student learning to be captured,
tracked along learning progressions spanning
multiple grade levels multiple grade levels,
and periodically rolled-up for accountability
purposes. The integrated system should include
a digital portfolio that aggregates student
profile information, work samples, and other
evidence of learning, and contains a consistent,
tiered structure for reviewing the portfolio
for postsecondary and workforce placement.
Access to the data system should be provided
to various stakeholders through a transparent,
secure, cloud-based platform.

• Provide assistance to district procurement,
including:

Option 6B:
Provide or
support data
platform

• Include student progress toward
competencies as indicators for school,
district, and educator accountability.

o Issue RFP and fund development of a
statewide platform.
o Identify and endorse quality providers
from which districts can choose.
o Provide guidance on recommended
technical specifications and creative
financing strategies to districts who
are procuring their own platforms.
• Take steps to ensure privacy and security
of student data, and clearly communicate
these precautions to the general public.

Description

State Role

Option 6C:
Support
districts,
schools, and
educators in
using data to
help students
move ahead

States must consider how to support districts/
schools/educators to use assessment data
to inform instruction and support student
progress.

• Provide opportunities for professional
development on the use of assessment
data to inform instruction.

Option 6C:
Accommodate
assessment at
the point of
readiness

States must consider how their reporting
requirements accommodate students to
take assessments of mastery at the point of
readiness, and/or re-take assessments to
better their scores.

• Work with districts to develop
opportunities for professional
development on using data from locallydesigned assessments.
• Work with teacher preparation programs
to incorporate courses of study on
assessment and use of assessment data.
• Permit a student’s most recent and best
score to be reported for any summative
assessment of competency.
• Provide multiple reporting windows
throughout the year, allowing schools
and districts to record assessment data at
multiple points in time.
• Allow students who demonstrate mastery
early to “bank” their score for the next
reporting window.
• Consider whether annual accountability
determinations and classifications for
schools and districts can be adjusted
based on mid-year progress and if so, how
often adjustments will be made.

Option 6D:
Re-examine
graduation
cohorts

Traditional notions of a “cohort” of students are
challenged in systems where students may take
high school-level assessments in middle school,
or where students may require more than four
years to master high school competencies.

• In addition to 4-year adjusted cohort
graduation rates, consider reporting
based on 5-year (and/or 6-year)
graduation rates.
• Allow students taking high school
assessments in middle school to “bank”
their scores until they formally enter high
school.

Council of Chief State School Officers, January 2015
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Option Set #7: What indicators will be used to determine student
performance and/or determine interventions?

28

Option 7A: Point
in Time systems:
Score or scoring
level

Option 7B: Point
of Readiness
systems:
Mastery of
Competencies

Description

State Role

Potential Indicators

In Point in Time
systems, student
achievement can
be measured
by the student’s
score or
performance
level on the
assessments that
are administered
at a given point
in time for all
students.

• State establishes cut scores or
criteria on statewide assessments
that will determine a student’s
performance level for that
assessment.

Student achievement can be
measured by:

• State sets parameters for districts
to determine what rewards
(e.g. course credit, diploma,
honors designation, or other
recognitions) or interventions will
be available to the student as a
result of their performance on
the assessments.

• Meeting standards on collegeand career-ready anchor
assessments.

In Point of
Readiness
systems, student
achievement can
be measured by
the number of
competencies
the student has
mastered in a
given content or
cross-curricular
domain.

• State defines competencies in
content and cross-curricular
areas, or establishes model
competencies to which districtdefined competencies must be
aligned.

Student achievement can be
measured by:

• State provides technological
solutions and/or procure digital
content so that students can
access learning interventions in
real-time.
• State establishes annual or
grade-span benchmarks
to communicate progress
expectations in mastering
competencies, and target
additional resources and
interventions for students who
are falling behind.
Back to Table of Contents

• Performance on aligned
assessments of core content
and skills.

• Postsecondary remediation
rates.
• Performance on college-level
AP or IB exams.

• Percentage of competencies
mastered by a given point
in time compared to the
expected percentage that is
considered “on track” through
state-determined benchmarks.
• Percentage of competencies
mastered by a given point in
time compared to individual
student learning goals.
• Students’ average scoring level
(e.g. 0-4) on the assessments
they have taken.
• “Learning trends” that measure
learning gains from a student’s
first to last assessment for a
given competency.

8

		Option Set #8: How will student growth be calculated?

Option 8A: Value
Added Models

Value-added models (VAMs) measure
growth by comparing students against their
own testing history, including all available
data across grades and subjects. Growth
expectations can be set relative to average
growth in a state, or against achievement
levels in the current or previous year.
Accountability determinations are typically
based on whether there is enough evidence
that students, on average, made more than,
less than or the expected amount of growth.
States have flexibility to include a variety of
assessments that are not vertically aligned
or that change over time, including some
locally-developed tests.

• North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
and Tennessee use VAMs in their school
accountability systems. Several other
states use VAM for the purpose of
educator evaluation.

Option 8B: Student
Growth Percentiles
(Norm-Referenced)

Student growth percentiles (SGPs)
measure growth in scores or number of
competencies mastered compared to
academic peers. Individual student growth
percentiles are calculated for each grade
and content area, and average growth is
calculated for each group. Accountability
determinations are made relative to
average growth (i.e. low, typical, or high).
States have flexibility to determine the
groups for analysis, and the cutoff points
for classifying growth relative to the
average.

• Currently used by many states, including
Arizona, Colorado, Massachusetts,
Mississippi, New Jersey, and Rhode
Island.

Option 8C: BaselineReferenced

Growth in scores or number of
competencies mastered relative to defined
starting point. Baseline-referenced
calculations enable growth rates to be
compared over time, and determine
whether system-wide improvement is
occurring from year to year.

• In states like New Hampshire that
will have some districts implementing
different assessments from the state
assessment, peer groups may not
be large enough to calculate SGPs.
In these cases, it may be possible to
calculate SGPs for school and district
accountability, but not for educator
accountability.
• Massachusetts compares student
growth against baseline or “anchor”
years in order to gauge changes in
student growth over time.

Council of Chief State School Officers, January 2015
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Option 8D:
CriterionReferenced

30

Growth in scores or number of
competencies mastered compared to
pre-defined targets. Often, this approach
is used to situate norm-referenced
growth information within the context of
a proficiency target, usually defined as
the median amount of growth needed
over three years to close achievement
gaps or maintain proficient or advanced
status. For competency-based (Point of
Readiness) systems, criterion-referenced
growth can be calculated relative to
research-based learning trajectories
that describe natural progression(s) in
competencies or conceptual learning for
given developmental stages.

• Arizona is an example of a state that
uses criterion-referenced growth in their
accountability systems.
• To date, no state is using competency
or learning trajectory-referenced growth
measures, as these learning trajectories
have not yet been defined and validated
through research.

Option 8E:
Value Tables and
Transition Matrices

A transition matrix documents the change
in student performance levels from one
time (or assessment) to another. Value
tables assign previously determined
weights, or values, to various transitions
(e.g. moving from below basic to basic
might be valued more – or less – than
moving from basic to proficient).

• Value tables are currently part of the
state accountability systems in Florida
and Illinois.

Option 8F: Student
Learning Objectives

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs)
are content- and grade/course-specific
measurable learning objectives that can
be used to document student learning
over a defined period of time. Educators
– sometimes in teams or school-wide
– establish SLOs that describe specific
learning goals they have set for their
students, expressed as a percentage of
students they expect to have met that goal
by a given point in time. Student growth
can be determined by changes in the
percentage of students who meet their
learning targets for each SLO.

• Many states currently use SLOs to
determine student growth in content
areas for which SGPs are not available
(e.g. arts, humanities).

Back to Table of Contents

• SLOs form the foundation of the New
Hampshire Model Educator Support
and Evaluation System’s approach
for documenting changes in student
learning associated with a teacher or
group of educators. All educators have
the results of SLOs incorporated into
their evaluations. For educators in
“tested” subjects and grades—those
grades and subjects for which there is
a state standardized test in the same
subject two years in a row— student
learning will be evaluated using Student
Growth Percentiles (SGP) along with
SLO results for the purpose of educator
evaluation.
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Option Set #9: What sets of indicators will be used for annual
determinations of school and district performance?

Considerations for Point of Readiness systems

Student achievement can be measured by:

Student achievement can be measured by:

• Performance on aligned assessments of
core content and skills.

• Percentage of students that have
mastered specific standards or groups of
standards by a given point in time.

• Meeting standards on college- and
career-ready anchor assessment.

• Performance on college-level AP or IB
exams.

• Students’ average scoring level (e.g. 0-4)
on the assessments they have attempted.

States should examine results in aggregate
and also disaggregate results by subgroups
such as socioeconomic status, race, English
language learners, and special education.

States should examine results in aggregate
and also disaggregate results by subgroups
such as socioeconomic status, race, English
language learners, and special education. See
CCSSO’s Roadmap for Next Generation State
Accountability Systems and Achieve’s Advancing
Competency-Based Pathways to College and
Career Readiness for further guidance.

Option 9B:
Student growth*

Please see Option Set #8 for further
guidance.

Please see Option Set #8 for further
guidance.

Option 9C:
Dropout rate*

Dropout rates can be measured by the
number of students who exit a school prior to
graduation and do not attend a new school.

Dropout rates can be measured by the
number of students who exit a school without
completing the necessary requirements for
graduation and do not attend a new school.

Option 9D:
College and
Career-Ready
Attainment*

Progress toward college- and career- ready
attainment can be measured by:

Progress toward college- and career- ready
attainment can be measured by:

• Four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate.

• Four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate.

• Percentage of students earning credits in
dual enrollment courses.

• Percentage of students earning credits in
dual enrollment courses.

• Percentage of students earning industry
certifications.

• Percentage of students earning industry
certifications.

• Percentage of students applying to and/
or enrolling in postsecondary education.

• Percentage of students applying to and/
or enrolling in postsecondary education.

*States may consider including multiple options
Back to Table of Contents
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• Postsecondary remediation rates and
other indicators of postsecondary success.

• Percentage of students that are “on track”
as determined by individual learning goals
or state-determined pacing benchmarks.
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Option 9A:
Student
achievement*

Considerations for Point in Time systems

31
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		Option Set #10: What indicators will be used for annual
determinations of educator effectiveness?

32

Considerations for Point in Time systems

Considerations for Point of Readiness systems

Option 10B: Student
Growth*

Please see Option Set #8 for further
guidance.

Please see Option Set #8 for further
guidance.

Option 10C:
Student Learning
Objectives*

To ensure comparability of SLO growth
measures, states should develop a set
of required elements for SLOs; define
which teachers are required to set SLOs;
set parameters or requirements for
which assessments must be used and/
or are allowable options; and define
requirements around scoring including
scoring ranges and performance
categories. States should provide training
to teachers on creating and using SLOs.

In addition to the considerations for SLOs
in Point in Time systems, the learning
goals described in SLOs should leverage
the same assessments that are used to
determine students’ mastery of higher-level
competencies in Point of Readiness systems.
The level of performance used to define
“mastery” for a given competency should be
the same level of performance expected and
defined in SLO targets.

Option 10D:
Classroom
Observation*

To improve the trustworthiness of
classroom observations, states can
develop (or support districts to develop)
standardized observation protocol (e.g.
Marzano or Danielson) and rubrics,
training opportunities, and monitoring
and assessment of observers.

In addition to the considerations for
classroom observation in Point in Time
systems, teacher observation in Point of
Readiness systems should focus on observing
educator capacities (knowledge, skills, and
dispositions) that are uniquely important
when supporting students to learn at their
own pace. These may include capacities
such as peer collaboration, adaptability, and
technology and data literacy.

Back to Table of Contents

11

		
Option Set #11: How will information gathered through
deeper diagnostic reviews be tied to appropriate supports and
interventions?

Option 11A:
Engage
Expert and
Peer Review
Teams

Description

State Examples

States can develop
an inspectorate
model that enlists
educational experts
and/or educational
peers in a review
process that evaluates
a school’s progress
in ways that produce
actionable guidance
for improvement.
The review process
can be utilized to
guide improvement
for all schools, and is
especially important
when supporting
improvement in schools
that have been deemed
low-performing.

• As established in their ESEA Flexibility Waiver, Kentucky uses a
diagnostic review process for struggling schools. While all schools
and districts must complete a comprehensive improvement
plan, these schools work collaboratively with parents, students,
and community members to complete a more robust needs
assessment. Using an online platform to collect qualitative and
quantitative data about the school, the data is synthesized into
causes and contributing factors, translated into needs, and
then prioritized. Goals, objectives, strategies, and activities are
developed to address the priority needs. In addition to district
resources and supports, the state provides cross-functional teams
with representation from all areas of the state education agency
to review the submissions from all school districts and assess
weaknesses that could become obstacles to successful completion
of the plans. The teams assess levels of implementation and
recommend appropriate and targeted interventions specifically
designed to address the identified concerns.

• New York has created a Distinguished Educators Program to
support low-performing schools and districts. From a pool of
school and district applicants, the state Commissioner of Education
selects and appoints highly effective Distinguished Educators (DEs)
to assist low-performing districts in raising the performance of all
students. DEs conduct a thorough review of their assigned district/
school operations, systems and facilities, and assist in developing,
strengthening, and/or helping to implement plans for improvement.
DEs also serve as non-voting members of the local board of
education or board of trustees.

Council of Chief State School Officers, January 2015

• Ohio performs District Reviews to provide in depth information
(both strengths and weaknesses) and suggestions for improvement
to the lowest performing school districts throughout the state.
The District Review Team is comprised of outside contractors.
Additionally, Ohio conducts School Improvement Diagnostic
Reviews, or SIDRs, to help underperforming schools identify
strengths and weaknesses and align with evidence-based best
practices. The Ohio Department of Education works with school/
district leaders to plan and conduct the SIDR with an external team
of reviewers. The process is part of a larger Ohio Improvement
Process that includes local and regional supports.

Evolving Coherent Systems of Accountability for Next Generation Learning: A Decision Framework

States should meet the recommendations outlined in CCSSO’s Roadmap for Next Generation State
Accountability Systems. In addition, states systems should consider the following options:
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Description

State Examples

Option 11B:
Leverage
accreditation
processes

Some states require
schools or districts to
obtain accreditation
based on an evaluation
conducted by a
third party agency.
For these states,
aligning accreditation
requirements and
processes with
state accountability
requirements can
provide system
coherence and a costeffective mechanism for
implementing deeper
diagnostic review of
schools.

• Missouri has a school accreditation process that is aligned with
the state’s accountability system. For all schools, measures of
academic achievement and growth, subgroup achievement,
college and career readiness, attendance, and graduation
determine whether schools are accredited with distinction,
accredited, provisionally accredited, or unaccredited.

Option 11C:
Pair lowand highperforming
schools

Some states are
experimenting
with matching lowperforming schools
with high-performing
schools in their state
to promote shared
learning, mentorship,
and the transfer of best
practices.

• Tennessee’s ESEA waiver asks its Reward schools to consider
serving as Ambassadors to other schools. With financial support
and other resources provided by the Tennessee Department
of Education, Reward schools would share best practices with
neighboring schools by hosting school visits and creating
mentorship opportunities among staff.

Option 11D:
Create peer
networks

By developing networks
of peer schools (e.g.
low-performing schools,
innovative schools,
etc.) states can target
technical assistance
to a group of schools
while promoting organic
mentoring, collaborative
problem-solving, and
sharing best practices.

• Colorado is in the process of creating a Turnaround Network for
turnaround schools. Member schools partake in a common goalsetting process and agree to common performance measures and
monitoring. They will receive access to personalized professional
development opportunities; engage with experts from partner
organizations; receive training in performance management; and
visit high-growth schools.
• In fall 2012, New Hampshire launched the New Hampshire
Network Strategy as a means to help shift state-to-district
relationships from a compliance orientation to one of support for
innovation and continuous improvement. The strategy provides
the opportunity for practitioners to engage in Professional
Learning Networks based on state goals and district needs (such
as Educator Effectiveness, Next Generation Learning, Common
Core Implementation, and Analyzing Student Data), and to
collaborate with one another on the online New Hampshire
Network Platform. In addition, NH is developing a quality review
process with experts and peers as part of the Performance
Assessment for Competency Education initiative. Also, there will
be a Technical Advisory Council that will oversee this and the
assessment process.

State Examples

Some states are
providing support to
districts by helping
them interrogate their
performance data.
States may provide data
dashboards and assist
schools and districts
with root cause analysis
and optimizing their
systems to produce
desired results.

• Colorado’s Unified Improvement Planning process is required
for all districts to support continuous improvement. The state
provides districts with a data dashboard that enables them to
interrogate their data more deeply. In addition, the state assists
low-performing schools with root cause analysis and helps them
optimize their resources.

Back to Table of Contents
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Option
11E: Assist
districts with
root cause
analysis

Description
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Option Set #12: How will the state support innovation, evaluation, and
continuous improvement of the accountability system over time?

36

Option 12A:
Evaluate
underlying
theory of action

Option 12B:
Create other
incentives to
motivate desired
behaviors

Description

State Examples

Accountability systems should
be designed with a clear theory
of action (TOA) that explicates
policymakers’ assumptions
about how the accountability
system will bring about desired
improvements, and therefore
provides a way to evaluate
the system for the purpose of
continuous improvement. The
TOA should articulate how the
goals of the accountability system
and its underlying assumptions
drive decisions around what data
and information will be collected
in order to assess progress toward
those goals, as well as the delivery
of supports and interventions.
The TOA should also address
who will be responsible for the
implementation process.

• Kentucky’s Unbridled Learning agenda articulates a
vision for college- and career- readiness for students
and addresses how multiple system components –
including standards, assessments, school and district
accountability, and educator effectiveness – are
aligned to deliver on that vision. At the same time,
the Kentucky Department of Education’s Division
of Innovation and Partner Engagement serves as a
“research and development” arm of the Department,
and is tasked with incubating new and better
approaches to developing system components.

States will have a range of ways
to support innovation and
improvement, some of which
fall outside of the scope of the
accountability systems. These
elements may include incentives,
recognition programs, public
reporting, and/or performance
management. States should
consider how the full range of
innovation factors for schools and
districts work together as part of a
coherent system.

• To help oversee its Performance Assessment of
Competency Education initiative, New Hampshire
is creating a Technical Advisory Committee that will
be charged with not only quality control, but also
innovation and evaluation of the system, leading to
continuous improvement. Each year, NH will invite
districts to propose local accountability models
based on their theory of action for learning and
assessment strategies.
• The Oregon Education Investment Board (OEIB) has
implemented Achievement Compacts that represent
a “public handshake” between districts, community
colleges, and public universities around shared goals
for student outcomes. In addition, OEIB has recently
launched a Regional Achievement Collaborative
pilot to incentivize shared responsibility for the
compacts across the Birth to College and Career
continuum and collective engagement in educational
improvement. The regional compacts, formed
between districts, parents and community leaders,
local businesses, and social service providers, are
supported by OEIB through strategic investments
in capacity-building, learning networks, and
stakeholder engagement.

Back to Table of Contents

13

		Option Set #13: How will the state ensure equitable access to
necessary learning opportunities?

State Examples

States should consider how resources
are distributed to districts and
schools in relation to students’
learning needs. States currently use
different methods, such as weighted
student funding formulas, to ensure
equitable funding for all students—
including additional resources for
students with greater needs (e.g.
students living in poverty, English
learners, students with disabilities,
etc.).

• Maine’s Essential Programs and Services Funding
Model uses school enrollment and demographic
data to establish the amount of funding each
district would need to ensure that all students,
including high-need students, have an equal
opportunity to achieve the state’s learning results
standards.

Additionally, states should consider
how districts may be held responsible
for the equitable use funds by
requiring that local community input
in aligning budget decisions to
system-wide goals.

Action 13B:
Encourage
Financial
Efficiency

• New Mexico requires schools to monitor
the return on investment for interventions in
underperforming schools and to shift strategies
if they are not seeing results. The state conducts
annual monitoring through the budgeting
process and also works to identify and replicate
interventions that are strongly effective.
• As part of its School Efficiency Review Program,
Virginia engages outside consultants to conduct
district-level fiscal analyses to help create costsavings in non-instructional areas so that funding
can be reallocated to more directly impact
classroom activities.

Council of Chief State School Officers, January 2015

States should consider offering
incentives to districts to practice
financial responsibility and efficiency.
Some states are using incentives or
other accountability mechanisms to
promote funding efficiency.

• California’s new Local Control Funding Formula
awards increases to a baseline funding for each
disadvantaged student (i.e. low income, English
language learner, or foster care students), with
additional increases for schools with higher
concentrations of disadvantaged students (55%
or more). Funds must be used toward targeted
services for disadvantaged students. In addition,
all districts must develop and implement a threeyear Local Control and Accountability Plan that
identifies student outcome goals and measures
that are reviewed by County superintendents to
ensure alignment between projected spending,
services, and goals.

Evolving Coherent Systems of Accountability for Next Generation Learning: A Decision Framework

Action 13A:
Ensure Sufficient
and Fair Funding

Description
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Action 13C:
Support school
and district
capacity

38

Description

State Examples

Districts and schools must have the
capacity to identify and respond to
diverse student needs. States can help
increase district and school capacity
by ensuring the availability of wellqualified leaders and educators who
are trained, supported with professional
development, and equitably placed
across the state.

• Connecticut formed the Alliance District
program, a unique investment in Connecticut’s
30 lowest-performing districts. Alliance Districts
are eligible for funding to support district
strategies to dramatically increase student
outcomes and close achievement gaps by
pursuing bold and innovative reforms. Alliance
Districts have their own tiered intervention
and support plans leveraging increased Title I
flexibility. The Alliance Districts work with the
state commissioner of education who approves
their plans and reviews district progress and
performance relative to those plans and
subsequent annual amendments, in the context
of the district’s overall strategy to improve
academic achievement. The state Turnaround
and Performance Offices also work to ensure
that districts have the resources they need for
successful interventions.
• Illinois has enhanced its current Statewide
System of Support, or SSoS, to concentrate
support and assistance at the district level
to build district capacity to improve student
outcomes in the state’s lowest-performing
schools. One of the foundational principles
of SSoS is that the people working within the
system focus on increasing the capacity of school
districts to assume, with confidence, greater
responsibility for the continuous improvement of
instruction and student achievement within their
schools. For districts that have priority schools,
the Illinois State Board of Education, through
the Illinois Center for School Improvement, will
assign a district assistance team. The team will
include a turnaround specialist; school coach(es)
with expertise in working with English language
learners, low-income students, racial and ethnic
minority students, or students with disabilities;
and content specialists whose skillsets align
with the needs identified via a comprehensive
audit. District assistance teams are required to
utilize evidence-based strategies that support
school turnaround. The Illinois Center for School
Improvement will provide ongoing training and
professional development for district assistance
teams and ensure that school districts with
the lowest-performing five percent of schools
receive high-quality support and assistance
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