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 What’s included in the release? 
 Key Points Regarding the  

2014 School Report Card 
 What’s New for 2014? 
 Timeline for 2014 Data Release 
 Embargo 
 Questions? 
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 What we’ll be covering 



 Profile 
Screen Shot of the 2013-14 School Report Card 
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 School/District/State Data—(inc. district financial) 
 Career and Tech program data available later in October 

 Assessment Results 
 Accountability Determinations 
 Federal Accountability/AYP 
 Learning Environment 

 students (numbers, demo.)  
 teachers  
 technology 

 Delivery Targets 

 What’s included in the release? 

 community 
 safety 
 programs 
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 Assessment Data 
 K-PREP (Kentucky Performance Rating for Educational Progress) -- 

Grades 3-8 
 Scores and performance levels (NAPD) 
o Reading   
o Mathematics   
o Science 

 EXPLORE, PLAN, ACT (Grades 8, 10, 11) 
 Scores and benchmarks 

 End-of-Course 
oEnglish II 
oAlgebra II  

 Writing (10-11)/mechanics (Grades 10) 

o Social Studies 
o Writing (5-6 and 8)  

(4 & 6 editing/mechanics) 

o Biology 
o U.S. History 
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 Accountability Components 
 Next-Generation Learners 

 Based primarily on state testing results 
 Next-Generation Instructional Programs and 

Support  
 Program Reviews in Arts & Humanities; 

Practical Living/Career Studies; Writing 
    (2013-14) 

 Next-Generation Professionals (2015-16) 
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 Accountability Data 
 Next-Generation Learners 
 Achievement     
 Gap  
 Growth 

 AMO (annual measurable objective) 
 Accountability classifications 
 Rewards/Consequences 
 Delivery Targets 
 Other data 

 Graduation Rate 
 College/career-readiness 
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 Accountability: Year 3 SRC Review 
    Simulated data shown 
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 Accountability: Year 3 SRC Review 
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    Simulated data shown 



KDE:OAA:rls: 9/11/2013 

 Accountability: Year 3 SRC Review 
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    Simulated data shown 



 Accountability: Year 3 SRC Review 
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    Simulated data shown 



KDE:OAA:rls: 9/11/2013 

 Accountability: Year 3 SRC Review 
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    Simulated data shown 



 College/Career-Readiness Rate 
College Ready: 
Must meet 
benchmarks on 
one of the 
following: 

College Ready 

ACT 
 

COMPASS 
 

KYOTE 
 

Career Ready: Must meet benchmarks 
for one requirement in Career Academic 
area and must meet one requirement in 
Career Technical area 
 

Career Ready 
Academic 

Career Ready 
Technical 

Armed Services 
Vocational Aptitude 

Battery (ASVAB) 
 

ACT Work Keys 
(Applied Math, 

Locating information,  
and Reading  

for Information) 

Kentucky 
Occupational Skills 

Standards 
Assessment 

(KOSSA) 
 

Industry 
Certificates 

Bonus:  College AND Career Ready  
must meet at least one from each area 

College Ready Academic Career Ready 
Technical 

ACT or COMPASS 
 or KYOTE 

KOSSA 
 
 
 
 

Industry 
Certificates 

NOTES: (1) By meeting the 
College Ready Academic 
definition, the student does not 
have to take the additional tests 
of ASVAB or Work Keys for the 
bonus area.  
(2) For accountability purposes, 
the bonus shall not allow the 
readiness percentage 
to exceed 100 percent. 
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KDE:OAA:rls: 9/11/2013 

 Accountability: Year 3 SRC Review 
14 

    Simulated data shown 



 Graduation Rate Reminder 

 The Five-Year Adjusted Cohort graduation rate data are 
used in the 2013-14 calculation for the Graduation Rate 
component (20% of high school Next-Generation 
Learners). 

 The Four-Year Adjusted Cohort graduation rate will be 
used to evaluate whether a school met its graduation 
goals. The graduation rate goals for 2013-14 were  
set using the Four-Year Adjusted Cohort. 
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    Simulated data shown 

 Accountability: Year 3 SRC Review 



 Program Review Data 
 Results from school review and district submission in ASSIST are 

reported under the Program Review tab of the SRC.  
 Arts and Humanities (A/H) 
 Practical Living/Career Studies (PL/CS) 
 Writing (W) 
 K-3  

 Program Review results (A/H, PL/CS, W) are included in 2013-14 
Unbridled Learning accountability. Accountability is  
reported under the Program Review Accountability tab  
of the SRC. 
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 Program Review (PR) Scoring Guide 
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 Program Review Calculations 
Each of the 3 Program Review areas (Arts & Humanities, Writing, and Practical Living) 
is comprised of 4 standards (Curriculum/Instruction, Formative/Summative 
Assessment, Professional Development, and Administrative Support). 
Step 1:  Average the characteristic scores for a score for each standard 

 Scores range from 0-3 for each standard (0–No Implementation; 1–Needs 
Improvement; 2–Proficient; 3–Distinguished) 

Step 2:  Add the 4 standard scores to get a single number for each PR area 
 Scores range 0-12 for each Program Review area 
 The cut score 8 is Proficient and 10.8 is Distinguished 

Step 3:  Add the three Program Review area scores for a total Program Review score  
 Scores range between 0-36 

Step 4:  Divide the total number by 24 (proficient (8) x 3 areas = 24).  
 This number yields the percent of the 23 points earned  

(number of points possible in Unbridled Learning accountability  
model for PR when Learners and PR are combined). 
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Program 
Review 
Data 
Release 

KDE:OAA:rls: 9/15/2014 

    AVERAGE 
CHARACTER-

ISTIC  SCORES  

PROGRAM 
REVIEW TOTAL 

CATEGORY 

ARTS &  
HUMANITIES 

Curriculum/ Instruction 1.00     

Formative/ Summative Assessment 1.00     

Professional Development 1.00     

Administrative Support 1.00     

ARTS & HUMANITIES TOTAL 4.0 Needs  
Improvement 

PRACTICAL LIVING/CAREER 
STUDIES 

Curriculum/Instruction 2.00     

Formative/Summative Assessment 2.00     

Professional Development 1.90     

Administrative Support 2.10     

PRACTICAL LIVING TOTAL 8.0 Proficient 
WRITING Curriculum/Instruction 1.40     

Formative/Summative Assessment 1.40     

Professional Development 1.80     

Administrative Support 1.40     

WRITING TOTAL 6.0 Needs 
Improvement 

TOTAL POINTS 18.0   

PERCENTAGE OF POINTS (divide by 24) 75%   

ACCOUNTABILITY POINTS (out of 23 points possible) 17.3   

Calculation 
Example 
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 Data are presented by school level (elementary, middle and high) 
and aggregated for the district and state. For example, a K-8 
school will have both an elementary and middle school score.  

 Only data from A1 schools are aggregated for districts and the 
state. 

 Data presented are consistent with the Program Review rubrics.   
If a school entered a characteristic score that was not required,  
the data have been removed. If a school entered N/A on  
a required characteristic, the N/A has been changed to a  
score of 0. 

  

 Key Points on Program Reviews 
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 Needs Improvement (Below 70th Percentile) 
 Proficient (At or Above 70th Percentile) 
 Distinguished (Above 90th Percentile) 
 Progressing   

o Meet Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) goal (1.0 
gain in Overall Score below Proficient or .5 gain 
Proficient and above); 

o Graduation rate goal (4-year adjusted cohort)  
o Participation rate (95%) 
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 Accountability: 
 Classifications and Labels 



 High Performing School  
 Top 90% of schools and meets AMO, graduation rate goal and  

participation rate goal 
 School of Distinction 

 Top 95% of schools and meets AMO, graduation rate goal, participation 
rate goal and has graduation rate above 60% for 2 years 

 High-Progress   
 Top 10% of improvement and 
 Meet AMO, graduation rate goal and participation rate (95%) 
 Any school label can also be labeled High-Progress 

 

 Accountability: 
 Rewards and Assistance Categories 
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 Priority (Some schools may exit; no new 
Priority Schools added in 2013-14) 

 Focus (some schools exit; new Focus 
Schools added in 2013-14 to replace 
schools that exit); New Focus districts 
identified in 2013-14 
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 Accountability: 
 Classifications and Labels 



 Delivery 
Sets yearly targets based upon a 5-year goal to help  
schools/districts meet state achievement expectations 

Simulated data shown 
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 What’s New for 2014 

 Program Reviews added to accountability 
 New SRC Tabs 
 Program Review  

 Finance: Includes district-level data only 

 Career and Technical Education:  
Moved from Learning Environment tab      
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 In December 2013, OAA combined the 2012-13 scores from 
Next-Generation Learners and the Program Review (i.e., Arts 
and Humanities, Practical Living/Career Studies and Writing) to 
create a new 2012-13 baseline of Combined Overall Scores  
and 2013-14 AMO goals.  

 By adding the Program Review scores, the Overall Scores, AMO 
targets and the percentile distribution did change; Program 
Reviews add up to 23 points to the accountability model.  
Then, the Learners component  changes from  
100 points to 77 points.  
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 Data Work after 2013 Reporting  
 Setting New Baseline and AMO Goals  



Accountability Formula for Combining  
Next-Generation Learners and Program Reviews 

  Component Overall 
Weighted 
Percent Weighted Score 

  Next Gen Learners  
  Overall Score  57.9 X 77% = 44.6 

  Program Reviews 75.0 X 23% = 17.3 

  Combined Overall Score 61.9 

  
 
 

Comparing  
“Apples to 
Apples” 
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 Data Work after 2013 Reporting  
 Setting New Baseline and AMO Goals  



  

 
 

Comparing  
“Apples to Apples” 
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 Data Work after 2013 Reporting  
 Setting New Baseline and AMO Goals  

2013-14 Combined Overall Scores and                                                                              
Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) Goals 
 
 



  

 
 

 The 2014 locked cut scores were set after combining Next-  
    Generation Learners and Program Reviews and using the  
    percentile cuts (i.e.,  70th percentile = Proficient).  
 The baseline scores set in the fall 2013, using the 2012-13 data,  
     reset all schools to a normal distribution; however, the Cut  
     Scores are locked at that point.  
 Any gains made in the 2013-14 school year will allow potentially 
    all schools to reach the proficient or distinguished Cut Score. 
 Theoretically, as in the past, 100% of schools could achieve  
     the proficient/distinguished Cut Score due to the  
     locked score.    
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 Data Work after 2013 Reporting  
 Setting New Baseline and AMO Goals  



  

 
 

Comparing  
“Apples to 
 Apples” 

Combined Overall Score was used to calculate 
new 70th and 90th percentile cut for 2014 targets 

Elementary  
Schools 

Middle 
Schools 

High 
Schools Districts 

Highest  Combined 
Overall Score 

Highest  Combined 
Overall Score 

Highest  Combined 
Overall Score 

Highest  
Combined 

Overall Score 
---Cut Score--- 

 
---Cut Score--- 

---Cut Score--- 
 

---Cut Score--- 

---Cut Score--- 
 

---Cut Score--- 

---Cut Score--- 
 

---Cut Score--- 
Lowest Combined 

Overall Score 
Lowest  Combined 

Overall Score 
Lowest  Combined 

Overall Score 
Lowest  Combined 

Overall Score 

90th 

70th 

Percentile 
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 Data Work after 2013 Reporting  
 Setting New Baseline and AMO Goals  



  

 
 

Percentiles for Combined Overall Score (Learners and Program 
Reviews) were set and locked by level and district in December 2013 
to provide a target for 2014.  
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 Data Work after 2013 Reporting  
 Setting New Baseline and AMO Goals  

Type Level Proficient Distinguished 1 School of Distinction 

School Elementary (ES) Overall Score 69.4 75.1 77.9 

School Middle (MS) Overall Score 66.8 71.9 73.5 

School High (HS) Overall Score 70.1 75.5 77.5 

District District (AL) Overall Score 67.5 71.9 73.7 
1 A Distinguished school district can also be considered High Performing, but must meet its current year AMO, student 
participation rate & the graduation rate must be above 60. In addition, the school/district cannot be labeled Priority/Focus. 
2 A School/District of Distinction must also meets its current year AMO, student participation rate and the graduation rate 
must be above 60.  In addition, the school/district cannot be labeled as Priority/Focus, 

2014 Locked  Overall Accountability Cut Scores 



  

 
 

Comparing  
“Apples to 
Apples” 

When you make charts/graphs be sure  
to use the data in the new 2013-14 School  
Report Card – this is the new baseline.   

 It provides an “apples to apples” comparison. 
 Do not compare new 2013-14 scores back to scores 

generated from the Next-Generation Learners 
component only in the 2012-13 SRC.  
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 Data Work after 2013 Reporting  
 Setting New Baseline and AMO Goals  



  

 
 

The new 2013-14 SRC will ONLY include 2012-13 and 
2013-14 Overall Scores, AMO targets and Percentiles 
based on the new combined scores of Next-
Generation Learners and the Program Reviews. 

 
The new 2013-14 SRC will not show trend data back to 

only the Next-Generation Learners scores  
(i.e., September 2013 SRC release). 
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 Data Work after 2013 Reporting  
 Setting New Baseline and AMO Goals  



 Timeline for 2014 Reporting 

Wed. 
Oct. 1 

9 a.m. ET -- Embargoed data released to 
districts via the School Report Card  
1 p.m. ET -- Embargoed data released  
to media  

Fri. 
Oct. 3 

12:01 a.m. ET – Embargo lifted 
Public release of School Report Card 

Data Review for (10 days) Through 
Oct. 13 

35 



 Getting the Data 

 What you will get: (all data embargoed) 
 Briefing Packet 
 News Release 
 Access to embargoed School Report Card 
 Downloadable Data Sets  

 Directions for accessing School Report Card 
online will be sent by 1 p.m. ET on Oct. 1 
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 Embargo Status 

 Until the public release is completed by KDE, 
data and reports are embargoed. 

 During an embargo, district and school staff 
may discuss the data; however, data cannot be 
shared by the media.   

 If you break the embargo, your media  
outlet will not be granted rights to receive  
the data in advance next year. 
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 Contact Information 

Nancy Rodriguez 
Nancy.rodriguez@education.ky.gov 

(502) 564-2000, ext. 4610 
 

Rebecca Blessing 
Rebecca.blessing@education.ky.gov 

(502) 564-2000 ext. 4604 
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 Questions? 

?
? ? ? 

?
? 

? 

? ? 

? 

? ? ? 

? ? ? 
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 Important Resources 
 KDE website:  www.education.ky.gov 
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http://www.education.ky.gov/
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