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Glossary Specific to Closing Achievement Gaps 
Achievement Gap:  a substantive performance difference on each of the tested areas by 
grade level of the state assessment program between the various groups of students 
including male and female students, students with and without disabilities, students with and 
without English proficiency, minority and nonminority students, and students who are eligible 
for free and reduced-price meals and those who are not eligible for free and reduced-price 
meals.   
American College Test (ACT): a comprehensive system for collecting and reporting 
information about students planning to enter postsecondary education consisting of four 
major components: Tests of Educational Development; Course/Grade Information Section; 
Student Profile Section (SPS); & The ACT Interest Inventory. 
College & Career Readiness (CCR): a unified strategy developed in collaboration between 
the Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE), the Kentucky Board of Education 
(KBE) and the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE); the strategy’s goal is to reduce 
college remediation rates of high school graduates by at least 50 percent by 2014 and to 
increase the college completion rates of students enrolled in one or more remedial classes by 
three percent annually from 2009 to 2014. 
Comprehensive District Improvement Plan (CDIP): a plan developed by the school district 
with the input of families, faculty, staff and representatives of school councils from each 
school in the district, based on a review of relevant data that includes targets, strategies, 
activities and a time schedule to support student achievement and student growth, and to 
eliminate achievement gaps among groups of students. 
Comprehensive School Improvement plan (CSIP): a plan developed by the school council 
with the input of families, faculty and staff, based on a review of relevant data that include 
targets, strategies, activities and a time schedule to support student achievement and student 
growth, and to eliminate achievement gaps among groups of students. 
Focus Districts: school districts that have a non-duplicated student gap group score in the 
bottom ten percent of non-duplicated student gap group scores for all districts and that have 
failed to meet the annual measureable objective (AMO) for the last two consecutive years. 
Focus Schools: schools that have a non-duplicated student gap group score in the bottom 
of non-duplicated student gap groups scores for all elementary, middle and high schools that 
have failed to meet the AMO for the last two consecutive years; schools with an individual 
student performance group within assessment grades by level with a score in the third 
standard deviation below the state average for all students; or high schools that have a 
graduation rate that has been less than 60 percent for two consecutive years. 
High-Progress Districts: school districts with an improvement score indicating the district is 
in the top ten percent of improvement of all districts as determined by the difference in the 
two most recent calculations of the overall score. 
High-Progress Schools: Title I schools that have an improvement score indicating the 
schools are in the top ten percent of improvement of all Title I elementary, middle or high 
schools as determined by the difference in the two most recent calculations of the Overall 
Score and non-Title I schools that have an improvement score indicating the schools are in 
the top ten percent of improvement of all non-Title I elementary, middle or high schools as 
determined by the difference in the two most recent calculations of the overall score. 
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Highest Performing Districts: school districts that score at the 90th percentile or higher on 
the Overall Score; districts cannot qualify as highest-performing if any schools in the district 
are categorized as Focus Schools or Priority Schools. 
Highest Performing Schools: elementary, middle or high school levels that score at the 
90th percentile or higher on the overall score. 
Next-Generation Instructional Programs and Supports: a component of the statewide 
accountability system based on reviews of instructional programs. 
Next-Generation Learners: a component of the statewide accountability system based on 
student data. 
Next-Generation Professionals: a component of the statewide accountability system based 
on teacher and administrator data. 
Next-Generation Schools and Districts: a component of the statewide accountability 
system that reports performance data for schools and districts. 
Non-Duplicated Student Gap Group Score: an aggregate, non-duplicated count of 
achievement scores of student groups that include African/American, Hispanic, American 
Indian, limited English proficiency, students in poverty based on qualification for free and 
reduced-price meals, and students with disabilities who have Individualized Education Plans 
(IEPs). 
Participation Rate: the percent of students in the school or district that participate in annual 
statewide assessments and the percent of all groups of students in the school or district that 
participate in annual statewide assessments. 
Priority Districts: school districts that have an overall score in the bottom five percent of 
overall scores for all districts that have failed to meet the AMO for the last three consecutive 
years. 
Priority Schools: schools that have been identified as “persistently low-achieving” (PLA) as 
defined by KRS 160.346. 
Progressing: a designation attached to a school or district’s classification as proficient, 
distinguished or needs improvement to indicate that the school has met its AMO, student 
participation rate for the all students group and each subgroup, and graduation rate goal. 
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703 KAR 5:225 Section 9 (http://www.lrc.ky.gov/kar/703/005/225reg.htm)  
 
Comprehensive School and District Improvement Plan Process 
 
(1) All schools and districts shall annually develop, review, and revise a comprehensive 

school or district improvement plan. 
(2)  The structure of school and district comprehensive improvement plans shall include: 

a. Executive summary that shall include a vision and a mission; 
b. Needs assessment that shall include: 

1. A description of the data reviewed and the process used to develop the needs 
assessment; 

2. A review of the previous plan and its implementation to inform development of 
the new plan; and  

3. Perception data gathered from the administration of a valid and reliable 
measure of teaching and learning conditions; 

c. Process for development that shall include: 
1. Analysis of data to determine causes and contributing factors; 
2. Prioritization of needs; and 
3. Development of goals, objectives, strategies, and activities based on the 

needs assessment and root cause analysis, that shall include targets or 
measures of success, timelines, persons responsible, a budget that includes 
resources needed and source of funding, and a process for meaningful 
stakeholder communications and input; 

d. A set of assurances, approved by and on file with the local board of education, 
with a signed declaration by the superintendent that all schools in the district are 
in compliance with the requirements of the statutes and regulations included in 
those assurances; and 

e. A process for annual review and revision by the school or district. 
(3) Continuous improvement and capacity building shall drive the development of the plan. 
(4) Other required components in the process shall include: 

a. A standards-based process for measuring organizational effectiveness that shall 
include purpose and direction, governance and leadership, teaching and 
assessing for learning, resources and support systems, and using results for 
continuous improvement; 

b. A data driven self-evaluation based on the standards, including a means to gather 
meaningful stakeholder input; 

c. A written improvement plan based on the issues identified in the self-evaluation; 
d. A set of assurances that includes a determination of compliance with each 

assurance and the ability to upload any supporting documentation needed; 
e. Electronic submission of all elements of the plan 
f. Monitoring implementation of the plan through implementation and impact checks; 

and 
g. Evaluation of the effectiveness based on the strategies and activities in the plan. 

(5) CSIPs shall also include the elements required of schools by KRS 158.649(5). 
(6) CSIPs and CDIPs for Priority and Focus Schools and Districts shall also address the 

following: 
a. Curriculum alignment for schools within the district and within individual school(s), 

ensuring the instructional program is research-based, is rigorous, is aligned with 
the Kentucky Core Academic Standards as described in 704 KAR 3:303, and is 
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based on student needs, if a Priority District, Priority School, Focus District, or 
Focus School; 

b. Provision of time for collaboration on the use of data to inform evaluation and 
assessment strategies to continuously monitor and modify instruction to meet 
student needs and support proficient student work, if a Priority or Focus School; 

c. Activities to target the underperforming areas of achievement, gap, growth, 
college and career readiness, or graduation rate, if a Priority District, Priority 
School, Focus District, or Focus School; 

d. Activities to target demonstrators of weakness in program reviews, if a Priority 
District, Priority School, Focus District, or Focus School; 

e. Activities to target areas of need identified in teacher and leader effectiveness 
measures, if a Priority District, Priority School, Focus District, or Focus School; 

f. School safety, discipline strategies, and other non-academic factors that impact 
student achievement, such as students’ social, emotional, and health needs, if a 
Priority or Focus School; 

g. Design of the school day, week, or year to include additional time for student 
learning and teacher collaboration, if a Priority or Focus School; 

h. Specific strategies to address gaps in achievement and graduation rates between 
the highest-achieving student performance group and the lowest-achieving 
student performance group, if a Focus School or District; and 

i. Short-term, monthly plans for the first ninety (90) days of implementation, and the 
establishment of teacher turnaround teams with intensive year-round training 
focused on teacher effectiveness and school improvement in the professional 
development component of its plan, if a Priority School. 

(7) Priority and Focus Districts shall use a variety of relevant sources that shall include 
perception data gathered from the administration of a valid and reliable measure of 
teaching and learning conditions to inform the needs assessment required by the CDIP. 
Districts containing Priority and Focus Schools shall assist those schools in using these 
data to inform the needs assessment required by the CSIP. 

(8) The Commissioner’s Raising Achievement and Closing Gaps Council and the 
Commissioner’s Parents Advisory Council shall provide guidance to Focus Schools and 
Districts as they conduct their needs assessments and revise their CSIPs and CDIPs. 

(9) Priority Schools shall document meaningful family and community involvement in 
selecting the intervention strategies that shall be included in the revised CSIP. 

(10) The CDIPs for districts with Priority and Focus Schools shall include the support to be 
provided to Priority and Focus Schools by the district. The Priority and Focus Schools’ 
CSIPs shall include the support that will be provided by the district to the schools. 

(11) The CDIP for both Priority and Focus Districts shall be posted to the district website 
and the CSIPs for both Priority and Focus Schools shall be posted to the appropriate 
school website. 
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Unbridled Learning Summary 
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