
Feedback on K-8
Growth (blue is growth and proficiency) 

9.  Too broad. 1. Chronic absenteeism should be held to the parent...not the school. 2. Acceleration is ok. 3. MOWR is not ok..developmentally for some 
children.                                                                  11. 75% of SPED kids fail the test. Test at their determined ability level based on their IEP.                                                                         
13. 90% is based on the test. 10% on the "whole child"... not ESSA friendly.                                                                    15. What does that even mean?                                                                     
16. This makes the test the most important thing in the school life of a child and it makes some of the most struggling students more accountable than 
others. 

90% of the measurement in essence (minus the chronic absenteeism is still based on ONE measure, the AzMerit.  Still STRONGLY favors SES of middle and 
upper incomes.  Growth should be measured/weighted higher as this is what education is about.



Add value to all curriculum. Acceleration/readiness seems hard to judge fairly (ei. even have an idea about give schools with a higher amount of SPED 
students extra points I am guessing to offset such deficiencies in this category).

Additional measures of acceleration should be added. Students who can pass the high school civics class, students taking accelerated math courses, 
students acquiring a second language, students demonstrating proficiency in art or technology could all be indicative of students who are ready to 
succeed in high school. 

A-F model continues to base almost the entire school's designation on standardized tests. There is no simplicity or balance in this plan.   It looks to use 
scaled scores to determine growth even though the technical committee has determined that scaled scores on AzMERIT can not be reliably compared from 
one grade to the next.  The philosophy of the Ad Hoc Committee speaks of pilot testing a new model which has not been done and also providing districts 
with A-F model information before the year school year begins.  That of course is impossible if this plan is to be implemented THIS year!  The AZELLA 
component is odd.  All tests were said by the AdHoc committee would make student scores as the unit of comparison in their philosophy yet this proposal 
is using a comparison between a district's score with a state average.  How odd!  This plan is NOT ready for implementation in any way and will not provide 
a reliable, accurate or useful measure of any school or district's progress.  



AIMS Science should not be a part of the measurement.  Also, if you are going to pull in Acceleration/Readiness, then funding needs to be given to school 
districts to be able to provide the appropriate resources needed.  

An SBOE vote that would require a school to have 50% proficiency to be eligible to receive an “A,” and the measurement of “peer to peer” growth 
percentiles = Peers in an affluent zip code will be compared to peers in a low SES zip code.  ~SBOE must ensure that schools serving large numbers of 
students who start school below grade level but rapidly catch up to proficiency, receive maximum credit. Otherwise, the A-F system will always discriminate 
against schools closing the Achievement Gap and give them less credit for their work than schools whose students show up already at grade level.   This 
statement was associated with the SBOE vote that would require a school to have 50% growth to be eligible to receive an “A.”  ~SBOE must ensure that 
schools serving large numbers of students who start the year at grade level keep them there and grow their learning beyond proficiency while recognizing 
their window for individual growth may be smaller. This statement is related to the proposal that gives a “Prior Year Highly Proficient” student one growth 
point for maintaining the highly proficient in the current year while giving a “Prior Year Minimally Proficient” student two points for maintaining current 
year high growth.  ~Having ≥20 ELL students to be eligible for the 10 of the total 100 points is inequitable. Currently, seven of our 12 charter schools will 
only be eligible for 90 cumulative points because they have less than 20 students. We are requesting that the SBOE create an alternative measure for a 
school that does not have 20 ELL students so the school/LEA can still be eligible for 100 points.  ~   "Decreasing the percentage of Grade 3 AzMERIT 
English language arts who are minimally proficient from the prior year to current year." Currently, our network of 12 charter schools are not eligible for 
these points because 100% of our 3rd-grade students received a label higher than minimally proficient.       ~"Increase the percentage of 5th – 8 th grade 
students accelerating in high school math courses and passing the AzMERIT high school math tests." How will this impact K-6 schools that do not offer 
high school courses?   ~ Bonus Points based on special education enrollment at or above 80% of state average (2 pts) and Performance in academic areas 
other than English language arts, math and science (3 pts).     "A proposal to award bonus points to schools with special education enrollment that is at or 
above 80% of the state average is also under consideration." We have concerns with this proposal because it suggests that we need to over-identify our 
students for bonus points.  "A policy of awarding bonus points to schools related to performance in academic areas other than English language arts, 
math, and science, such as PE/Health, the arts, and social studies is under consideration. The specific measures are still to be determined." We are 
concerned that this measure and themed throughout this proposal is being considered for Board adoption and subject to public opinion without specifics 
measures determined (e.g. we the stakeholder must be provided the opportunity to review a technical manual before any A-F adoption is considered).                       



Appreciation for those that gave time and experience for helping comply with law. We still cannot get out of the box of using test scores as a growth factor 
for students. There are many other ways to determine a child's growth besides having computer generated tests. Ex: being college and career ready is a 
stufent, school "mindset", are the schools able to meet the individualized attention and strategic planning that gives students direction? Especially coming 
from a community where less than 13% of parents have education beyond high school.

AZELLA growth should be based on the same calculations as the Florida Model Growth Measurement- not just compared to state.  Student growth within 
the AZELLA assessment should be included as a measurement.  I also support ESSA's process regarding 'Newcomers'- all newly enrolled refugee or 
international students should be exempt from all state testing for the first year of enrollment.  As a principal of a large refugee population- we focus first 
on teaching essential, foundational skills to be successful in a school setting. This is an important process so that all students feel safe, valued, love and 
respected in their new environment.  

Basing report cards on a comparison from one year to the next in one grade level (3rd) has the potential to be a very inaccurate read on effective 
instruction when the district is small. If there is only one third grade class these numbers are likely to change based on student factors from year to year.    
Similarly if we put emphasis on growth from the AZELLA there could be major inconsistencies due to the mobile nature of our ELL population. Students 
move in and out of the district frequently.



Be careful of models where very highly-performing schools end up being penalized for not showing further growth over a previous very high level of 
performance.

By adding a growth factor to the school labels in addition to the overall performance of the school, it seems to have made the model more fair to all 
schools and students.  Regarding growth, any growth a student makes should be celebrated.  The idea that a student has to move from one level of 
performance to another to get any "bonus points" is crazy.  For example, 80 points of growth should be celebrated and recognized as 80 points of growth 
regardless if the growth moved the student into a new level or not.  

Continuing to measure students in such a way, comparing apples to oranges, is degrading. To truly measure growth, sample questions containing below 
and above grade level standards would be more accurate information. 



Every student learns at a different rate, and often excel on different learning models. It is common that classrooms are overfull, and so purely measuring a 
student's success on letter grades and proficiency does not seem to be an accurate or "fair" measure; therefore, personal growth and proficiency based on 
previous evaluations seems like a more effective method.

For both the K-8 and 9-12 Frameworks, I would like to advocate for the adoption of the Florida Model provided as an option for ELA and math as part of 
the Growth Component. This option is much more transparent than the Student Growth Percentiles (SGP) which were utilized in the prior A-F Plan for K-8 
and included data which individual sites/districts could not verify as we do not have access to all of the data on which those growth scores were based. For 
similar reasons, it would even be preferable to the Student Growth Targets (SGT) that are also proposed as an option. Furthermore, SGPs--by nature of 
their design--inherently produce "winners" and "losers" in which one school's/district's gains are at the expense of another due to the rank ordering which 
is utilized as part of the measure. The Florida Model provides points based on the individual student, not their progress as compared to others and does so 
in a way which provides greater acknowledgement of progress than would be awarded with the use of SGTs. The Florida Model provides the fairest growth 
measure for our demographic and meets philosophical goals set forth by the SBE for transparency, also enabling individual students to be the unit of 
analysis.  I also strongly support the inclusion of "bonus points" for special education enrollment at the school level in both the K-8 and 9-12 Frameworks. 
These points reinforce and reward the inclusion of all students in school, particularly for those schools which serve a higher special education population 
for programmatic reasons.

Grading on proficiency hurts students and teachers, particularly at the ends of the spectrum. Neither the child, nor the school controls the variables that 
place them on the continuum to start - that is generally a result of the home life provided by the parents. Schools and students should only be graded on 
controllable factors such as growth. Schools do not control whether a child has been read to, engaged in conversation from birth forward, counted with 
and played with objects and numbers, taught their alphabet, fed good meals, provided a safe, stable environment, and took them places other than their 
house. Additionally, there should be a factor in the system that accounts for student mobility so that schools are not penalized because they have been 
built in neighborhoods that are prone to mobility. That factor alone is one of the most detrimental factors of all and it is out of the control of the school 
personnel and the children. 



Growth  mindset and multiple measures are  the key factors that should be addressed as letter grades are issued to schools.

Growth and other measurements need to be HIGHLY considered.  Proficiency is important, but GROWTH is the most important component to the learning 
for any child. 

Growth for grade 3 is not possible therefore our K-3 sites will not be able to have this as an indicator leaving proficiency as the only weight.  Also there are 
no multiple measures and all indicators are reliant on two data sources:  AzMERIT and AZELLA.  I work in a Title I district in which these single data sources 
will not be a true reflection of all the work that is done.  

Growth has got to be a part of the plan to have Title Schools (High free and reduced lunch students) compete with non Title Schools.

Growth needs to be weighted higher - perhaps at 50% or more. Proficiency needs to be weighted much lower - perhaps at 25%.   Also, I believe growth 
should be indicated by weather or not a student follows his/her pattern of growth. For example, if a student grows very little each year, the school should 
not be expected to "catch him up." Likewise, if a student has shown big growth in the past as a pattern, he should be expected to maintain that kind of 
growth. In other words, growth should be measured per individual student, based on trends they've set in the past. I don't believe this kind of akward, and 
hard to understand numbering system with is transparent. I think there should be some kind of online system that we can go to and see graphs and charts 
and indicators that we can manipulate and filter by viewing similar schools/students, etc. This way, we can learn from the data, instead of it being a grade 
that doesn't mean anything to us. 



Growth needs to be weighted higher than proficiency.  We cannot control where students are when they come to our schools (we have a large transient 
community) but we can help them grow.  There needs to be additional indicators such as growth in the bottom 25% of students and 90% or above 
attendance.  We also need to measure the school system, not just the students and their test scores. This system is still biased towards schools with higher 
socioeconomic families.  We need a system that compares schools of similar sizes, socioeconomic make up, and ELL populations.

Growth needs to out weigh proficiency 45% to 35%.  You should also include other indicators for example growth of the bottom 25%, school wide 
attendance at or above 90%,  Ensure the the system is measuring other school factors and not just the student.  Traditionally standardized test have been a 
good predictor of poverty.      Student growth including other factors other than one data point should be considered.

Growth should be weighted higher than proficiency-say 45 and 35. The school system/district as a whole needs to be measured and not simply individual 
students. 

I agree with most of this plan, however, student growth should always be taken into consideration. In #6 student growth to target introduction, no points 
are awarded to students who show growth but do not "catch up".  All students who show growth should be awarded points, especially if those students 
are ELL or Sped.  Also, if ELL students are showing growth from one year to the next, the school should be awarded points for students moving from one 
level to the next.  For example, an ELL students who tests Basic one year and then shows improvement by moving to Intermediate, should be awarded 
growth points as well as the school receiving points for the growth regardless of how their peers scored.

I appreciate the growth models and support the scaled model for growth the most.  I am concerned with the ELL within the entire plan as our district only 
has 4 students total in grades 3-11, so we would be penalized for not having enough n size.  I would like to see the accelerated percentage absorbed into 
the ELL percentage if there are districts with less than the n size approved by ADE.  



I believe growth should have higher weight than the proficiency. Schools with high affluent population are at the advantaged point where they can 
guarantee 40% of proficiency without much effort and can hide their lacking in growth areas. Those schools who are serving very low income 
disadvantaged population will never get proper recognition because they will be lacking the proficiency part even if they may have the highest growth 
possible. Please check Colorado where it is home of growth model. They have 50% pure Growth, 25% is closing the growth gap between advantaged and 
disadvantaged groups and 25% proficiency for K-8. Essentially growth has 75% contribution to final ratings. For 9-12 they have also ACT that affects 40% 
and rest is shrunk proportionally. 

I believe that growth should be waited higher than proficiency. 

I believe that if the state is going to go with the Student Growth to Target model, students should receive points for any growth they show, even if the 
points are less than if they had met the target.  I also strongly feel that Proficiency Points should be awarded for Minimally Proficient.  Minimally doesn't 
mean that there's NO proficiency, and therefore, should not be given 0 points.  There's still growth, even if it's very little, and should receive some type of 
points.  If you want 0 for a score, then create another category for No Growth.  Students should receive credit for any and all growth they show during a 
school year.

I believe that instead of 5-8th grade participation in EOC being part of the acceleration/readiness piece it should be part of the bonus points. K-8 schools 
should be held accountable for their academic standards not be expected to increase their EOC participation rates in order to obtain 10% of their 
accountability score. If the EOC participation rates need to be included it should be in the bonus point category, because schools are going beyond what is 
expected.    How will the bonus points for academic areas other than ELA, Math or Science be calculated? There is no other data being collected at this 
time that will give the state reliable, factual information regarding special area subjects.



I certainly appreciate the difficult task the ad hoc committee endured.  I do feel they need more time to fully understand and present a viable, fair, and 
transparent system.      The SBE challenged the ad hoc committee to provide a system that has multiple measures.  The AZMERIT simply cannot stand alone 
as the sole tests.  Arizona education is way beyond that old thinking.  Let's be brave and offer additional measures from district benchmark assessments, 
AVID programming, the availability of rigorous classes, gifted education cohorts, special education achievement progress, migrant education achievement 
progress.      Chronic absenteeism.  Our district has looked into this a little deeper this year.  While schools can encourage, make phone calls, call in support 
from juvenile justice this issue centers around parents, not schools.  Please remove this indicator.  This is a lack of understanding from anyone not in the 
trenches of administrating a school.     If we have to have a system, might you consider a system that weights the strength of a school/district.  If we are 
destined to be a single test and high stakes testing state let's allow each district to emphasize its strength.  For example, let's take the best of proficiency 
and growth and weight it accordingly.  60% and 20% for the category that your school/district performed better in.  How does that model look?    AZELLA:  
Measuring student growth from students segregated from the mainstream is not a good practice.    One last thought:  It should be up to local control if 
letter grades should be used.  What if our county decided that we did not need a letter grade because all of our schools are really good, and they are.  Our 
parents love our schools, love our teachers, and love what we do for their children.  A letter grade demeans how parents choose a school.    



I did not support the weighted model because I don't feel it is fair to give extra points for high proficiency.  There are some schools out there that cater 
and draw in really advanced students (and turn away students with lower proficiency). It seems that having such weights will cause such schools to benefit 
unfairly for their selective practices.      I do however feel very strongly that partially proficient students should get a partial weight especially since the test 
is so rigorous and such a high percentage of students across the state are not passing.  With over 50% of students not passing, you need to have an 
additional measure to separate achievement of those kids.  Having a partial weight helps separate the achievement levels and allows for more 
differentiation, especially for Title I schools.    Absenteeism seems to be a grossly unfair indicator of K-8 acceleration/readiness measures.  In Title I schools, 
it is very difficult to control that. Heck for any school.  For instance, at my school this year, we have REALLY been working on getting rid of the super lice.  
We don't require it, but parents keep their kids home on days of treatment when they find it.  This has caused attendance issues...  Or one year the flu 
really went around.... Or students who have chronic illnesses like diabetes who tend to be absent... Or a family's car breaks down... and families who have 
less money and have kids who are not as well nourished and at times get sick more. There are so many issues that cannot be controlled by the school.  It 
would be dreadfully unfair to poorer schools.  So either they get punished more, or this plan incentivizes lying about attendance, or you force kids to go to 
school when they really should not be.  In either way, it should not be used as an indicator.    BONUS POINTS:  Once again, I am not sure about this.  You 
would have to be really careful about this because what indicators can this really have?  How would yo measure this?  I am pretty worried about how to 
make something like this measurable and fair.  You would have  to consider how to make this fair for smaller schools that don't have as many resources 
(and that certainly don't have teams).



I encourage the state to consider the message we want to sent to our students. What is more important: growth or proficiency? In my classroom, I 
encourage my students with special needs to consider themselves life-long learners and I always say, "It's all about one small step forward at a time" to 
encourage students in research regarding brain malleability and setting a growth-based mindset. The updated K-8 model suggests growth is just as 
important as proficiency given they are both at 40%. It also does not consider students with special needs until calculating the number of students with 
IEPs as bonus points. This is not considering the significance of a student's disability. For example, what about my student with an IEP who can show 
profiency on 8th grade math standards and objectives vs. my student on an IEP who cannot?  Is awarding schools based on the pure number of students 
with IEPs really the way we want to award bonus points? Is there a better system for awarding growth for students with IEPs while considering that low-
income schools will have more students with IEPs?    These are the questions I'd like answered as a professional working for this state.

I feel that if a school is already performing at a high standard, they are not rewarding under this system.  The room for growth is minimal as compared to 
schools which are performing at a low level.



I have a few of areas of concern with some of the proposed metrics.  First, it appears that English learners are being double counted.  They are in the 10% 
metric bucket and also in the other categories.  I believe they should only be in one set of metrics.  Second, I disagree with the 10% weighting for English 
learners. This is a small subset of students and we should focus most of the weighting on the overall population.  I would much rather see 5% for this 
category and increasing the acceleration or growth metric by 5%.  Third, I am concerned about the growth rate calculations for districts that tend to 
perform well as a whole.  It is much easier to increase your growth rate when the base is lower.  It's very difficult to continue to grow at a high rate if the 
majority of students start at a proficient/highly proficient average.  Therefore, the Florida method appears to be the best option - by far!  Finally, I'm glad 
to see some additional in areas outside of English and Math - like arts and social studies.  Although I agree English and math are critical, it's also very 
important to educate well-rounded students.  

I strongly believe Arizona is going about looking for growth in the wrong direction.  Each student should have the right to see their own personal growth 
and only be compared to themselves.  To evaluate the school and individual teachers, growth should be based on each student's growth from the 
beginning of the school year, to the end of the school year.   

I strongly recommend looking at the scale scores on AZELLA to determine growth for students taking the AZELLA.  When they are going from one grade 
level band to the next, it is not fair to simply look at proficiency scores.  

I think growth needs even more weight.  I think a floating weight could help.  If you want high poverty schools to have "handicap" points -- that would be 
where you could provide points for their extra programs.

I think that Arts/PE as well as social studies should be measured as they are an indicator of overall growth of the child.



I think that it is great that ELL students are going to be assessed using their AZELLA scores.  However, comparing ELL students from one area of the state 
to another is not really accurate.  Also, giving points based on decreased attendance is not a fair measurement as ultimately the school does not have that 
kind of power to get all kids to school.  There are many things that can be done as interventions to help the attendance of students with excessive 
absences, but that is really all that can be done at the school level.  When looking at academics, growth comparisons should be calculated based on similar 
students with similar demographics in similar areas.  Again, to compare students in a high need area to students in a more affluent area with more 
resources is an unfair or inaccurate comparison.  I do like that growth is counted more that it used to be, but there are specifics that need to be looked at 
first. Thank you for taking the time to get feedback on this draft.

I think that it is important that the lower kids (bottom 25%) be given points for growth!

I think the growth should be the greatest percent of the graph. I do not like the acceleration percent to be as high as it is. 

I wish that for each category, example the ELL category, the survey provided percentage of growth or proficiency in order to be awarded points. And then, 
how many points each is worth. I will be looking into to other documents to see if this is provided somewhere in the framework. I wish there was more 
emphasis on things other than academics as well. I am happy that there is mention of bonus points for the Arts, but again, I will be looking for more 
specifics. As for the bonus points for having a larger special education population, I am worried that schools will now enroll these students, but for lack of 
funding, will not provide the proper services for these students. They will strictly be enrolling them for the bonus points. Thank you.



I would like to learn more on acceleration points for Grades 5-8 in regards to high school math.

I would like to see even more points given for growth.  I would like to see more than just AzMerits scores.  Only one test????

I would like to see partial points awarded to schools for students who have shown growth over the school year, i.e. .25 points for 25% growth, .5 points for 
50% growth.

I would put more % on proficiency and less on growth - if someone is already near the top - it is hard to get growth points.  That is a problem.



If you view Arizona, there are many rural and native communities that are not being considered. There is a need to measure GROWTH and minority 
populations are being ignored with the model presented. 10% is not enough focus in Arizona for ELL. In addition, if you increase bonus points for special 
education populations, schools will then increase sped to gain bonus points. I do not agree with the extra bonus points for students at level because they 
are already preforming at level; the focus needs to be on growth as it is stated from Washington DC (at least 50% growth)

In a district, region or county such as La Paz County holding a school and/or district accountable on attendance is not favorable. In our county and/or city 
the local agencies do not support and follow through holding families accountable for chronic absences. I do understand that attendance is crucial to the 
education of the child, but that is something that is not within the control of the teacher, school or the school district. Giving penalties to items that are not 
within our control seems to be unfair. Its something we can never attain. La Paz County is bankrupt and our attorney is not taking on cases for kids who are 
absent . And we do have high numbers of students who are absent frequently. I also do not feel if a student is absent more than 10% of the school year 
their scores should be counted.   New students who do not start the school year with the district and are only at the school for one month or less I do not 
think their scores should be counted either towards the school.Special Education students who have IEPS (True learning disabilities) that show kids are at a 
3rd grade level but are in the 6th grade should not be tested at the 6th grade level and be expected to be proficient, nor should it go against the school. 
There should be a rubric/formula that pulls the scores to show growth within their sped category not regular ed. ELL kids who are brand new to US, speak 
little to no English should also not be counted on the rubric against a school. 



In my opinion, a single test is not the most efficient way to chart progress.  By using multiple tests, such as Galileo or Renaissance testing, it is possible to 
see the student's growth over the entire school year.  A single test has far too many variables that cannot be accounted for, for it to be as valid as progress 
charted throughout the school year.  Most schools chart their students, particularly the ones who are academically behind; regular testing and 
interventions for students who are struggling are far more reliable than a single test.  When a single test is given, you are getting what the student knew on 
that day only, not an overall of their knowledge due to a variety of unaccountable variables.

In my opinion, recognizing student growth is critical to include in the rating scales. I support the Florida Model the most, because it fairly gives the student 
credit for any and all learning growth they have made. It makes no sense for students to change levels in order to achieve growth credit. I like the fact that 
students aren't penalized for maintaining status in proficient and highly proficient.



In the district I work at, where the majority of students do not come to school on grade level and we are constantly trying to "catch up", I believe it is 
extremely important to weigh growth more heavily than  achievement.  I also believe that students who have been tested for special education support but 
didn't qualify due to low iq should be put in the "bonus" category for growth and/or achievement.  

Including non traditional subject areas such as PE/Health and Arts and Social Studies is very important. Our students need a well rounded education and 
currently these subjects are deemed as not important or necessary for student growth. These non traditional subject areas are as important to our 
education system and to the growth of a child. Thank you for considering these valuable subjects in the A-F accountability system. 



Is it possible to increase the growth % to 45 or even as high as 50%?

it is important to weight growth at 45% and proficiency at 35%.  It is also important to have other k-8 indicators like growth in the bottom 25% school-
wide attendance at or above 90%, Ensure that the system is not just measuring kids but rather measuring the school system that is teaching the kids.  If a 
school can swap students and their profiles change the systems is biased toward higher socioeconomic students and conditions subject to the students 
environment rather than how the school system is educating and making growth amongst students.  The best method for helping schools improve is to 
develop a dashboard system and utilize comparisons for schools with similarities in size, socioeconomics and ELL populations



IT IS IMPORTANT TO WEIGHT GROWTH AT 45% AND PROFICIENCY AT 35%.  IT IS ALSO IMPORTANT TO HAVE OTHER K-8 INDICATORS LIKE GROWTH IN 
THE BOTTOM 25%, SCHOOL-WIDE ATTENDANCE AT OR ABOVE 90%, ENSURE THAT THE SYSTEM IS NOT JUST MEASURING KIDS BUT RATHER 
MEASURING THE SCHOOL SYSTEM THAT IS TEACHING THE KIDS.  IF A SCHOOL CAN SWAP STUDENTS AND THEIR PROFILES CHANGE THE SYSTEM IS 
BIASED TOWARDS HIGHER SOCIOECONOMIC STUDENTS AND CONDITIONS SUBJECT TO THE STUDENTS ENVIRONMENT RATHER THAN HOW THE 
SCHOOL SYSTEM IS EDUCATING AND MAKING GROWTH AMONGST STUDENTS.  THE BEST METHOD FOR HELPING SCHOOLS IMPROVE IS TO DEVELOP A 
DASHBOARD SYSTEM AND UTILIZE COMPARISONS OF SCHOOLS WITH SIMILARITIES IN SIZE, SOCIOECONOMICS AND ELL POPULATIONS.
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DASHBOARD SYSTEM AND UTILIZE COMPARISONS OF SCHOOLS WITH SIMILARITIES IN SIZE, SOCIOECONOMICS AND ELL POPULATIONS.    
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It is ridiculous to judge student growth on a one time snap-shot test.  Growth should be measured with a short cycle assessment given 3 times a year like 
the NWEA Measures of Academic Progress.

It would be nice to measure growth based solely on each individual student's growth. Every child learns differently and at different speeds. Proficiency on a 
test should hold a lot less weight than growth. Testing is simply not a good way to measure the growth of each child, as proven in so many research 
models.



K-3 schools do not have growth options. AIMS Science do not have growth options. For K-8 and middle schools provide more weight for growth, about 
50%. For Proficiency, less weight 30%. For ELL less than 2 years, let their AZELLA progress to proficiency count for ELA instead of the AzMERIT ELA. After 2 
years, AzMERIT counts and no bonus for AzELLA progress. I would rather see as system that indicates an overall progress indicator. For example students 
at proficiency, yes, making progress. Students not proficient but meet target score, yes, for progress. Percent of the entire group determines letter grade. 
Can be applied to AZELLA. Proficient only for Science. SGP is not needed in any model.

Level the playing fields for Title I schools with high Special education and transitional populations. More emphasis on growth. 

Looking at the component measuring growth in English Language Learners. I do not believe this is going to give you an accurate comparison school to 
school. If one school has no English language learners, then this component cannot negatively or positvely effect their letter score. However, for schools 
with English language learners, these students have the ability to doubly effect scores either negatively or positively, as their scores are counted both in 
general growth and in the component specific to English Language Learners. Therefor, I believe including this component will skew results and not give an 
accurate comparison.     Also, including preformance in arts, pe/health, and social studies while all beneficial studies for students, will also skew letter 
grades. Teachers' pay is based on these letters and it would be unfair for a teacher to be paid less because the district will not supply art or music to a 
school while they do to others. Also, there are schools that focus on the arts but may have poorer academic scores, and this would improve their overall 
letter grade. Which is then comparing apples to oranges. Both are important in the school system but we should be comparing math to math, ELA to ELA, 
and arts to arts.



Models should attempt to differentiate for school/district circumstances and address the extreme diversity in student populations, family involvement, 
special education population or low cognitive students who aren't low enough to qualify for special education but regardless of plethora of interventions, 
still can't compete with average general education students, etc.  Proficiency and growth absolutely needs to be considered in the formula; however, how 
will you determine what an acceptable percentage for growth might be, especially when you may be considering 70 IQs as well as accelerated (which was 
addressed in the proposal)? There are exemplary teachers and schools who don't experience as high achievement or growth who work twice as hard and 
utilize more strategies, programs, etc. as some others who appear to excel.  Socio-economics of schools does matter more than the extent to which it is 
addressed.  The 2013-2014 model appeared closer than the proposed.

More focus on Growth. Consider dual labels, one for Title One schools and another for Non Title One schools. The student inputs matter where a child 
starts and we all want to finish at the A!

More of a focus on growth rather than proficiency

National and international proficiency levels should be used as the benchmark for the various categories, not the scores of other Arizona students. Student 
growth percentiles could be highly misleading if the 90th percentile kids still can't read. Our students are competing globally, so they need to be prepared 
for that world. Also, AIMS Science is much too low of a bar for kids to pass.



Need further focus on growth. Need to consider the implications of the current proposal on schools - will they avoid serving low-performing students or 
communities because of what the proposals incentivize?

One of my major concern is about the "acceleration" indicators. We do a lot more in the elementary /Middle school level to get students ready so that they 
can start taking high school courses.   Secondly, the proficiency level of Math and Language Arts in high school courses does not measure all students' 
readiness for college. Many students developmentally are not ready to take those classes and pass them on state standardized test. A modified test that 
can accommodate the developmental level of the young mind who are taking high school courses through using the same skills could be accepted. You 
cannot expect a 6th grader to think like a 9th grader when they are taking a Algebra 1 test.     Thirdly, This can be additional points for schools who are 
trying hard to get the students ready for college. You cannot expect all of the communities in Arizona to have the same opportunity just because they 
don't have the financial means to offer those classes or they are a small rural school or small charter school. If you are district magnet school that's what 
you will offer. What will happen to the rest.     Thanks

Physical education and arts directly impact learning and growth.  Schools providing these services should be recognized with bonus points.  The stronger 
the program the more credit given.



Please consider, several of these options do not support the states low socio economic schools that are at a severe disadvantage over those of in a higher 
socio economic.  How are your giving credit to those that are making significant growth to develop academics and yet not punish them through the point 
system offered to all other higher performing schools?  These choices are not equitable. 

Presented with data help identify students academic performance and growth.

Proficiency is a great goal for individual students, but as a parent, I am concerned about growth. I have 3 children that all attended different public schools 
last year. All 3 were highly performing on both sections of AZMERIT. 2 of my children grew by leaps and bounds last year, and those 2 children were at 
Title 1 schools that last had a C letter grade. My child that received a far inferior education attends a school in a high Income area at a school that last 
received an A. If we continue to make proficiency a part of the equation, we are rewarding the schools that accept high income children. Growth percentile 
is the only measure that makes sense because growth for every child in a competitive environment should be the mission of every school no matter how 
proficient the children arrive. That is the only measure that compares apples to apples versus rewarding schools for proficiency and therefore rewarding 
the work of the parents instead of the teachers.



Proficiency: we do get some credit for partially proficient students and extra credit for highly proficient   Student Growth Percentile: we are used to this and 
understand how it works  Student Growth to Target: this is something we have no experience with or data to back up  Florida model: we know NOTHING 
about this model and the literature is overwhelming  ELL: we don't want to be compared to the whole state rate of improvement. We just want to show 
that our kids our improving.  Acceleration: this is still primarily based on state testing  Bonus Points: these both look promising for us  Solely academically 
relevant: it is not academically relevant when the statistics on the proposed model are highly impacted by rural, Title 1 and high rates of free and reduced 
lunch prices.  Multiple measures: proposal does not include multiple measures  Growth: most of the proposal is base on proficiency, not growth  Simplicity: 
not simple at al

Proposed criteria of needing a 50% for classification of A school.  That is punishment for those schools that server low income language learners who will 
show tremendous growth but may not quite achieve the proficiency in AZ Merit at the 50%.  It is these schools that are closing the achievement gap in a 
more significant way.  Once this growth is achieved it may then be difficult to reach a 50% growth percentile in subsequent years.  Please support this 
population of students

Put the socio-economic and attendance as an indicator for growth because these factors outside of our teaching are legitimate variables as to why schools 
can perform to the set state standards. There are variables that we cannot control: poverty, genetics, and the economy. 



Rate the school based on a child's basic growth from year to year on the same test instead of changing it over and over going from paper version to 
computer version from AIMS to AZMerit.  The changes do not allow teachers to develop a baseline of data to even determine true growth in our students 
over years.

Schools should lose points for NOT having FULLY CERTIFIED TEACHERS in the classrooms the entire year!! AZ needs to get rid of "fast tracking teachers" 
because the program allows schools to get away with not telling parents their children are receiving instruction from a NON CERTIFIED TEACHER!!     
Student growth from year to year should be the number one way to earn the most points. Then additional points should be assigned for schools/teachers 
who year after year have large growth among their students. Additional points should also be given to schools that meet or exceed the state mean score.  

Schools with populations of homeless or Title I students in excess of 90% should be assigned A-F grades based on all of that which is proposed but, in the 
event that the school earns a preliminary "D" ranking, further evaluation of that which the school is doing to educate its students needs to occur. 
Additional criteria to be evaluated should include additional measures as follows:  1. Parental Approval Rating  2. Professional Development and Staff 
Education Level  3. Heavier Weights on Attendance and Growth in Lieu of Proficiency  4. Alignment of Curriculum, Assessments, and Methodologies with 
Best Practices    In stating the above I am not advocating an abdication of accountability. Instead I am suggesting that schools with high incidences of 
homeless and impoverished students should be held accountable according to the greatest good that they accomplish instead of being measured against 
schools with populations of students from more affluent circumstances. A school may be performing at an "A" level for the population of students it serves 
but be awarded a "D". Conversely, a school may be performing at a "D" level for the population of students it serves but be awarded an "A".     If a school's 
inputs are in line with parental approval and best practices but has outputs or results that contradict its true substance, to award that school with a grade 
that puts them in perennial school improvement is unfair to the staff and students of that school.  



Should allow each school district to come up with their own standards to be approved by the state; each educational program is unique in its own right 
and therefore should be allowed to bring forth what it proposes are the proper standards based on that program. Test and measure growth based on the 
districts educational approach and program.

Stay away from a model that compares students to other students rather than on individual growth.  Focus on the individual growth of a student in a 
particular area, for if you have an eighth grader who enters your classroom at a third grade reading level, you need some way to measure whether or not 
they have achieved growth, even if they are still below a "target" reading level.  Teachers are also taught to target interventions to students who are on the 
cusp of achieving a new level, say Proficient Level to Mastery Level.  How can we design a model that complements all growth, and not just growth that 
jumps a student from one category to another?



Stop trying to use one high stakes measure for 40% of the total aggregate score for academic achievement. If anything. Administer AZMerit 3 times a year 
and adjust the descriptors for beginning, middle and end of year proficiency expectations. This would better measure actual growth in a given year and 
content knowledge/acquisition on the same measure that is tailored to the particular grade level standards. Consider a confidence interval adjustment for 
special needs and ELL learners that models/predicts typical growth for those subsets. Alternative tests should be available for special needs students who 
are well below grade level given their identified disability. Remove a one time test score as a tool for teacher and school ratings. It makes no sense. 
Additionally, if a student fails all year in class and the student does poorly on the test....hasn't the educator identified the issue and potentially done 
everything to address it through interventions. There is no parent or student accountability piece which there should be. The entire onus of learning rests 
on the shoulders of the school/teacher.  

Student growth should be based upon the student's individual growth not being compared to others. Growth for second language students takes longer 
because of the understanding of the English language.

Student growth to target is something the state of AZ has no experience with and no data to back it up.  What is the Florida model, besides lots of 
overwhelming paperwork?  We don't want our ELL compared to the whole state's rate of improvement.  We just want to show where our own kids have 
made individual progress.   Solely academically relevant when the statistics on the proposed model are highly impacted by rural, Title One, high free and 
reduced students, high percentage of ESS students.  



Students with IEP's should not be included in the testing when not appropriate. Giving schools extra points is........ Nice but these students should not even 
be included as many cannot even sit for the test and the tests are not academically appropriate for the individual and cannot show their individual growth.

The "acceleration/readiness" component is very vague and needs to be articulated/ deconstructed more. Without a clear picture of how Soc. St., 
P.E./Health, and/or art would be measured - the draft is still at a "nuetral" as it relates to measuring improvements from the previous A-F system.

The acceleration component is ridiculous.  It may put pressure to accelerate students who are not ready.



The acceleration measure compares 3rd grade rates of proficiency from year to year.  This does not take into account that each group of children is 
different and the passing rates will depend upon the group that a school has in 3rd grade at the time.  This is not a good comparison.

The AZ Merit test is very hard. I do not think it measures the true growth of the student. I know this year it is still offered as a paper based and computer 
based test. However, beginning next year it will only be offered on the computer. I do not think with so many student who are not computer literate this is 
a fair way to assess the students. Paper base is an easier way to take a test. Leave the computer testing to 8th- 12th. Require all 7th graders to take typing 
or computer classes to know how to correctly type. No one types correctly as they are rushed to learn it and then habits are formed and formed 
incorrectly. 

The elementary model is almost entirely dependent on 1 test. Yes, ELL scores from AZELLA also are included, but represent a relatively small percentage of 
our student population. The growth to target model will negatively impact schools with high mobility. The model will impact non K-8 schools in ways not 
anticipated. We have unique grade level configurations. I would rather see an academic report for the school that looks like the AG report for financial 
health of a district (i.e. color coded for growth, proficiency) that shows the whole picture for a school versus the result of a single test. I am for including 
SGP but am concerned that the districts are at the mercy of the state to release this data to us to model with. We have not received SGP scores in the last 
two yeas of administration. 



The emphasis on ELA and math is still far too much and overshadows all other academic content areas that are crucial to a student's success in high school 
and beyond.  To truly grade our schools, we must also include sciences, social studies, the arts, health/physical education, and other academic courses.  It is 
a true shame that those courses are being considered for "bonus points" when they are equally relevant and important to the growth and development of 
our children.

The Growth and proficiency model need to be scored evenly.

The major flaw in all of the suggested systems for measurement is that there is no way for teachers or administrators to measure a 3rd grader without at 
least two years of testing to gauge growth. I am an administrator over a k-3 school and most of these models have a high percentage of the A-F score 
based on growth of a student. These models don’t help a school like mine determine if our students have made growth or give a fair picture on how my 
school is doing compared to our peers.  I feel there needs to be something for a school like mine that won’t have 2 years of data to determine “growth”.



The model does not  recognize the poverty of our district and effectively address the growth our students.  

The model has been rushed. The board has had 2 years to plan and implement a new accountability model and they've failed to do so until the last minute. 
This is unaccetable.     Furthermore, though the emphasis is on growth, it's on growth accountability cross multiple years. Therefore, the growth is 
comparing apples to oranges. If you want to utilize a growth model, there needs to be a pre- and post- test each year to truly measure the growth of a 
student! 

The model is still overemphasizing test scores to show proficiency and growth. For the elementary, the 3rd-5th grade AzMERIT scores still account for 
about 90% of the components. The AZELLA scores and attendance are such a small factor. I like the idea of bonus points being available. However, to add 
more high-stakes tests in other subject areas is not a good idea.

The reason I said that I didn't agree with points awarded for readiness was the 3rd grade ELA measurement from year to year and decreasing the minimally 
proficient. My concern there is that we would not be measuring the same cohort of students, rather two different ones that could have very different ability 
levels. The 3rd grade class of 2018-19 could have a larger number of students with reading disabilities or language delays than the 3rd grade class of 2017-
2018.



There are far too few different measures, with far too much weighting on AzMERIT.  The weightings imply that the only subjects that truly matter are 
reading, writing and math, as measured by a single test.  We need to do a lot more work on this, and figure out how to develop a much broader picture of 
how well schools are educating the whole child.  This must include the other standard-based subjects, including physical & health education, visual art & 
music, and social studies, as well as world & native languages, science, etc.  It should also include qualitative factors related to social-emotional-mental-
personal-creative-civic-financially-literate human development:  readiness in the broadest sense of the word, not just cognitive/test-taking.  We are now 
shifting toward more focus on college and career readiness.  This is better than just AzMERIT, but is still not addressing students’ broader readiness for 
There is a need to take into consideration economic status and language ability when measuring proficiency on AZMerit.  English Language Learner scores 
should be based on student growth and not as a comparison as to how other students are doing.  Realistic growth and performance expectations need to 
be set for ELL students, SPED students, and students with other disadvantages such as single parent homes, homelessness, incarcerated parents, poverty, 
and any other factor that may effect learning outside of the school environment. Instead of 40% of the A-F determination based of AZMerit proficiency, 
that percentage should be reduced to 10%. In addition, the Arizona education system is so underfunded that that expectation of student success is 
nullified even though all of us work diligently everyday to support our students despite the lack of support from the state.



There is no accounting for SES, which plays a huge role in student growth, proficiency and academic success.  To ignore this in assigning grades gives an 
unfair advantage to schools in wealthier areas.

There is no exact percents to tell us how we will score. This does not account for our poverty students and mobile students. Our teachers and school 
district works hard to teach our students that come  into the schools low already. They will struggle to reach proficiency and will not get the credit they 
deserve for true growth. This was rushed and no real input was taken from schools. 



There should be three separate ratings (each combining proficiency and growth) for each school: 1) results for general-education students, 2) results for 
ELL students, and 3) results for SPED students.

This model discriminates against small and rural schools.  When class size is under ten students, data is invalid.  Small schools do not have the capacity for 
acceleration that larger schools have.  They may also lack ELL learners.



This model relies too heavily on proficiency!!!!  This model will segregate schools.     ·       Are the draft A-F frameworks clear and understandable?  ·       
How will proficiency be measured? Growth?  ·       How can the A-F accountability system best reflect the contributions of teachers and schools to support 
student success?  ·       What measures can be put in place to ensure that low letter grades don’t overwhelmingly correlate with high student poverty rates?  
·       How can the A-F accountability system effectively capture how well a school is doing in addressing the unique needs of special education students, 
English Language Learners and other subgroups?  ·       Given that a school’s letter grade is just one indicator of how schools are performing, what other 
information should be presented in School Report Cards so parents and community members have a more comprehensive understanding of how schools 
are doing?

This new model should include growth just for individual students and NOT comparing students to all in the state because of Title I status vs non ( those 
schools have higher ELL and students should be measured for their OWN growth. Growth is growth and this would be fair.  Also, special education 
students showing growth as individuals should be bonus points.  This would make growth measurement across the stAte fair.  ( measuring individual 
student growth and proficiency). Thank you 



This system is flawed.  Here is my proposal for a better system to assign grades to schools.    First, let's consider the goal of our education system.  The 
goal is to create well rounded high school graduates that are college or career ready.  I propose that all schools with their students on a path to reach this 
goal by the end of 12th grade are "A" schools.    As we discussed in the board meeting on 3/7/17, the student bodies of our schools are not equal.  Many 
schools in Arizona have disproportionate numbers of students who live in poverty.  Many suffer home life stressors such as illness, neglect, malnutrition, 
poor hygiene, parental or guardian drug abuse, etc.  Not all students have the opportunity for a preschool education.  Many students were not raised with 
English as their primary language.  Students in these types of situations are "starting behind the eight ball."    Do not forget our goal to create college or 
career ready high school graduates.    I propose a simple algorithm.      Step 1: Is the school achieving grade level proficiency?   	Yes: A                No: Go to 
step 2    Step 2: Use the remainder of your pie chart to assign a score.  I think the most important aspect of this chart is growth.  Are the students growing 
at a rate that will get them to college or career readiness by the end of 12th grade or ready for high school by the end of 8th grade?   	Yes: A                No: 
Choose how to stratify grades B, C, D, and F.      I believe the measurement of growth should be based on student’s growth in proficiency per grade level.  
The "Florida Model" of scaled scores seems to achieve this better than the other two models.    If high achieving schools want more recognition they can 
do so on their own advertising budget or through the media.    

Too focused on AZ Merit and other testing - what about students who excel but do not test well? Also too much focus on acceleration. Not always a good 
thing.

Too much emphasis is still placed on a single test. Whether it's growth, or proficiency - it's too much.  
Too much weight is put on testing. Not all do well with a test. Things such as poverty and McKinney Vento affect students and a test isn't valid. High ELL 
and Title schools have barriers that are measured by a Eurocentric test. There are other growth points that matter. 



Until the AZ State Legislature uses a test that identifies and quantifies nationally accepted norms of academic progress, such as an ACT or the SAT test for 
elementary students, instead of a 'home grown' hybrid test designed to assess our AZ State Standards, we will continue to not be appropriately comparing 
schools or growth...it's like comparing apples to chocolate chip cookies!  To compare schools from a school like BASIS, who can pick and choose their 
students, and a school in Chinle, who takes all of the students in the area, regardless of ability, is never going to be fair or truly quantifiable.  A single test is 
never going to accurately give an overall view of any school, regardless of all of the bonus points!

Using the AZMerit tests to define student achievement is a mistake. The use of computer testing has reaped poor results. Young students, or those with 
limited motivation, skill and language often just click buttons arbitrarily. The test results  from year to year cannot be compared, though you cite usage of 
growth percentages (scaled scores?) These numbers are arbitrary and are not equal. Your statisticians manipulate data. Student academic competency must 
be measured to reflect real learning and results. Give teachers the ability to teach key skills and core competencies. Use standardized achievement test 
results such as SAT 10... 

Vital to include: poverty indicator to help balance the schools with high poverty so that they are not paralyzed for their grade  Vital to include:  
combination of ALL 3 student growth measures.  There are drawbacks to choosing any one which could have very negative effects to particular groups.  
With technology today, there should be a way to utilize all 3 in a growth analysis.  



We have been utilizing NWEA MAP for our benchmark assessments and have found it to be a way better and robust measure of growth and proficiency 
when compared to Galileo. 

We have not dealt with the Student Growth to Target or the Florida model to see if that is going to work or not. One example of each is not going to show 
us all angles/scenarios as to how it will benefit or hurt us. All students, ELL included, should be compared to their own growth, not the state.  Also, previous 
year's tests are not helpful to show growth when the tests are completely different from one grade to the next.  In order to show growth, you have to test 
the same standards as a pretest and then a posttest.  I don't see multiple measures - I see AZ Merit. On the acceleration/readiness measurement - what if 
you already have all of your 3rd graders at proficient or have a really high amount of smart kids who are smart at math and make our numbers super high 
for acceleration and doing well on math tests one year but not the next?  Will schools get punished for not improving what they can't improve?  Also, the 
schools can only do so much when it comes to attendance. We give incentives for coming to school, having perfect attendance, we send out letters for 
absences, etc., but in the end, the parents are the ones who make the decision to force their child to go to school or let them stay at home - it's really out 
of our hands.  What if the absences are due to severe medical issues, or truly excusable reasons?  Is there any leeway on that?  What about bonus points 
for having the least amount of money given to the district/school, lowest paid teachers, but still having good to awesome scores compared to schools that 
have more money, more aides and support, more supplies, more technology, etc.  



We need more options for the Acceleration (10 pts). The EOC represents high school standards and is not a requirement for elementary. We should have 
an option to demonstrate acceleration within our respective grade levels; (e.g. improving the top 25, increasing highly proficient scores, demonstrating 
above average growth).

We need to consider the Float method proposed by the data group. Because of the ceiling effect, it is almost impossible for a school to get both high 
scores and high growth. Also, we should be allowed to make comments on this plan once more - after we can see how the data actually affects our schools 
and schools in the state. It seems that we are not ready to implement this plan!



We need to measure the individuals progress against themselves as often as possible. Standards are important to establish,  but some of our youth are so 
impoverished and behind because of life circumstances that any growth or maintaining of progress should be awarded and recognized. We must 
acknowledge the whole child and their social/emotional background as well as content knowledge and performance.

Weight growth more.  Take advantage of the flexibility allowed by ESSA.



Well I would agree that testing of students provides important information regarding their growth, I believe that we have overstepped the bounds of 
reasonability by leaning too heavily on those results at times. 

What about districts who work on interventions K-3 to meet the MOWR requirements?  They cannot decrease the % of students who are minimally 
proficient year to year when there is a history of already having none.  What points can they get?  There is still too much emphasis on the "zip-code" reality 
with such a high percentage  of A-F measured on proficiency level rather than growth.  Parents think they understand what an A or a B means, but they will 
have a difficult time understanding this process.  The state should back off another year to really develop a transparent plan.

What about SPED students? Are their scores in with the 40% growth section? Will the bonus points for the enrollment offset this? What is the state 
average?



When looking at ELL growth, can you take into consideration scale score growth vs. level changes.  The scale score is very wide in some bands.  Also, you 
need to be very specific with EOC so students are not pushed into classes just so school can get extra points.  Students need to master grade level 
standards.  Also, students can not take grade level and EOC tests. 

Whether you use one single test or multiple high stakes tests, the grade for a school should be dependent on so much more than test scores.  Growth, 
graduation rates, attendance, student/staff/parent climate surveys, extra curriculars, do they have PE embedded in their school day, certificated teachers at 
that site, etc.  To think that a schools entire A-F letter grades rests on test scores only encourages teachers to teach to the test and not educate the whole 
child.  That is the problem with people who are not in the classroom on a daily basis making the rules and passing legislation.  It is ridiculous to minimize 
what teachers do in their classrooms each and every day to support students by labeling them by their test scores.  Clearly the people making the decisions 
have never heard of test anxiety or even viewed these tests to see if they accurately measure anything.  Oh that is right, we cannot argue that because we 
sign security agreements saying that we will not view the test so we can not offer any input.  The entire conversation about making an decisions based on 
high stakes tests is ridiculous and should be stopped.  Let teachers teach and students learn.  How about that for accountability?



While it is important to measure the growth in regards to standardized testing, there are many other important factors that need to be considered as well 
as the test scores.  Attendance is a high priority, many parents are not supporting their children's education because they are allowing their children to stay 
home whenever the child wants to stay at home.  This creates a learning disadvantage as the children that are not in class tend to do poorer on any form 
of tests.  It is important to remember that the students are the ones that we are here for, and consideration needs to be taken into account on how they 
will benefit from any changes that are made, not about what looks good on paper.

Why not use a combination of the three different methods of measuring growth? 



With the amount of transient students we have it is a grave injustice to judge a school solely on student growth.  Example - AZMeritt started today and I 
got three new students enrolled this morning from California.  

With the struggles and inconsistency with the AzMerit assessment, I do not see how any proposal with growth and proficiency can work at this time.



Yes, there should be a lot more weighting of aspects other than AIMS and test scores. For instance, the arts should be considered in school as well as 
individual growth. Look at: http://www.ecs.org/ec-content/uploads/ESSA_Mapping_the_opportunities_for_the_arts.pdf  This document provides excellent 
suggestions for how to measure/assess arts under ESSA. For instance: Examples include:  - The number of arts course offerings.  - The percentage of high 
school students enrolled in arts courses that provide postsecondary credit. -- The proportion of certified arts educators to students. Full details on the state 
plans that include these and how they do it are available at the website.

Test / AZ Merit

1 child 1 test is not a measure of success



A test that a student takes on one day a year should not be used to "grade" a school.  There is much more to learning than a test taken one day in a school 
year.

According to the NEA survey, a majority of teachers reported feeling considerable pressure to improve test scores. 72 percent replied that they felt 
“moderate” or “extreme” pressure from both school and district administrators.



Basing the A-F grades on the AZMerit test will never be anything but a single test score measurement.     Adding bonus points for performance in special 
area classes (PE, art) will add to inequities in the system, as better funded schools, which already tend to perform better, will have opportunities to pursue 
bonus points that struggling schools cannot afford to pursue. 

Clarification is needed regarding the language describing the accelerated courses. Points should be awarded for the number of students PASSING the end-
of-course tests, not for ENROLLING students. That would make it way too easy to simply enroll students who are not prepared. This would invalidate this 
section of points. It is important to show student success, not shady course enrollment practices.



Do not assign letter grades to schools based on student's test scores.

Education is not a consumer product. It is wrong to ASSUME that student test scores indicate what they know, have learned, have been taught. Test scores 
only reflect student behavior during testing sessions. If you had ever observed students taking those tests, you would know that.



ELA standards should be measured within the subjects of history, geography, and science, as comprehension is the goal of reading, not isolated, 
untestable, unrelevant skills like "finding the main idea" and "determining author's purpose." See Why Knowledge Matters by E.D. Hirsch, Jr.



Every measure here is based on AZ Merit test score outcomes. I am very disappointed as I expected an improvement with added measures not related to 
AZMerit. I give one positive point for the inclusion of science, but where are the other important academic subjects? Where is the measurement for 
educating the whole child with art, physical activity, P.E. , music, and other areas and programs that contribute to the best education. My children have 
attended schools with very different test score results (the top performing school in our district, and the lowest performing school). My children's test 
scores were consistent at each school even if their peers had higher or lower scores. We had our favorite and best teachers at one of the lower performing 
and lower graded schools, so the school letter grades and test scores did not tell the whole story. They shamed the teachers at the lower graded school, 
and falsely praised the teachers at the higher graded school. My child's worst teacher was at the highest graded A school in our district, and her students 
had better test scores than our favorite teachers at the lower performing school. The difference was not the school, but the experience of their students 
outside of school. SES determines test scores, so to focus all measures on test score results is to falsely label schools with letter grades that do not reflect 
the quality of the teachers, or education. All of my district schools deserve a D for lack of recess, P.E. and music and art. The district even tells parents they 
focus first on the areas the state holds them accountable for and funds them, so ELA, Math and finally Science. The rest can be substandard according to 
this new letter grade system because AZ will never hold our schools accountable for any areas other than those tested on AZMerit. This is a very flawed 
way to measure schools. Ask any parent or teacher what they value about their school, AZMerit outcomes will not be the only or even most important 
aspect. Where is the evidence that shows these test scores and this system of of grading schools reflects quality of a school? If a school has a letter grade 
A, we parents and teachers expect it to mean more than test score outcomes and measures. If AZ cares about improving public education, the Board of 
Education will take this draft back to the planning stage and find ways to integrate areas that do have evidence behind them when it comes to educating 
children. Recess, physical activity and arts education all have real evidence to enriching education, and actually improve test scores in other core subjects. If 
this is what the evidence says is best for education outcomes, then please measure these important aspects of our schools and as the state to support 
more than AZMerit subjects. 



First and foremost, reducing the measure of "school quality" to a single letter grade is absurd; it's an exercise that serves no real purpose other than 
political. The current A-F proposals are highly predictable based on SES of the school. AZ spends millions of dollars each year to administer a test to public 
school students, a test that is little more than a proxy measure of family income and education level. 

High stakes testing does not improve academic performance.  It is especially detrimental for low income students and ELL students.



How do these three models trend with family income data?    The proficiency % (40%) is not an accurate reflection on the quality of the school, rather a 
proven reflection on the demographics of the student population.  The label is way to heavily weighted on AzMERIT with 90% of the measures based on a 
single test taken on a single day (or 100% of the measures for schools without ELL students).  The quality of school, as the school grade should represent, 
must be more accurately portrayed to the public.



I am the superintendent/principal/teacher at a small one-school district. We generally have 20-25 3rd through 8th grade students.  I know there is no way 
to give an accurate evaluation due to the very small sample size.  On an individual basis we can work and easily monitor the students' progress, but 
comprehensively, there is just no way to assess a fair label.  Examples: last year we had four ESS students, this year none...  basically, with the reading 
deficiencies the students had, their test taking abilities were low in both LA and math;  two of the students tested would be considered ELL and during the 
year they left for two months and had to be re-enrolled.  They have been coming and going for about two years and can now speak conversational English 
very well, but will not do well on the AzMERIT;  many of the students have come from out of district of just moved into our remote district and have some 
"catching up" to do;  generally, if we have students that have been attending the elementary school for two or more years, they do well on testing, but just 
two students can skew the results of the overall scoring either up or down. Many of these components we are discussing are very good, but as stated 
previously, the sample size is just too small and I do not feel there is an accurate of fair way to label a school likes ours.   ;



I believe it is a great idea to provide support for students who are not great test takers, yet have made drastic improvement in other areas. 

I believe there is a lot more indications of success then test scores 



I believe we should have one test annualy to measure student achievement. There are far too many disruptions in our classrooms; eliminating all but one 
test per year would be a sensible approach.

I do not understand why the State of Arizona is wanting to place a letter grade on schools when this is not a Federal requirement.   From what I have read 
it appears that the state is relying heavily on the a AzMerit test. Using a single item as the major deciding factor is not a good idea.  What is being done to 
correct the the inappropriate relationship letter grades and the socio-economic status of the community.  Why is the state in such a hurry to get his plan 
going. The plan is not needed, not required, and it is not understood by  parents.



I don't believe students should be subjected to testing until 8th grade. Too often, schools resort to "teaching to the test" during a critical period of time. 
The students develop the attitude that learning is about "passing the test" rather than developing a thirst for knowledge. This has a negative life-long 
negative effect on their lives.  Also, I believe that it is unfair to reward/punish schools for attendance when it is most often the parents' fault when young 
children do not attend school consistently. This standard is particularly punitive against schools with high poverty and a more transient population. When 
Child Protective Services is informed about parents who consistently fail to get their students to school, they respond with little or no action against those 
families.



I feel it's important to not only use az merit but to also use the districts other form of testing. In our case NWEA.

I would like a huge reduction in testing emphasis and a vast improvement in the amount of freedom given to our teachers.  I HATE all the testing and the 
importance placed on those results.



I would like them to take into account that if a student scores extremely high on the first test, that a huge increase will be difficult on the second test.

If we are going to be graded on those components then we need additional resources from the state level to help us achieve our goals.  We live in the 
second poorest county in the state. A high percentage of our homes are broken.  I believe that more of what happens in the classroom on a daily basis 
needs to be taken into account.  How about analyzing running records?  Also AZ Merit doesn't adjust scoring requirements for Special Education students.



It is essentially the same as what we had before. I very much dislike the idea of percentiles because by default, half the schools will be in the bottom 50%, 
no matter how good they are.  Also, there is no incentive for students to do well on the tests.  I work in a >85% free/reduced lunch middle school, and 
until there is accountability for the student, I don't see our scores going up as far as they need to.

It is ridiculous to "grade" schools by their test scores. Children and schools should be holistically evaluated. This over-reliance on test scores to determine 
the success or failure of a school or an individual child is flawed and incomplete. You must do better.



Make it simple. Make grades about the application of the knowledge and less about the testing these kids until they can't see straight. You can train 
anyone to remember a formula for a little bit, but the knowledge becomes resolute if it can be related back to a sensible application.  

Parents want parental control. They don't want anything to do with Common Core nor the high stakes testing..including the re-branded AzMerit. They are 
not even allowed to see the test. The school should at least have a say whether or not a child should be able to move up to the next grade should they fail 
the test. They could be a straight A student and fail the test. It is not just. Please do away with Common Core. The re-branded standards are CC 2.0. Thank 
you!



Rather than bonus points for subjects other than tested, those subjects should be part of the pie.  This rubric does NOT reflect what we want students to 
do at school in order to be able and prepared to learn. The state should measure and grade whole child factors including climate, Phys Ed, health, literacy 
programs, access to STEM/STEAM curriculum, critical thinking, etc.

Ratings based on standardized tests are NOT acceptable.    The AZELLA test needs to disappear.  Non ELL students and teachers are unable to pass the 
test, indicating that the purpose of the test is not to assess English language skills, but instead serves to make sure that students in homes where any 
language other than English is spoken by anyone in the household(even if the student only speaks and/or understands English) are always considered ELLs 
in order for the state to milk the federal government teat for ELL funding.  This is shameful.



Schools and districts should be able to do their own calculations on their ranking and it should be transparent who they are being ranked against.  My 
preference would be to rank all the schools statewide, no matter their size so there is a clear indication of who the students are and where the schools are 
located.  That will be more indicative of what the problems are and how to best resolve the issues of failing schools.  I would also prefer a nationally 
normed test so that our students are compared to the nation, rather than just Arizona students.  We would have a clearer picture of how our students are 
performing and businesses interested in re-locating to Arizona would, as well.  Attendance should be emphasized in K-8 as the research ties attendance to 
academic achievement.  

Schools should not be heavily graded on a once a year test.  Parent surveys & satisfaction, graduation rates, teacher retention should be the primary focus 
on grading a school and holding it accountable.  The new ESSA law is not here to stay with the new Trump administration.  DeVos has even sent letters out 
to the state saying that the U.S. Department of Education will hold states loosely to the ESSA requirements.  Creating a new A-F accountability system at 
this time is folly.   



Schools that don't have a budget for arts cannot lose points for not scoring those extra points. Same for schools that have not offered Science because of 
previous testing. There need to be points for student/parent satisfaction, like a Harvard tripod survey. In addition, teacher retention should be a factor. 
There is not NEARLY enough to "help" poor schools that have deficits due to low SES, etc

Social studies measurement is critical. (Not memorization civics test, but actual critical thinking). 



State testing results do not encompass the overall education of a student since social skills are essential for educating a model citizen that may not have 
strengths in book work.

Still based too much on tests that may or may not reflect relevant, rigorous curriculum. 



Stop teaching to the tests and get the tests out of education.  Let more local leaders help their students.  Stop gathering and monitoring my kids.  

Stop using AZMerit, the same way that Massachusetts stopped using PARCC.  If you want to improve AZ Education, stop using AZ Merit as your base.  Try 
taking the test yourself and notice how tricky it is for students.  



test test test

Testing 



The current plan is to reliant on AZ Merit. The current plan will penalize schools with low SES. There should be other measured areas like PE, the arts, etc. 
This whole plan is focused on math and ELA.

The foundation is flawed: tunnel vision focused on "English language arts," science, and math; and disproportionate emphasis on single testing events.    
Grammatical and typographical errors dilute the credibility of the survey itself, as well as of the presented plans.



The model is too highly reliant on a single test (AzMerit).  The model does not factor in SES as an impact on test scores.  The model will reward the wealthy 
surburban schools and districts.  Probably with approximately 90% accuracy the A schools and school districts could be determined today without applying 
the system.  This new system will just validate the results.

The state needs to consider what research is telling us a research based indicators of CCR for the Information Age these students will live and work in when 
they graduate.  Manipulating the same single test scores multiple ways and ignoring critical components will result in narrowed educational opportunities 
with a graduates who are not future ready.  An example is as follows:  How many coding related jobs are open right now?  How many will open up over 
the next decade?  How are we holding schools accountable to preparing students in this area? What gets measured gets done and we have no measures 
related to these critical skills.



The test is flawed. Therefore I would never support any measures that rely on it.

There are other considerations that should and must be made when giving A-F grades beyond test scores. What is the school's average per capita income? 
We know from research that test scores are strongly correlated with income.  How many teachers at the school are highly qualified? What resources does 
the school have access to (for example, do the children have access to technology and if so, how much? Are their materials current or are they using 
textbooks from the 1990s?) How many enrichment programs are offered? What opportunities are there for students to learn STEAM? If we are scoring a 
school solely based on test scores, we are missing the entire purpose of education. 



There are so many factors that are missed with these kinds off assessments. For one, children in 3rd grade (especially boys) have the attention span of a 
gnat. How can it e relevant to compare test scores over 2 different grade levels? How do you factor in the teaching style in the class and the child's style of 
learning? All it would take is a bad combo and the test scores would be a skewed. I disagree with this type of assessment. My child is more than a test 
score. They are complex and different. It is unfortunate that you are so much more concerned with getting federal dollars than you are with what is best for 
our children.     

There is far too much reliance on a single test to determine a school's grade.  



There needs to be mulitple measures and not just one high stakes test to judge schools/students.  There are other factors like school climate that this 
measure does not take in to account.  What about discipline/behaviors?  

These are all based on test scores. Instead of reducing the reliance on test scores, the state board is increasing the stakes for students and teachers. 
Labeling a school based on standardized assessments doesn't tell me anything about the school I want to know as a parent. It doesn't tell me if they have a 
full-time nurse and librarian. It doesn't tell me if the teachers are nationally board certified. It doesn't tell me if they will provide the arts, music, gifted, or 
adequate recess. I want my children to love learning, not become good test takers.



This completely depersonalizes education.  These metric should not be used when evaluating children.  Moreover, there should absolutely be no 
evaluations using the AZ merit or any other testing resembling Common Core.  Go back to older test that truly represent academic learning and 
intelligence and not propaganda.

This is fundamentally flawed in its inception.  The State Board of Education needs to make strong recommendations to PILOT this model and seek 
statistical VALIDITY PRIOR to issuing poorly designed sanctions and consequences.  The stakes are too high to rush this process.  I am FOR: grade bands, 
and I am FOR multiple grades in various areas being developed.  This single indicator approach is centered too much on testing and not enough on social 
emotional development.  You are not utilizing the expertise in child development and you are behaving like victims of statute, rather than influencers of it.



This is the worst plan yet. The only information you will get from these tests is which schools are in more affluent areas?

This still seems to heavily rely on only one test score. Would not want to add bonus points for other subject because we are already so test heavy. Adding 
other subjects would add more testing. 



Very concerned that the label is based on end of year tests. We need a system that has multiple assessments.

We are fortunate to be in a school system where our third graders are readers, on time. We have only had to retain one student since the MOWR law came 
into effect. Districts should receive bonus points for having no students/or very few students who fall into the retention category for MOWR in third grade. 
While the plan attempts to look at results in various ways, it is still largely one test that is taken in to account. Truthfully, we should not have an A-F 
grading system for schools at all. There is more to education than can be measured by a test.



WE need to remember that students are individuals and it is impossible to grade a school, student, teacher on a single test. It is important to take so many 
more factors into consideration than just those listed in this survey. 

What happened to the proposed menu of assessments schools would be able to use?  AZMerit is a horrible test, there is no validity in its implementation, 
some schools do paper, some schools do computer.  There are so many errors in the questions.  Less than 30% of the questions have any basis in the state 
standards.  Over 70% of the questions are proven to be written so as not to be able to be answered.  Content questions are politically derived and slanted.  
The state board's cutoffs were created to insure that 70% of the students to not meet "state standards" - this is all a ploy to make public schools look bad 
so they can be taken over by the large charter school chains - its all a sham.  With the new state standards there needs to be a completely new test written - 
administered fairly amongst all schools.  The legislature needs to change the law and do away with the A-F grading all together.  If weights are to be used, 
there needs to be the most points given to the schools that have the highest percentage of F&R lunch and special ed populations.



What is complicated is that everything falls back to a student's performance on ONE assessment. Before we can add in attendance as a bonus point, we 
need to work with other agencies to support the reduction of truancy rates. It is frustrating that there are not multiple assessments to pick from, yet the 
school letter grade is solely based on that assessment. What happens to schools whose parents have decided they do not trust the government and pull 
their kids out of school for the testing windows....schools will be hit by not having 95% tested and attendance issues for factors that are not solely within 
our control. 

When it all comes down to it, we test at one time regardless of what students are going through, what the family situation is, or whether or not the school 
is urban or rural.  One test over a year period does not accurately show what a student has learned or the lengths at which a teacher has gone to to ensure 
learning.  Stating that a student who is behind two years and is still considered behind even if they make up a year or a year and a half does not accurately 
show all the hard work that goes into a student.  I have had high excelling students score in lower percentiles because they do not want to take the test, or 
they've had a bad day or their parents just told them the night before that they are getting a divorce....I don't have any suggestions  or answers on how to 
make it better...it is a difficult thing to try to make happen where everyone will be content and happy.  I do applaude the work that went into it, but those 
who create the tests need to be in the trenches and not so far removed from the educational process that they have lost sight of the fact that kids are 
important, not just the tests they take. 



Your measure AZMERIT has no test-reliability, predictability or predictive reliability and has little comparability with previous AZMERIT tests.  Problem?

Poverty / Title I / Rural (Bonus in Blue) 
Award bonus points similar to sped (80%) for title 1 schools or schools with high free and reduced lunch rates as a way to balance out socioeconomic 
factors)



Because school letter grades are so closely correlated with the SES of the enrollment population, let's take less time on labels and put more time into 
increasing economic opportunities for the parents in these high-poverty schools.

Bonus points for high-poverty schools.,

Consider poverty percentage



Consideration (points) should be given to rural and Title 1 schools.

Ditch the plan to give grades. It s a one size fits all solution to an issue with a variety issues that remain unaddressed, particularly poverty.



ELL Students are more prevalent in metropolitan areas like Tucson and Phoenix. You show little regard for the rural schools and districts

Grades should measure only schools' contributions to students' academic success. A three year look at student progress is preferable. Factors such as 
poverty and lack of experience with English should not, as they do in the Florida model,  predict school grades. Grades must reflect only students' progress 
compared to similar students - the "added value" a school has supplied. The Florida Model is not for Arizona.



Grading underfunded, under supported schools in a way that advantages schools where parents/kids are not in poverty is outrageous. The component that 
only schools with 50% proficient or higher can be an A- will place schools with high SES, no matter how they grow as an automatic B. These models do not 
also take it into account that charter schools, schools of choice, will remove students who do not help them make the grade, while public schools cannot. 
They cannot even remove OPEN ENROLLMENT students with 30+ tardies or absences  and require them to enroll somewhere else. With these models, they 
may as well just put our free and reduced lunch percent on the side of the building and be done with it. Because  poverty has THE largest impact on 
student achievement. Even THE BEST teaching, over years (if kids have the very best, highly effective, dedicated,  teachers who NEVER get sick or have a 
baby- in a system where teachers leave in the 1st five years) is the number 1 indicator of student achievement- with good teaching accounting for, 
approximately 10% increase- if the stars align. 

I believe that if a student is in a title 1 school or alternative setting their needs to be bonus points.  Their is a reason they are placed in this setting and this 
needs to be recognized.  



I think if you all are developing a model to evaluate public schools, perhaps YOU should show that you can produce a document without spelling errors as 
this supports our belief that maybe educators(from Title 1 schools)should have a more prevalent role in developing this one sided(pro-charter school) 
evaluation tool.

I would like an indicator for poverty similar to what you are proposing for SPED since all research clearly shows a strong correlation. 



I would like the evaluation system to ensure that the system is not just measuring kids, but measuring the school system and considering factors such as 
poverty and ESL students.

I would like to see an analysis conducted.  Based on this new model and last years AzMERIT scores, what labels do high poverty, high ELL school district 
achieve?  



I would like to see some balance or bonus points for schools in economically depressed neighborhoods.  Perhaps based on the percentage of students 
who qualify for free lunch programs.  Poverty brings a special set of challenges to the academic environment and those factors need to be accounted for in 
the rating process.  Also many ESL learners are extremely bright in math and science but scores may be squed based on English only language preference 
in scoring.

In the past, these formulas have been arbitrary screwed in favor of larger and metropolitan school and not rural, although Arizona is mostly rural school. 
Phoenix schools should not be setting the standards for all schools. 



School districts were supposed to be given a year to pilot A-F plan and a year to implement A-F plan. Please provide that time.    All Rural school districts 
are at a disadvantage in all A-F plans.     All school districts will high ELL populations will fail with the A-F plan.    High poverty districts will fail A-F plan.    
School districts will not be able to retain highly effective teachers.

Schools in rural areas "with targeted zip codes" are automatically assumed F school.  Not in favor of the proposal. Similar to AIMS A-F schools 
identification.



Scores need to account for poverty levels and how often students move in and out of a district. This greatly impacts student achievement.  

Students who are educationally disadvantaged lag five years behind their peers.  This model does not take into consideration the fact that districts whose 
poverty rate is above the state average are not equipped financially to provide all the necessary tools and highly qualified individuals these children 
deserve.  Therefore, these districts will always appear as though their children are not proficient and continue to fall behind their peers in other districts 
with a lower poverty rate.



The A-F model needs to go. Education never fails and this model works to damage our already struggling public education system. The system favors 
wealthy schools, there is too much focus on proficiency and the AZMerit. The only reason to grade schools is to identify and support struggling schools, 
but the board wants to create an unfair system meant to shame high poverty students and further privatize public education. I want a system where 
schools earn bonus points for high percentages of free and reduced lunch. I also want a system that has metrics for PE, the arts, and Social Studies. 

The concern is the Number of Title I schools that would fall into school improvement if we were to use this model 

There is no provision in this model to assist with those that live in poverty. Therefore a bias is created in this model.



There needs to be consideration, and differentiation, for students from poverty and those who are ELD. 

There needs to be some sort of sliding scale based on poverty levels in a school area. It is clear that children living in poverty do not progress like children 
in middle and upper middle income areas. Teachers shouldn't be punished for taking on the extra challenge.

There should be something built in for poverty and other demographics, not just special education services.For instance the percentage of students 
receiving free or reduced lunches as opposed to basing it on ethnicity or gender.As all school don't have access to the same resources and funding or 
whether they can deny/choose what students they enroll, this accountability system is not consistent and negates it's purpose

Until you address poverty in your assessments, this is bad.



When the ad hoc committee members are able to explain specifics of the calculations then we can have a conversation.  When it takes statisticians to 
explain how this would work than it is too complicated and NOT transparent.  This system seems to reward schools that have children entering at grade 
level and maintaining their positive trajectory.  Who is going to calculate all of this?  The state is struggling to get the formerly "SAIS" system functional 
and to get districts on current year funding and now we are throwing a whole new set of needed calculations into the mix with no money for technology.  
It seems illogical to add more complicated formulas rather than focus on taking students from where they come to us, to where they need to be.  Schools 
in some geographic areas are a distinct advantage.  Until poverty is addressed as a real impediment to instruction, the conversation is pointless.  What 
amazes me is hot little understanding those who are chairing this process have of the big picture.  

While academic success is essential to student success beyond schooling, we also know that different students show success in different ways.  It would be 
a good thing to recognize other aspects of schooling, especially with schools that have high refugee populations.  Often students who are ELL can take up 
to five years to show academic proficiency, how is that accounted for?  In schools of poverty, it is often the family/community connections that need to be 
established prior to being able to show academic gains, how can that be measured?

You have placed schools in poverty, schools with high numbers of EL learners, ESS students, migrant students in a doomsday model.  Shame on you.



you need to take into consideration ELL, SpEd, socioeconomics, school size, and location (urban/rural).  

ELL
alternatives for schools that do not qualify for each category measured: ELL population % as well as defined method of measurement for (other than ELA, 
Math, Science)...the way it is proposed sounds very subjective



Can't really tell how effective and reliable this is until it is actually put into us.  I hope there will be revisions if needed.



Don't agree with SPED or ELL Bonus points



Health and Wellness classes have to be included with an A-F grading. As teachers are teaching not just knowledge, we are teaching for life long 
understanding of ones Health and Wellness.  



I believe it's unfair to assess Special Ed. students (especially students in self-contained classes).  It is also unfair to assess first and second year ELL students. 



I believe there needs to be a parental involvement component for students as well.  Parents are equal stakeholders in the education of their children and 
should be held accountable for involvement or lack thereof.  To hold schools, teachers, and students accountable without holding parents likewise 
accountable does a disservice to the process.



I do not believe that we should have a grading system this school year.  The students, staff, schools and districts will be graded on a system that isn't even 
decided yet.  The SBE should have lobbied to post pone this moving target one more year.  Who "grades" anyone without telling them how it will be 
done?  This is entirely punitive and there is no sound reasoning for moving academic achievement the way this is being done.  



I have observed and experienced different school systems, not just in Arizona.  I have seen the needs of the students, as well as the different programs that 
did or did not meet these needs.  It is crucial how and what the students are taught. Having Special education is a must, and should be based on needs.  
Reading/Writing, Mathematics, Physical Education/Health, History, and Music/Arts are all necessary.  We have to look at the students being DIVERSE and 
needing a COMPLETE Education!  We assess literature based subjects on comprehension, and how fluent a student is reading and writing at their age level.  
Furthermore, we assess Mathematics based on how well they do calculations and problem solving.   How do we assess the rest? If we know the benefits of 
physical education/health on overall life, why are we not making it bigger in our school systems?  I have family in Naperville, IL.  I Love Their take on 
physical education.  Their scores do not lie.  Physical activity helps the students in numerous ways, including their academic scores!  P.E. teaches us how to 
live, as reading teaches us how to read!  We should at least assess Physical education in schools based on having a program that is required, with certified 
P.E. teachers.  We should also assess the program on not students skills, but how they show progress based on the standards.  Physical Education and Arts 
help activate other areas of the brain.  Not every students has the ability, but what about assessing any progress, effort, and the right attitude?  Physical 
education should help students use various motor skills they use throughout life, it should help students learn problem solving and crucial social skills 
(developing appropriate behavior), and it should teach students the value of health and physical activity.  Imagine if our schools were to be the beginning 
of how we lower medical costs and concerns in our country.  Start the better habits young!  



I suggest that schools that have achieved the A+ School of Excellence designation from the Arizona Educational Foundation be awarded bonus points. 
Furthermore, schools that complete the A+ School of Excellence application and submit it, but do not achieve the distinction should be awarded bonus 
points (fewer than those schools that earn the award). Applications of schools that complete the application but do not earn the award must meet minimal 
criteria to earn bonus points. Those criteria would be pre-determined.



I think you need to measure the individual's improvement from yr to yr as well as their improvement towards the target, and then weight them 
appropriately to get the score. 



If I had my choice, this letter grade crap would never have been a part of this. All it does is shame schools that aren't doing well, and defunds those schools 
that need more help. 



Measure subgroups like SpEd or ELL students against peer averages vs rest averages



Only FAY students should be counted. Are there bonus points for schools with high ELL numbers? Azella reclassification rates may be high, yet those same 
students are not proficient according to AZMerit



Physical education and the arts are essential portions of building well rounded students. If a school is going to be graded based upon student performance 
physical education needs to be considered when monitoring schools. This does two things; first, physical education departments will be held to state wide 
standards similar to other subject areas. This allows passionate educators, like myself, to enhance physical literacy to give students the framework to life 
long healthy life styles avoiding disease and obesity. Second, incorporating physical education into the grading metric brings assurance that physical 
education will continue to be taught in elementary school. Research proves that physical activity generates a foundation for students to be successful in 
the classroom. Without a healthy mind and body, students do not have the capability to score well in other subject areas. Please reconsider adding physical 
education to the grading metric and make the world a better place! 



The Specials such as PE, music and Art should earn the same amount of points the core subjects earn. This would greatly benefit a school our a District that 
fully supports the Specials at the highest level and understand how the specials fully support the learning in the classroom as well as teach students to lead 
a healthy active lifestyle that leads to a healthy productive workforce. PE increase the blood flow to the deep learning part of the brain which increase the 
learning in the classroom. So much data that supports daily PE and how school with daily PE learn at a higher level. Ask any of my students which is their 
favorite class? They will tell you PE! I hear all of the time from parents that their child learned in PE how to do this and go teach your parents. Can we 
cannot afford to continue to devalue PE. Just go look at data when its come to the future health of the next generation. Recently released that this 
generation of youth could be the first to not out live their parents. What a frighting thought!! Obesity steadily rising at %35, Diabetes rising at %30 and 
heart related problems steadily rising.  The new PE standards incorporate health into PE. Instructions. PE is dedicated to help building a healthy workforce 
that will decrease sick days, insurance costs and increase work production. Our next generation of workforce is greatly at risk of heart disease, diabetes, 
obesity and along with other health problems. We have the chance to change that and increase the learning in the classroom, less obesity, diabetes, heart 
problems by having more daily PE not less. We need to focus on the health of a child and watch as that child becomes a higher learner in the classroom. A 
healthier child is sick less which improves attendance, a healthier child is a higher leaner. PE should earn the same amount of bonus points for those school 
offering daily PE with certified teachers. Reward schools for understanding PE is vital to the complete child by awarding the full points and see how many 
schools and Districts will change their for the betterment of every child's full development. Reducing PE to 1 bonus point will only increase obesity, 
diabetes and heart problems and create one of the most unhealthy workforce ever. Can Education afford to an unhealthier workforce then it has now. Just 
take time to look how much is spent on sick days and insurance costs currently and you can see that PE is the way to correct this unhealthy workforce. 
Millions of dollars are lost in budgets because of unhealthy employees that could be better spent educating our students. PE is vital to the whole child 
going forward and I hope the panel can see the bigger picture. Please increase PE time and require certified PE teachers teaching our children. I can 
proudly share that I work hard to build the entire child at my school and teach them how important PE helps them become a higher learner in the 
classroom. I take pride in what I do and will make sure that my students will leave with the tools to be productive, healthy and active adults.



There are now excellent, demanding state physical and health education standards and  they fit in with the overall K-8 curriculum including reading, 
writing, math and science.  It is extremely important to have teachers certified in PE and health Ed who can teach effectively to our standards  I understand 
that only 1 Bonus Point is being considered for each of:  a) physical/health education; b) music/visual art education.   I wonder why do PE and health along 
with music and art education subjects only get one point each, whereas ELA and math get almost 100 points between them?  I  Is our state saying that 
those subjects are just worth a tiny fraction of ELA and math?    That's not what the recommended instructional minutes indicate, they put a much greater 
weighting on physical and health education, music and visual arts, and social studies than the Bonus Point values do.  That's why I don't agree with this 
new point system



This plan is completely unfair to district and charters with high percentage of ELLs and low socio-economic students. Once again, the state is proposing a 
plan that rewards charters that skim off the top students, to the detriment of the schools that do the really hard work of educating EVERY student. This is a 
shameful plan. 



This system is flawed . An evaluation system must take into consideration special education but the percentage is too high. This system must take into 
consideration ELl but Please remember that these sub populations do not progress at a rate that mirrors typical children . Therefore there is not a " one 
size fits all " measure of academic progress . Please go back to the drawing board before you subject schools to this evaluation . 



Too much emphasis on ELL/AZELLA scores with too little funding to schools for instruction.  



What are weighing this against? Did tell us what criteria you need for A letter grade.  



What would be the consequences for chronic absences exceeding 18 days to help decrease the problem?  Is it fair to compare a school that has more than 
50% ELL students to the state's proficiency rate?



Why do the schools need to be rated? What about the accountability of administration? What about the accountability of the people doing the rating? As 
a mathematician, I have seen the past rating system and it was really bad. I don't want to see a school rated badly when they were only a 10 point 
difference on a scale of 1 to 200. Really? AZ can do better! Of course not all schools are equitable, but isn't that what being an accredited school is? To 
have accreditation means that school is doing what it can to educate the children. And what about charter schools? And god forbid, the home schools 
where parents can lie about the education the child has received? Nothing makes me more irate than to listen to people who have nothing to do with 
educating children, try to make a plan on what makes one school better than another. If you want accountability, then ask the teachers themselves on what 
is working at the school and what isn't. Teachers are professionals and experienced teachers know so much more than the so called people who never 
work in schools but say they know all about public education. All this rating system does is make a school who doesn't get a good rating work harder 
when they are already overworked. Why not provide some real support by making sure that schools are funded well! All I see is politicians lining their 
pockets, congratulating themselves on making these false ratings, yes they are false, and then figure out a way to use taxes to line the pockets of private 
companies that provide public services. While we are at it, bring back things like driver's education and more trade classes back into the high schools.  



Why is the advanced course taking solely focused on Math. Shouldn't a student in 7th or 8th grade be able to take high school coursework in these grades 
in order to accelerate their course taking ability in high school. Part of the reason we want kids to take high school math in the middle grades is so they 
can access university level courses in high school. Would this not hold true for English courses as well? And even Science for that matter?



You have to take deeply into consideration how public schools have an increasing enrollment of Special Education and ELL students while charters/private 
schools often exclude or do not service the population of students by choice.  It is not a level playing field.  

Proficiency 
I cannot support bonus points for ACCELERATING 5-8 students into high school math as I believe that this is fundamentally inappropriate for true math 
proficiency.  Students should not simple move to the next grade level math standards, but rather be given a deeper, richer experience with the 
developmentally appropriate standards.  We spend an enormous amount of time and energy on standards, value that work.



I don't think measuring proficiency is a good policy, especially when so few kids are able to attain that score.

Might it be considered that with the Weighted Proficiency, the amount of points away from 1 that lost if a student is Partially Proficient (.4) be the same as 
the amount of points gained for a student who is Highly Proficient (.3). Under the current proposition, the potential to lose points is greater than the 
potential to earn extra points.

Proficiency is weighted too heavily.



The proficiency in content areas other than ELA, Math and Science. How would that occur without self-reporting as there are no statewide assessments for 
those areas and then where would the check and balances be for that statewide? 

There needs to be a measure of socio economic status in these grades.  Proficiency measures are not treated equally when students are coming in with a 
much different set of background knowledge and previous education levels.

With such a large component being focused on proficiency, an arbitrary bar that is moved each year, schools catering to high income/ high performing 
students have no consequence for the common practice of pushing out low performing, special ed, and high needs students. 

Bonus



ALL schools should have mandatory PE time for at least 3 days a week with a Certified PE Teacher teaching all PE classes. Bonus points need to be 
increased for schools that do offer PE in their District to all students!

Although I support bonus points for PE, Health, Arts, and other academic areas, please know that awarding only 1 bonus point for each of these areas is 
honestly insulting, and unfairly decreases its value to everyone.  For many students, Physical Education is their favorite subject, and the reason they come 
to school, and increases their ability to focus, behave, engage, and learn.  We need to show our kids that we want the best for the whole child, mind and 
body, these subjects are worth much more than 1 point. 

Bonus points provide the essential ability for schools with special attributes or challenges to be evaluated more fairly.  Value added (ie the arts) and special 
populations are especially important to consider.

Career and Technical Education Literacy and Career planning should be a comprehensive part of the formula for k-8, and included as part of the bonus 
point system. 



Have you considered what if a school had 0 3rd graders fail ELA?  How could they improve the number if it was 0?  Same with the number of kids who 
took the JH EOC?  Bonus points are giving if there is a reduction of students falling in the FFB.  What if no kids earned FFB last year?  It's a double penalty.

I strongly support bonus points for schools k-8 schools to employ a CERTIFIED physical education teacher. The teacher should have certification specific to 
K-12 physical education. 

I strongly support including the arts as a part of the way we evaluate schools, thank you for considering it as a part of the bonus points, and I suggest 
having a menu of option, a checklist, or something that allows for a variety of ways that a school is including the arts in their schools. 

I strongly support the idea of bonus points because I believe it would better represent schools that are deemed low-income because of demographics and 
zip code placement.



I would like to see Computer Science as a program to get Bonus Points

PE, Arts, etc should be worth more than bonus points!

Schools with 80% of students in low-income households should receive bonus points.

SPED @ >80% enrollment is wrong.  Any School w/SPED score above 100% of state average should get Bonus points regardless of size.



The State Board of Education is considering a policy of awarding bonus points to schools related to performance on academic areas other than English 
language arts, math and science, such as ... the arts, and social studies." This policy should not be a 'bonus,' but should be incorporated directly into the 
model, making up a specific percentage of the 100%.

Why are the areas such as Physical Education/ Health, Art, Music and Social Studies only being considered as bonus points. Educating the whole child 
includes all areas not just reading, math and science. If a child doesn't learn how to take care of their bodies through exercise and nutrition, they may 
become a genius contributing wonderful things to society, who may not live a long time. Case in point Steve Jobs if he had only listened to his doctors 
sooner. I teach at a school with a high immigration count and these students need to be taught social studies so they can understand the values of our 
great country. 

Other

A clear letter definition is very useful to parents when determining which school to send their children to.  The prior model of awarding a label (ie. 
Performing, Highly Performing, etc.) was confusing and often misleading.  Using the A-F labels will be clear cut to parents and is a great way for parents to 
make important educational choices for their children.



A model that measured attendance, end of year grades (as teacher sees fit), parent survey and district survey would be my choice for any state 
accountability model. 

A school's letter grade should not be determined by the zip code in which it resides.



All schools should teach to the State Standards, because of individual school differences and locations in the state ratings of A-F only cripples struggling 
schools and communities. All schools should simply teach to the state standards and do theire best with the personnel and students they have.  
Accountability Yes Labeling No!

Are actual educators part of the development of the K-8 model?



Arizona has a great opportunity to use other ways to grade schools that include creativity and the education of the whole child.  Make the most out of this 
opportunity.

At this point, without a solid accountability model in place,  I think it would be unfair/unjust to assign labels for the 16/17 school year.  Intervention 
programs and resources are allocated based on the successful attainment of the guidelines of the adopted model.  We are already 3/4 through the school 
year and don't have an adopted model.  I am a proponent of accountability, but one that is clearly defined and communicated so that schools/districts can 
work towards it.



Based on this new example and the old example, students are still only being measured for a one week period.  This is not looking at the total student.  
Districts need to be able to use assessments, such as Galileo, that cover the whole school year.

Being #1 in price-tag but 37, becoming higher, in actual education proves need to change the Instructors ways to benefit the students progress for 
improved learning. No Tenure for one. Unions must start holding instructors accountable, or get rid of the Unions.



Do not like it!

Feedback on K-8 model?



Figure out a way not to penalize schools for special education students who don't improve appreciably. Some will struggle with academics no matter how 
many resources schools pour into them. 

Formulaic, quick fix models are not the best solution.time, teacher input, individuals'improvement individually, absenteeism, EQ,I.e. Character, perseverance, 
rubrics and sampling within student populations are relevant alternatives.



How are districts going to enforce the absentee rate? Where would the money come from? 

How can you realistically try and embody what a school rating is? There are so many factors and component that cannot be judged. The accountability 
framework has not led to better schools. It pits schools against each other- I am reminded every time I go see a movie and have to see advertisements for 
public schools that tout their A rating.   Accountability systems create opportunities for individuals to try and game the system for strictly political reasons. 
Ask most parents- they like the school that their child goes to- the problems are with other schools that they know nothing about. This system creates 
losers and winners. Every public school is doing their best and to think that politicians somehow know how to fix education is ludicrous. Leave politics out 
of education! Rather than display a grade- report out stats- similar to a dashboard. Give parents the data- not a grade and let them decide if it is a school 
they want their child to attend. 



I am pleased that the arts are being included in the model.

I disagree on the component that includes attendance.  We can make every effort to get a child to school but ultimately it is the parent's responsibility and 
becomes a lawful act.  



I don't really understand how schools can be "graded" on student attendance, when the parents are the ones  responsible for getting the students to 
school, at least in elementary and middle school.  

I feel it is better to compare students that are under the same conditions. It is more like comparing "apples to apples" than "apples to oranges".



I feel that including health and physical education is critical for today's students. The majority of students do not have the opportunity to participate in 
afterschool or club athletics due to cost and or lack of opportunity. Providing in school physical activity, physical education and health education will 
enable our students to gain the tools necessary to live an active and healthy lifestyle after leaving K-12 education. 

I feel this effort should be postponed.  It is very unfair to teachers, students and parents to impose a rating system after the proverbial game is over.  This 
should've been in place before the school year began.  Unacceptable and untimely.



I strongly support giving schools points for arts, pe, and special education enrollment.

I support a grade band being awarded, such as A/B, or B/C, based on a range of cut scores, at least in the first year since this system will be in its first year 
and may have reliability and validity concerns.



I think it is important to recognize high percentages of special education students and impacts on overall outcomes.  However, this seems to almost 
incentivize high special education numbers whereas the goal should be to emulate as closely as possible national trends in special education.

I think the only way to improve it is to compare students to themselves and not to that grade level from the previous year or years.  There has to be a way 
to compare apples to apples.



I think there should be some consideration for socio-economic factors that are often linked to poor school performance. Schools that have after school 
tutoring, healthcare access, adult education opportunities, etc. at their sites should be recognized with points.

I would caution the board on moving to quickly to complete this expectation.  For the sake of our students and teachers, it is imperative we be thoughtful 
and detailed in completing this plan.



I'd like a float weight

I'm concerned about this being implemented for this school year and request there be a postponement of school labels until a more definitive plan is in 
place.



In order to appropriately and objectively analyze the proposed plan, more information is needed, e.g. the cut scores for every band in AZ, the special 
education avg. for AZ, etc.

In the A-F accountability framework, physical education should be an integral part of the formula. In my experience working with students, physical 
education has been an important outlet and often their favorite part of the day! Students learn best by doing and actively participating in their instruction. 
PE provides this and is a building block for future healthy students and citizens and we all know how important our health is! My students with special 
needs have built friendships in PE, along with developing their motor skills and fitness. PE has been a very important part of their education! At junior high 
and high school, parents of students in special education have recognized the importance of physical education and physical activity for their child and 
have repeatedly asked for physical education to be included in their schedule each semester. 



Is this just for Public Schools or do our charter schools who we are always compared to have to follow these same guidelines

It is difficult to say weather or not the items we want to be measured will be reflected on the school scores. I think there needs to be an option to revisit 
the accountability system after a year or two of data is gathered. 



It is imperative that the inclusion of arts and other areas outside of the traditional academics be factored into this score. 

It should be simple to explain and simple to the eye.



It would be nice for there to be some recognition of what schools, like mine accomplished under the old system.  We worked our way to 137pts, just 
missing an "A", then the economy drops, our scores drop.  Now we have a "new" system - and to be honest, we work hard with our socio-economic risk 
factors, transient population, etc., and now we have a new "system".

It would be nice to have a pilot year to see how the model really works across the state.



Its not as complicated as you make it. Dumb it down, get truer results. Appears politicized.

Let's make students more responsible for their education.



Love the inclusion of Science.

Most students can make progress given enough time.  Helps us find ways to give students more time.



MOVE TO DASHBOARD SYSTEM

No performance grade should be applied. It is comparing apples and oranges....everyone learns at different rates ....related to the school's socioeconomic 
level



Not sure about reducing absenteeism as part of the measure.  If a student is sick, you DO NOT want them to come and expose other students just so 
absenteeism would be lower

Open-Ended Response



PAY TEACHERS MORE!

Physical Education and Health Education indicators need to be added in the formula for grading each school A-F.  A physically active/fit child has an 
advantage for learning and being healthier throughout the year. Teacher must be certified in Physical Education and Health Education. These standards are 
demanding and engage students in cross-curricular activities. FitnessGram is an example of a nationally validated assessment and can be used as part of 
assessing physical education outcomes. I am neutral on the questions until these areas are included.



Please  keep model and assessment consistent through out the years. We need to compare apples to apples.

Points should be rewarded for schools that offer other programming options such as performing arts, CTE, etc. 



Points should not be rewarded for special education (student amounts). Schools should lose points for not serving special education children as a 
percentage. If they do not serve 20%....the school loses a point until the percentage number is reached. 

Providing measures for multiple areas, including PE, music and Social Studies is long overdue. Thank you for recognizing the whole child.



Respectfully, this state scoring system do not take into account SES, the most influential factor and key indicator of student performance. Schools located 
in area of low income cannot be equally compared to high SES communities. The playing field is not level. Schools do not control their raw product. No 
consideration has been paid to the impact of SES. That's unfair to hard working teachers and administrators. And, it is not a reflection of the good work 
that's occurring in public school districts. 

Schools and districts need to be rated in comparison to schools and districts of similar demographics. (AIA--Sports is a good example.)  Districts with high 
risk populations such as those found on our reservations need strong teachers.  Great teacher won't work in these schools if they are always told the job 
isn't getting done, when actually a great deal has been accomplished. 



Schools need additional support (staff? software? other?) to combat truancy and chronic absenteeism. 

Schools should not be held accountable for student attendance, this needs to not affect the overall score of the school. 



Schools who continually score in the C,D, F range need to be held seriously accountable....something is obviously not working or being done to improve.

Science as a measure in K-8 model is not fair since it is not being considered in the 9-12 model even though they take 10th grade AIMS Science.  AIMS 
Science in 4th and 8th grade cannot be fairly weighted with AZMerit ELA and Math..how do you weight 3 subjects at 40%??



Science should not be included with math and ELA

Scores of students who are chronically absent (exceeding 10% of the school year) are not included in the school letter grade calculation.  Treat this as a 
non FAY student. You can't teach them and be held accountable if they are not in school!



sent in separate email

Special Needs classes should be surveyed separately.



Strongly opposed to the Florida model.

Teacher aids should also be included as a factor, better performing schools benefit from increased classroom support.



Teachers know what students are learning...trust their professional judgement.  Students and parents NEED MORE ACCOUNTABILITY.  Schools operate in 
conjunction with the family.

The A-F grading system was a federal requirement which went away when ESSA was adopted. There is no reason for Arizona to continue to do it, other 
than the desire to label (punish) public schools.    With that said, it is impossible to grade schools using 1 or 2 measurements (AZMerit) like the state wants 
to do. Without thoughtful evaluation such as that provided by A+ or AdvancED, a one-dimensional grade cannot be a true measure of what is going on in 
a school. Other things need to be taken into account (you already know what they are):   •	Parent involvement  •	SES of surrounding neighborhood  •	Free 
and reduced lunch percentage  •	Intervention and remediation programs  •	Number of special needs/special ed students  •	Teacher training  •	Curriculum  
Etc., etc.    There also should be some way to account for schools that begin low and make improvements, which I don’t believe is a component being 
discussed right now in the grading system.  All in all, such a system does not help schools to do a better job teaching or students to do a better job 
learning. Resources being used for this grading system would be better used elsewhere, where they can actually make a difference.   



The amount of students coming from economically or otherwise disadvantaged backgrounds should strongly be included in the measurement.

The best method for helping schools improve is to have a dashboard, then utilize comparisons with other school according to size and demographic.



The extracurricular activities should be weighted: brain science is clear on the learning benefits (and appreciation for the whole child) of the arts and 
physical engagement. These are foundational pieces of human development.

The Florida model appears to be the fairest and most practical. 



The information we are receiving in this survey is too basic.  We need information on how these data correlate to Socio-economic Factors and how it will 
impact all schools.  We don't want to label schools just based on where they are located and the populations they serve, we need valid and reliable ways to 
measure the affect schools have on student achievement.

The initial idea of cutting the pie up into 40/40/10/10 was a misstep that hampered the proper development of AF purpose.  



The model as it is proposed is strongly bias. I disapprove with all of the components.  

The plan seems much better than years before but we should have an augmentation plan for emergencies and until we have a couple trial years to work 
out hiccups. 



The State recognized a school with 70% special education students as an alternative school.  Your rate should be 60%  NOT 80%

The weighting toward AzMerit will produce an A-F list that is simply districts ranked by socioeconomic status.



The writing component for 3rd grade is developmentally inappropriate. 

There are numerous factors that contribute to academic success.  Low SES, student migration, being homeless, level of support available -  all should be 
considered .  These are factors that must be addressed when deciding a school letter grade.



There are too many other indicators that affect student success not addressed.  Education is a competition, but a collaboration!

There is NO social studies - history, civics, geography & economics - in this study. Social Studies is critical to developing an understanding of how the 
world works, how governments work, the impact of nature on humans and vice versa.  How could you consider these subjects to be OPTIONAL? 



There needs to be a K-2 model for districts that have K-2 schools.   There also needs to be more time to investigate this concept. I feel as if we are rushing 
ahead without all of the issues being addressed. 

There should be more than one key assessment to measure a school's letter grade.  Solely basing a grade on AzMERIT for a K-6 elementary school is not 
comprehensive....it only covers part of the grade levels.  What about the success of students in K-2?



This picture is in parts and pieces and without the overall picture of how this would work I am unable to agree.   I am asking that you please consider using 
a float weight to recognize the impact of the school on the education of the student.

Truancy and attendance are difficult at best to enforce with no recourse for action on schools part that is effective. Consider removing that component.  
Annual changes to the model would also cause significant issues with achieving higher marks - we need to be left alone to figure out the rules and follow 
them - if you continue to change the rules we cannot be successful -



Unless you can get quality teachers in the classrooms, you can't give out labels. 

Until powers that be understand mathematics ALL districts will have issues with the math scores. Research shows that cognitively students (and many 
adults) are not all ready for algebra skills (algebraic thinking yes) and therefore will not be cognitively ready for what they are expected to do. Also only 
about 5% of jobs require it....Go figure. We need to take a stand and start teaching our students Everyday math so they can function in life.



We need more non-academic measures.

We need to measure gifted kids. 



When look at performance and look at students in the falls far below category and don't count their gain, however small in amount, we indicate that they 
learned "nothing". Unless the students go backwards and score 0.

Where is the data behind this proposal?  How does this affect students that are in low socio-economical areas?


	Feedback on K-8



