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ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

A-F SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY AD HOC ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 

The A-F School Accountability Ad Hoc Advisory Committee created the working draft of components 

for 2016-2017 accountability mindful of the guidance provided by the Principles of Agreement, the 

requirements of SB 1430 codified as ARS §15-241 and the flexibility afforded by the Every Student 

Succeeds Act (ESSA).  

 

Principles of Agreement 

ADOPTED OCTOBER 27, 2014 

Philosophical Agreements: 

  

1. A through F achievement profile will examine solely academically relevant information.  
2. Multiple measures of performance provide more information about a school’s quality than a 

single test score.  
3. The achievement profile must recognize academic growth as an essential element of 

measurement: Schools must not be penalized for low scores if significant gains are made over 
the course of the academic year. However, at least one year’s of growth must remain the 
expectation to ensure student’s stay on pace to graduate prepared. 

4. “A” schools must be truly excellent in their preparation of students for college and work as 
measured throughout the P-20 and career readiness system.  

5. All schools must have the opportunity to achieve “A” status.  
6. The system must meaningfully balance simplicity with transparency. 
7. Arizona’s A-F achievement profile should align with and reinforce the State Board of 

Education’s policy goals for academic achievement. 
  

Technical Agreements: 

  

1. The A-F achievement profile shall provide timely, valid, and reliable information. 
2. The state shall produce information for schools that identifies the students included in each 

measure. 
3. School should receive data and accompanying technical documents so the schools may 

replicate and validate the findings. 
4. The achievement profile should reflect both growth of students not at grade level, as well as 

students at or above grade level. 
5. The achievement profile will reflect students’ mastery of standards. 
6. The achievement profile will utilize multiple years of data as available and appropriate. 
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7. The achievement profile will utilize postsecondary success measures 
  

Implementation Agreements: 

  

1. In order to ensure that each new measure captures the intent, the state should pilot portions of 
the achievement profile. 

2. The state should verify the achievement profile to comply with technical requirements and/or 
statutes and State Board of Education rules. 

3. The state will present the achievement profile and other agreed to measures of school quality to 
parents, educators, and policy makers in a timely, informative, and easy to understand format. 
This includes releasing formula or other updates to how the annual profiles are determined 
prior to the start of the school year the profile will reflect. 

4. A coalition of technical and policy stakeholders must be consulted to create, evaluate and refine 
the methodologies used in the achievement profile to ensure transparency, feedback from the 
field and community, and compliance with Agreements. 

 

Additional considerations 

At the September 26, 2016 Board meeting, SBE adopted the additional following considerations 

regarding A-F School Accountability: 

 In general, the students shall be the unit of analysis. 

 With the use of end of course assessments, no single high stakes exam shall be required. 

 The weights are guidance and may be altered by the ad hoc committee as potentially 

approved by the State Board of Education. 

 Proficiency shall be the primary criteria. 

 One A-F accountability system shall be designed that meets both federal and state 

requirements. 

 A review of the issue of character as a component shall be considered 

 The bottom 25% shall be removed as a separate subgroup and the calculation shall be 

included as a growth calculation  

At the December 14, 2016 special meeting, the Board rejected a “floating weight’ for proficiency and 

growth and fixed the weights as follows: 

K-8 40% proficiency, 40% growth 

9-12 40% proficiency, 20% growth 

In addition, the Board voted unanimously in answering “NO” on the following policy questions: 

 Can a school receive an A ranking if 50% of its students are not proficient?   

 Can a school receive an A ranking if 50% of its students are not making growth? 
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Arizona Revised Statutes §15- 241 

ARS §15-241 as amended in the 2016 legislative session provides:  

D. The annual achievement profile for schools and local education agencies shall include, at a minimum, 
the following academic performance indicators: 

1. Multiple measures of academic performance or other academically relevant indicators of school 
quality that are appropriate to assess the educational impact of a school during the academic year as 
determined by the state board of education. 

2. Academic progress on statewide assessments adopted pursuant to section 15-741 in English language 
arts and mathematics. 

3. Academic progress on the English language learner assessments administered pursuant to section 15-
756, subsection B and sections 15-756.05 and 15-756.06. 

4. Progress toward college and career readiness for all schools and local education agencies that offer 
instruction in any of grades nine through twelve. 

E. Subject to final adoption by the state board of education, the department shall determine the criteria 
for each school and local education agency classification label using a researched-based methodology. 
The methodology developed in collaboration with a coalition of qualified technical and policy 
stakeholders, at a minimum, shall include the performance of pupils at all achievement levels, account 
for pupil mobility, account for the distribution of pupil achievement at each school and local education 
agency and include longitudinal indicators of academic performance. For the purposes of this 
subsection, "researched-based methodology" means the systematic and objective application of 
statistical and quantitative research principles to calculate the indicators used to determine A through F 
letter grades. 

Background 

In 2014, the state suspended A-F school letter grading for two years to allow for a transition to higher 

standards and new assessments, as well as new legislation that provided the State Board with clear 

authority to update its school letter grading calculation. 

The A-F School Accountability plan adopted by the Board will seek to comply with the requirements of 

ARS §15-241 and the accountability provisions of ESSA, while recognizing the opportunity to measure 

the quality of a school and its effectiveness across a broader range of measures than in the past. 

Key indicators and weights were adopted by the Board and the A-F School Accountability Ad Hoc 

Advisory Committee provided recommendations regarding components within those indicators.  A 
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coalition of qualified technical stakeholders, facilitated by ADE, provided technical support and guidance 

on methodology. 

K-8 FRAMEWORK for A-F SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY 

The A-F School Accountability framework for K-8 is designed to comply with the provisions of ARS §15-

241 and the accountability provisions of ESSA, and provide for greater efficiencies in future 

enhancements and iterations.  Consistent with the requirements of ESSA, substantial weight was 

afforded to proficiency, growth, and English Language proficiency.  Under the provisions of ARS §15-241 

and consistent with ESSA, an additional indicator of K-8 Readiness/Acceleration was devised.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Category Component Weight Points/Percent 

Proficiency   Weighted ELA, Math, and Science 
Proficiency (0, .6, 1.0, 1.3) 

40% 40% 

Growth Options (2) SGP/SGT on ELA, Math 20% SGP  
20% SGT 

40% 

Florida Model Percentage Gains on ELA, 
Math 

20% ELA 

20% Math 

ELL ELL Proficiency on AZELLA 5% 

10% 
ELL Growth on AZELLA 5% 

Acceleration/ 
Readiness 

Grades 5-8 students percentage 
accelerating on HS EOC, Grade 3 ELA 
Percentage Reduction in Minimally 
Proficient, Chronic Absenteeism 

TBD 10% 

Bonus Points Based on special education enrollment at or 
above 80% of state average 

 
Performance in academic areas other than 
English language arts, math and science  

 

2 points 
 
 

3 points 
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COMPARISON OF PRIOR AND PROPOSED WORKING DRAFT K-8 MODELS 
PRIOR 2013-2014 A-F PLAN FOR K-8* (the State did not issue letter grades in 2014-2015 and 2015-2016) 

 

*Bonus points were available for English Language Learners Proficiency and reduction in students 
scoring in the falls far below category 
PROPOSED 2016-2017 A-F WORKING DRAFT COMPONENTS FOR K-8* 

 

*Bonus points may be available for schools with special education enrollment of 80% or more at or 
above the state average; and/or for academic performance in academic areas other than English 
language arts, math or science 

Proficiency - English 
Language Arts, Math

50%

Growth - English 
Language Arts, Math

25%

Growth of Bottom 
25% in English 

Language Arts, Math
25%

Proficiency - English Language Arts, Math
Growth - English Language Arts, Math
Growth of Bottom 25% in English Language Arts, Math

Proficiency - English 
Language Arts, Math 

and Science
40%

Growth - English 
Language Arts, Math

40%

Growth and 
Proficiency - English 
Language Learners 

10%

Acceleration / 
Readiness

10%

Proficiency - English Language Arts, Math and Science

Growth - English Language Arts, Math

Growth and Proficiency - English Language Learners

Acceleration / Readiness
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PROFICIENCY 

Compared to the 2013-2014 plan, proficiency points may be awarded to students showing partial 

proficiency.  A weighted model is proposed with points awarded based on AzMERIT English Language 

Arts, AzMERIT Math and AIMS Science test scores as follows: 

Minimal proficiency 0 points 

Partial proficiency .6 points 

Proficient  1 point 

High Proficiency 1.3 points   

The weighted model and the points awarded as indicated above are under consideration. 

GROWTH 

Regarding growth, three different ways to measure growth are under consideration: 

Student Growth Percentiles, Student Growth to Target, and the Florida model.  The combination of 

student growth percentiles and student growth to target is also being modelled.  Here are explanations 

and examples about each: 

Student Growth Percentiles - Introduction 
 

 Estimates “growth percentiles” among students who started at a similar level in order to 
evaluate individual student growth from year to year 

 Performance is judged entirely relative to that of other students, not against a set expectation 

 Growth targets are determined  based on the performance of other students in the state 

 Growth expectations are set annually and shift annually based on statewide performance 

 Used in prior accountability plans 
 

Examples of Student Growth Percentiles 

 

Student 4th Grade Score 5th Grade Score Growth Growth Percentile 

Steve 2300 2350 50 70th 

Ann 2250 2255 5 10th 

John  2285 2305 20 50th 

Roger 2200 2250 50 30th 

Lyn 2325 2340 15 90th 

 

 In the examples in the table above, though Steve and Roger both improved their test scores by 
50 points, their improvement is classified differently based on how their academic peers scored  
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 Steve’s 50 point improvement in 5th grade was better than 70% of all students who scored a 300 
in 4th grade, while Roger’s 50 point improvement in 5th grade was better than 30% of all 
students who scored a 200 in 4th grade. 

 More weight is placed on lower performing students as indicated below 
 

SGP Growth 

Prior Year  
Highly Proficient 

0 0.5 1 

Prior Year 
 Proficient 

0 0.75 1.25 

Prior Year  
Partially Proficient 

0 1.25 1.75 

Prior Year  
Minimally Proficient 

0 1.5 2 

 0-33 34-66 67-99 

 Current 
Year 
Low 

Growth 

Current 
Year 

Average 
Growth 

Current 
Year 
High 

Growth 

 
 

Student Growth to Target Introduction 
 

 Measures the change in an individual student’s test scores from year to year such as the growth 
of the student score on the third grade test to the fourth grade test 

 Growth targets are determined  based on the actual growth compared to the growth needed to 
be proficient or highly proficient in a specified amount of time to determine if the student met 
growth in the current year 

 
Student Growth to Target Example 
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 The growth to target may require more than one year of growth in an academic year if a student 
is behind one or more years behind grade level to “catch up” 

 Students who have learning gains but do not reach the target are not awarded points 

 More weight is placed on lower performing students 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Florida Model Introduction 

 Measures the change in an individual student’s test scores from year to year such as the growth 
of the student score on the third grade test to the fourth grade test 

 Growth is determined  based on the actual growth in movement across a subscale within a band 
of scores 

 Students who are proficient or highly proficient and remain in those categories are considered 
to have a learning gain 

The Florida Model Example 

 

Assessment 

Grade 

Band 1 = 

Minimally Proficient 

 Band 2 = 

Partially 

Proficient 

 

Band 3 = 

Proficient 

Band 4 = 

Highly 

Proficient  Band 1  Low   Middle  High   Band 2  Low   High  

Grade 3   2395-

2496     

2395-

2428 

Mary’s 

score

     

2329-

2462     

2363-

2496     

2497-

2508     

2497-

2502     

2493-

2508     

2509-

2540     

2541-

2605     

Grade 4   2400-

250 

 

 

9     

2400-

2436

     

2437-

2473 

Mary’s 

score     

2474-

2509     

2510-

2522     

2510-

2516     

2517-

2522     

2523-

2558     

2559-

2610     

 

 SGT Growth 

Highly proficient Prior Year   
(Stay Up) 

0 1 

Proficient Prior Year   
(Keep Up) 

0 2 

Partially proficient Prior Year  
(Catch Up) 

0 3 

Minimally 
proficient 

Prior Year  
(Catch Up) 

0 4 

 Current 
Year Did 

Not 
Meet 
Target 

Current 
Year Met 

or 
Exceeded 

Target 
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 As a 3rd grader, Mary scored a 2400 (low subscale, minimally proficient band).  In 4th grade, Mary 

scores a 2440 (middle subscale, minimally proficient band).    Mary has made a learning gain 

because she moved from a low to a middle subscale within the minimally proficient band. 

English Language Learners 

The indicator for English language proficiency has two components, addressing proficiency and growth 

of English language learners on the Arizona English Language Learner Assessment (AZELLA).  

Proficiency on AZELLA is calculated based on the school’s performance on AZELLA compared to the state 
proficiency rates on AZELLA.   

Growth on AZELLA is calculated based on the school’s performance on AZELLA compared to the state 
growth rates on AZELLA.   

K-8 acceleration/readiness measures 

Regarding the K-8 acceleration/readiness measures, the following measures are being recommended: 

 Decreasing the percentage of Grade 3 AzMERIT English language arts who are minimally 

proficient from prior year to current year 

 Increasing the percentage of 5th – 8th grade students accelerating in high school math courses 

and passing the AzMERIT high school math tests 

 Decreasing the number of students who are chronically absent (more than 18 days a year)  

The methodology for awarding points under the K-8 acceleration/readiness measures is under 

consideration. 

Bonus points 

A policy of awarding bonus points to schools related to performance on 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. 

Awarding bonus points to schools with special education enrollment that is at or above 80% of the state 

average is also under consideration.  
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9-12 FRAMEWORK for A-F SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY 

The A-F School Accountability framework for 9-12 is designed to comply with the provisions of ARS §15-

241 and the accountability provisions of ESSA, and provide for greater efficiencies in future 

enhancements and iterations.  Consistent with the provisions of ESSA, substantial weight was afforded 

to proficiency, growth, English Language proficiency, and graduation rates.  Under the provisions of ARS 

§15-241 and consistent with ESSA, an additional indicator of College and Career Readiness was devised.   

Category Component Weight 

Proficiency ELA, Math, and Science Proficiency (0, .6, 1.0, 1.3) 40% 

Growth Options (4) 
SGP ELA, Percent Proficient Change Algebra 2 
SGP on ELA, Math 
Florida Model Percentage Gains on ELA, Math 
SGP on ELA, SGT Math 

10% ELA, 10% Math 
10% ELA, 10% Math 
10% ELA, 10% Math 
10% ELA, 10% Math 

ELL ELL Proficiency on AZELLA 5% 

ELL Growth on AZELLA 5% 

College and Career Ready 
Options* (2) 
*Available data for these 
calculations will depend 
on which year(s) of data is 
being required and timing 
of letter grades.  

Student level scoring  
Available data points: SAT, ACT, CTE skills attainment 
assessment, AP courses, AzMERIT, postsecondary enrollment 

15% 

Student level aggregated to school level: scoring based on 
an increase from one year to the next 
Available data points: the above list plus FAFSA 

15% 

Graduation Rate 4year 10% 

5year 3% 

6year 1% 

7year 1% 

Bonus Points Mix of college and career ready indicators 
Increases in postsecondary and military enrollment  
Based on special education enrollment at or above 80% of 
state average 
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COMPARISON OF PRIOR AND PROPOSED WORKING DRAFT 9-12 MODELS 
PRIOR 2013-2014 A-F PLAN FOR 9-12* (the State did not issue letter grades in 2014-2015 and 2015-
2016) 

 

*Bonus points are available for English Language Learners Proficiency; and/or dropout rate 

PROPOSED 2016-2017 A-F WORKING COMPONENTS DRAFT FOR 9-12* 

 

*Bonus points are available when students complete a combination of college and career readiness 
indicators; and/or the school increases post-secondary enrollment and military enrollment; and/or the 
school’s special education enrollment is at or above 80% of state average 

Proficiency -
English 

Language Arts, 
Math
35%

Growth -
English 

Language Arts, 
Math
25%

Growth- Bottom 
25% English 

Language Arts, 
Math
25%

High School 
Graduation Rate

15%

Proficiency - English Language Arts, Math
Growth - English Language Arts, Math
Growth- Bottom 25% English Language Arts, Math
High School Graduation Rate

Proficiency - English 
Language Arts, Math 

40%

Growth - English 
Language Arts, Math

20%

Growth and 
Proficiency - English 
Language Learners 

10%

College -Career 
Readiness

15%

High School 
Graduation Rate

15%

Proficiency - English Language Arts, Math

Growth - English Language Arts, Math

Growth and Proficiency - English Language Learners

 College -Career Readiness

High School Graduation Rate
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PROFICIENCY 

Compared to the 2013-2014 plan, proficiency points may be awarded to students showing partial 

proficiency.  A weighted model is proposed with points awarded based on AzMERIT English Language 

Arts, AzMERIT Math and AIMS Science test scores as follows: 

Minimal proficiency 0 points 

Partial proficiency .6 points 

Proficient  1 point 

High Proficiency 1.3 points   

The weighted model and the points awarded as indicated above are under consideration. 

GROWTH 

Regarding growth, three different ways to measure growth are being modelled: Student Growth 

Percentiles, Student Growth to Target, and the Florida model.  Explanations can be found on pages 8-10. 

English Language Learners 

The indicator for English language proficiency has two components, addressing proficiency and growth 

of English language learners on the Arizona English Language Learner Assessment (AZELLA). Explanations 

can be found on page 10. 

Graduation Rates 

The indicator for graduation rates awards points based on the total graduation rate of a cohort of 

students within a given timeframe as follows:   

4 years  10 points 

5 years     3 points 

6 years    1 point  

7 years    1 point 

College and Career Readiness Indicator 

Regarding the College and Career Readiness indicator, the State Board of Education will be considering 

the following indicators and indicator points: 

Indicator Points Indicators  

1.25 Earns a Grand Canyon Diploma – Blue 

TBD Completes a CTE sequence and passes the Arizona Technical Skills Assessment for that 

sequence - Red 

.5 per exam Passing score on AzMERIT Algebra 2 or ELA 11 - Blue 

.35 per exam Meets cut score on ACT, English, reading, writing, math, social studies, science, or foreign 

language exam – Blue 
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.5 per exam Meets cut score on SAT English or math exam Blue 

.5 per exam Meets cut-score on AP, English, math, social studies, science, or foreign language exam - Blue 

.3 Completes the FAFSA - Red or Blue  

.5 per course Passes a college level career pathway (CTE) course for which college credit can be earned with 

an A, B, or C (i.e. dual enrollment and concurrent enrollment) - Red 

.5 per course Passes a college level English, math, science, social studies, or foreign language course for 

which college credit can be earned with an A, B, or C (i.e. dual enrollment and concurrent 

enrollment) - Blue 

.25 per course Completes a CTE course with an A, B, or C (outside of completed sequence) - Red 

.5 Meets benchmarks for ASVAB - Red 

.5 Meets benchmarks for ACT WorkKeys - Red 

.35 per exam  Meets cut score on ACCUPLACER, ALEKS, COMPASS (or any nationally recognized college 

placement exam currently used by an Arizona institution), or Cambridge IGCSE English, 

reading, writing, math, social studies, science, or foreign language exam - Blue 

.5 per exam Meets cut-score on CLEP, Cambridge A or AS, or IB English, math, social studies, science, or 

foreign language exam - Blue 

study item Earns an Industry-Recognized Credential, Certificate, or License - Red 

1 Completes well-defined Work-Based Learning (i.e. internship) of at least 120 hours - Red 

1 Meet all 16 Arizona Board of Regents program of study requirements - Blue 

Regarding the College and Career Readiness indicators, two different ways to measure readiness are 

being modelled: individual student level completion (discussed by the Board) and school wide 

improvement year-to-year (presented as an alternative calculation by members of the technical advisory 

group).   

Individual student level completion (discussed by the Board) 

 A school’s College and Career Readiness A-F Point total will be determined by averaging the 
total number of College and Career Readiness A-F points earned by that year’s graduates. 

 A student who accumulates 1 Indicator Point will generate 7.5 College and Career Readiness A-F 
Points; a student who accumulates 2 Indicator Points will generate 15 College and Career 
Readiness A-F Points. 

 A student who accumulates 1 point of Red Indicators AND 1 point of Blue Indicators will 
generate a total of 17 College and Career Readiness A-F points. 
 

School wide improvement year-to-year (presented as an alternative calculation by members of the 

technical advisory group)  

 The school’s total percentage on each indicator will be compared to the percentage on each 
indicator  from the prior year 

 A school would earn points based on the total number of indicators with increased percentages 
from the prior year 

 A school would earn bonus points based increased percentages from the prior year in both 
college and career indicators 
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GLOSSARY 

 

AIMS 
Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards Science is a Standards Based Assessment that measures 
student proficiency of the Arizona Academic Content Standard in Science. It meets federal requirements 
for student assessment. It is administered in the spring to students in Grades 4, 8, and high school.  
Source: http://www.azed.gov/assessment/aims-sci/   
AIMS was also previously administered in the content areas of Mathematics and English Language Arts 
before being replaced by AzMERIT.  
 
AZELLA 
The Arizona English Language Learner Assessment (AZELLA) is a standards-based assessment that meets 
both state and federal requirements to measure students’ English language proficiency. AZELLA is used 
for both placement and reassessment purposes. Students who have been identified as second language 
learners on the Home Language Survey take the AZELLA placement test, and the students’ proficiency 
scores determine appropriate placement for instruction. Students who have been placed into an English 
language learner program will also take the AZELLA reassessment once per year until they achieve 
proficiency. Students who have scored proficient on the AZELLA are then monitored for two years to 
help ensure success after their move into a mainstream classroom AzMERIT.  
Source: http://www.azed.gov/assessment/azella/ 
 

AzMERIT 
Arizona’s Measure of Educational Readiness to Inform Teaching (AzMERIT) is the statewide achievement 
test for Arizona students.  Students in grades 3 through 8 take an annual assessment in English language 
arts and mathematics at their grade level.  Student staking high school level English language arts course 
and Algebra I, Geometry and Algebra II take the appropriate AzMERIT end of course exam.  
 

COLLEGE AND CAREER READINESS 
Students graduating from high school are ready for college or a career, possessing the knowledge and 
skills needed for success after high school, either in further education or in a job. 
 

ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS 
State law defines an “English learner” or “limited English proficient student” as a student who does not 
speak English or whose native language is not English and who is not currently able to perform ordinary 
classroom work in English.  ARS 15-751 (4) 
 

GROWTH 
Student growth measures student achievement over a period of time. 
 

K-8 ACCELERATION /READINESS MEASURES 

 Decreasing the percentage of Grade 3 AzMERIT English language arts who are minimally 

proficient from prior year to current year 

http://www.azed.gov/assessment/aims-sci/
http://www.azed.gov/assessment/azella/
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 Increasing the percentage of 5th – 8th grade students accelerating in high school math courses 

and passing the AzMERIT high school math tests 

 Decreasing the number of students who are chronically absent (more than 18 days a year)  

PROFICIENCY 
Proficiency is a measure of academic achievement.  
 
SCALED SCORES 

A scaled score is computed by the total number of correct questions that have been converted into 
a standardized scale.  Comparisons of the scaled scores between two academic years may be used 
as a measure of growth. 
 
STUDENT GROWTH PERCENTILE (SGP) 
A growth measure calculated by comparing individual student growth performance to a peer-based 
cohort of other students’ growth performance. 
 

STUDENT GROWTH TO TARGET (SGT)  
A growth measure calculated by measuring a student gains in performance over 3 years relative to 
targeted or expected growth in performance. 
 

STUDENT LEVEL 
Student level data is computed based on an individual student’s performance.  
 

SCHOOL WIDE 
School wide data is computed by compiling and averaging a school’s collective scores and then 
comparing the performance over a number of years to the prior year’s performance or to the state 
average.  
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Dr. J.D. Rottweiler, Arizona State Board of Education Member 

Whitney Chapa, Educational Policy Representative 

April Coleman, 9-12 Teacher 

Pearl Chang Esau, K-8 Parent 

Michael Henderson, Charter School Representative 

Mitra Khazai, 9-12 Parent 

Roger Jacks, School Superintendent   

Foster Leaf, K-8 Teacher 

Janice Palmer, Educational Policy Representative  

Dr. Paul Tighe, School Superintendent   

Dawn Wallace, Governor’s Office 
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BUSINESS RULES:  K-8 ACCOUNTABILITY 

The business rules below detail the computations of the draft K-8 accountability plan: 

TBD 
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BUSINESS RULES:  9-12 ACCOUNTABILITY 

The business rules below detail the computations of the draft 9-12 accountability plan: 

TBD 

 


