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64.	 See North Dakota’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on May 5, 2017, 
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/ndcsa2017.pdf.

65.	 See Ohio’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on September 18, 2017, 
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/ohconsolidatedstateplan.pdf.

66.	 See Oklahoma’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on September 18, 
2017, https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/okconsolidatedstateplan.pdf.

67.	 In Oklahoma the scale scores that count towards the second objective—the focus on all students—
also work as a growth measure for economically disadvantaged students, so the measure also counts 
toward the third objective (fairly holding high-poverty schools accountable).  

68.	 See Oregon’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on May 3, 2017, 
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/orcsa2017.pdf.

69.	 See Pennsylvania’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on September 
18, 2017, https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/paconsolidatedstateplan.pdf.

70.	 Pennsylvania doesn’t assign exact weights to its indicators, instead opting for a two-step process of 
identifying elementary and middle schools for support. The first step, however, is the most important, 
and uses a four-quadrant plot that considers proficiency and student growth equally. A school is only 
identified for support if it has both low growth and a low proficiency rate. Because of these conditions, 
we believe that assigning growth a weight of 50 percent makes sense for this analysis, given our 
methodology. See pages 50–53 of Pennsylvania’s state plan request.

71.	 Ibid.

72.	 See Rhode Island’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on September 
18, 2017, https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/riconsolidatedstateplan.pdf.

73.	 See South Carolina’s State Plan Request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on October 
13, 2017, https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/scconsolidatedstateplan.pdf.

74.	 See South Dakota’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on September 
18, 2017, https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/sdconsolidatedstateplan.pdf.

75.	 See Tennessee’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on May 3, 2017, 
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/tncsa2017.pdf.

76.	 See Texas’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on September 25, 2017, 
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/txconsolidatedstateplan.pdf.

77.	 For elementary and middle schools, Texas will assign annual A–F summative grades by looking at 
the better of a school’s proficiency rate or student growth (not both), and “averaging that composite 
with the Closing the Gaps domain, which must account for at least 30 percent of the overall rating.” 
This means that in a school with, for example, high proficiency but low growth, student growth for all 
students will not be something for which it’s held accountable. And this is apt to lead such schools to 
disregard the needs of higher-achieving children.

78.	 For elementary and middle schools, Texas will assign annual A–F summative grades by looking at 
the better of a school’s proficiency rate or student growth (not both), and “averaging that composite 
with the Closing the Gaps domain, which must account for at least 30 percent of the overall rating.” 
Proficiency rates and all other achievement measures are strongly correlated with prior achievement—
and given that low-income students tend to enter school far behind their peers, high-poverty schools 
are likely to fare poorly under such measures, no matter how effective the school and its teachers 
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are. Growth measures, however, quantify changes in achievement over time, independent of whether 
students start as high or low performers; hence they’re less correlated with poverty. Therefore, 
Texas’s system is very fair to schools with high rates of poverty because it allows them to ignore their 
proficiency rate altogether and focus on what’s under their control—growth.

79.	 See Utah’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on September 18, 2017, 
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/utconsolidatedstateplan.pdf.

80.	 See Vermont’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on May 3, 2017, 
https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/vtcsa2017.pdf.

81.	 Forty percent is the maximum weight that can be assigned to Vermont’s measure of growth for all 
students. Depending on circumstances, however, that weight can be as low as 35 percent for a given 
school.

82.	 See Virginia’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on September 21, 
2017, https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/vaconsolidatedstateplan.pdf.

83.	 See Washington’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on September 18, 
2017, https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/waconsolidatedstateplan.pdf.

84.	 See West Virginia’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on September 
21, 2017, https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/wvconsolidatedstateplan.pdf.

85.	 See Wisconsin’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on September 18, 
2017, https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/wiconsolidatedstateplan.pdf.

86.	 See Wyoming’s state plan request, submitted to the U.S. Department of Education on September 21, 
2017, https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplan17/wyconsolidatedstateplan.pdf.

87.	 M. Polikoff et al., “A Letter to the U.S. Department of Education,” MorganPolikoff.com, updated July 12, 
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