
June 10, 2014 

TO:  Kathryn Matayoshi Superintendent, State of Hawaii 
Department of Education 

 
CC:  Wil Okabe President, Hawaii State Teachers Association 
 Don Horner Chair, Board of Education 
 
FROM:  Shannon Kaaa and Ronn Nozoe, Educator Effectiveness 

System (EES) Joint Committee Team Leads 
 
RE:  Joint Committee Recommendations Regarding Educator 

Effectiveness System Design and Implementation  
  
In the 2013-17 Hawaii State Teachers Association (HSTA) and State of 
Hawaii collective bargaining agreement, the parties agreed to establish a 
“Joint Committee” of the HSTA and Department of Education (DOE) to 
review the DOE’s Educator Effectiveness System (EES). The committee 
met throughout the 2013-14 school year, meeting most recently on May 
28 and June 6, 2014 to consider recommendations for the 2014-15 EES 
design. The committee presented its recommendations to the 
Superintendent at the conclusion of the June 6 meeting. 

In developing the recommendations, the committee considered input 
from various advisory groups including HSTA’s advisory group of 
teachers representing their colleagues throughout the state, Educator 
Effectiveness System Technical Advisory Group, Teacher Leader Work 
Group, and administrators.  The committee also reviewed data about the 
implementation of the EES in 2013-14. 

The committee’s process continues to be collaborative and rigorous. The 
committee meets in good faith and works as a professional learning 
community with a shared objective of continuous improvement of the 
EES to inform practice and advance student learning. The committee 
met multiple times during the 2013-14 school year (schedule attached) 
to understand the status of EES implementation and to discuss 
opportunities to improve the design and implementation.  Our 
collaboration is meaningful and powerful.  To culminate the year’s 
process and to improve 2014-15 design and implementation, the 
committee made recommendations to streamline and simplify the EES 
processes, differentiate the processes based on need, and increase the 
informative nature of the evaluation to support teaching and learning.  
The recommendations are attached. 

It is a privilege to work together on the Joint Committee.  We look 
forward to ongoing collaboration. Thank you for your consideration and 
action on the committee’s recommendations. 
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Attachments 
 
A. Joint Committee Collaboration – List of Activities, 2013-14 

B. Joint Committee Recommendations and Considerations from May 28 and June 6, 2014 
Meetings 

B1. Joint Committee Recommendation on Differentiation of Evaluation Expectations and 
Responsibilities for 2014-15 

C. Darling-Hammond, L. (May 25, 2014).  “Evaluation Issues Associated with the 
Implementation of the Hawaii Educator Effectiveness System.”  Memo to Hawaii State 
Teachers Association. 

D. Betebenner, D., Diaz-Bilello, El, Marion, S. and Domalescki, C. (March 12, 2014).  
“Using Student Growth Percentiles During Assessment Transition:  Technical, Practical 
and Political Implications.” National Center for Improvement of Educational Assessment.   



 Attachment A.  

Joint Committee Collaboration – List of Activities 2013-14 
Dates Topics/Key Recommendations 

June 17-18, 2013 Joint Committee Meeting and Report to Superintendent including recommendations on 
summative rating process and measures of student learning and growth and of teacher practice. 

October 4, 2013 Joint Committee Meeting and Report to Superintendent including recommendations on 
conducting a joint survey of teachers, structures to escalate issues, implementation data 
dashboard, and implementation improvements 

December 16, 2013 Informational - Call with Linda Darling-Hammond (follow up to UH Manoa College of Education 
Daeufer Lecture by Darling-Hammond) 

February 6, 2014 and 
February 25, 2014 

Joint Committee Meeting and Report to Superintendent including recommendations on priority 
topics for data collection and year-end recommendations including differentiation 

March 28, 2014 Pre-meeting for Education Secretary Duncan’s visit 
Ward Research briefing on teacher survey results 

March 31, 2014 Meeting with Education Secretary Duncan regarding EES and Joint Committee 

April 7, 2014 Joint press release on teacher survey results 

April 11, 2014 Informational - Joint Committee and Technical Advisory Group 

May 8, 2014 Informational – meeting with Teacher Leader Work Group 

May 28, 2014 and 
June 6, 2014 

Joint Committee Meeting and Report to Superintendent including recommendations on design 
improvements for 2014-15 evaluation an EES 
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Attachment B. 
State of Hawaii Department of Education Educator Effectiveness System – Joint Committee  
Summary of Recommendations and Considerations from May 28 and June 6, 2014 Meetings 
 
Topic and 
Design Issue 

Committee Recommendations for 2014-15 
Design as presented to Superintendent on 

6/6/2014 

Key Points of Committee Discussion  
 

Issues Discussed for Ongoing 
Consideration, Data Collection and 

Review 
Differentiation 1. The recommendation about differentiating the 

evaluation for 2014-15 is included as 
Attachment B1. 
 
The Joint Committee kept several operating 
principles in mind:   
• Maximize informative nature of 

evaluation process to inform 
improvements in teaching and learning 
for all teachers. 

• Allow more choice and flexibility so that 
the evaluation “fits” with job duties and 
expectations (particularly for Non-
Classroom Teachers such as counselors, 
librarians, registrars, School Services 
Coordinators, curriculum coordinators, 
technology coordinators and resource 
teachers. 

• Streamline to maintain integrity of 
evaluation while reducing burden on 
educators. 

• Increase transparency of the process 
and components so that teachers better 
understand it.   

• Acknowledge performance of “highly 
effective” teachers and provide 

Differentiating the approach to performance 
evaluation is important. There are different 
ways to differentiate, either by frequency 
within one year or across multiple years. 
 
Reasons to differentiate: 
• Better targeting of resources. 
o Differentiating allows teachers who 

need more help to get more attention 
and support from administrators who 
can target resources appropriately.   

o Differentiating allows for data collection 
and evidence that is appropriate to 
identify the performance and areas in 
need of support. 

• Reduce burden and time that takes away 
from teaching and learning. 

• Reduce workload. 
 

The recommendations regarding 
differentiation are for the 2014-15 school 
year only on the basis of 2013-14 
ratings.  Further discussion and review of 
data are needed to develop 
recommendations for 2015-16 and 
beyond. 
 
The committee agreed that a 
comprehensive evaluation (all 
components in their entirety) should be 
conducted periodically on a cycle, not 
annually, for teachers demonstrating 
expected performance. However, each 
teacher should receive an annual rating 
and feedback. Issues that need to be 
considered for future consideration: 
• Which performance ratings should 

be considered for differentiated 
“cycle” of comprehensive evaluation:  
highly effective and/or effective. 

• What constitutes “comprehensive 
evaluation”? 

• What should the duration of the cycle 
be? 
o 5 years aligns with relicensure 
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incentives for teachers to become “highly 
effective.” 

• Metaphor for overall concept of 2014-15 
differentiation are airport security lines 
and the “TSA Pre-Check” concept.  
Everyone needs to go through security.  
However, the security lines are 
differentiated. 
• Teachers rated as Marginal and 

Unsatisfactory go through the full 
security process (shoes and jackets 
off, computer and liquids out of the 
bag…) 

• Teachers rated as Effective go 
through the “TSA Pre-Check” line 
which requires less scrutiny but still 
requires review. 

• Teachers rated as Highly Effective 
receive VIP treatment which still 
requires that they pass through 
security but they are escorted to the 
front of the line and don’t have to 
follow the procedures. 

• However, if there are indications of a 
performance issue for any level of 
rating, security can trigger a full 
review. 

o 5 years may be too infrequent 
(e.g., 30 year veteran would 
have had only received 5 post-
probation comprehensive 
evaluations in their career) 

• What should be done in the “off-
cycle”?  Rotating schedule of 
evaluation components?  
Professional growth plan only?   

Overall 
Effectiveness 
Rating  

2. Maintain the same business rules for 
determining a teacher’s overall effectiveness 
rating using the matrix on p. 25 of the SY 
2013-14 EES Manual. 

Committee did not find a reason to change 
the matrix and found value in maintaining 
consistency from 2013-14 to 2014-15. 

Continue to analyze the data about the 
distribution of teachers on the matrix. 
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Ratings for 
Teacher 
Practice and for 
Student 
Learning and 
Growth 
(“Weights”) 

3. Maintain same “hierarchy” of weights for 
rating of Teacher Practice: Classroom 
Observations should receive the greatest 
weight, followed next by Core 
Professionalism, then student feedback 
surveys (Tripod) 

Committee affirmed its June 2013 
recommendation “hierarchy.” 

 

Core 
Professionalism 

4. Demonstration of core professionalism based 
on Danielson Framework Domain 4 – at the 
domain level (instead of 4f) 

• Consistent with Joint Committee’s 
recommendation in June 2013 

• For demonstration of core 
professionalism, moving from 
demonstrating the single component of 
“Showing Professionalism (4f)” to domain 
level “Professional Responsibilities” 
provides a more holistic picture of 
teachers’ responsibilities (including 
reflecting on teaching, maintaining 
accurate records, communicating with 
families, participating in professional 
communities, growing and developing 
professionally and showing 
professionalism).  This follows through on 
Joint Committee’s June 2013 
recommendation to expand the definition 
“core professionalism” that is measured 
in the EES.   

• Need to clarify expectations for 
demonstrating evidence relative to 
rubric (e.g., so that teachers do not 
have to formulaically provide evidence 
for each descriptor in rubric). 

• Need more training and calibration for 
core professionalism to reduce variance 
in the way that teachers prepare evidence 
and that administrators score and rate 
rubric. 

Classroom 
Observation  

5. Continue to use same five components from 
Danielson Framework for 2014-15 (vs. full 22) 

Affirmed recommendation of Teacher 
Leader Work Group 
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Classroom 
Observations/ 
Working 
Portfolio 

6. Non-classroom teacher (NCT) and 
administrator may agree to use either working 
portfolio or conduct an observation of an 
NCT’s work using the Danielson Framework. 

• Affirmed recommendation of Teacher 
Leader Work Group 

• More flexibility to ensure job 
appropriateness/ relevance to job duties 

Need administrator feedback. 
 
Need to review rubrics for 
appropriateness of observing adult 
learning 
 

 
Working 
Portfolio 

7. For Non-Classroom Teachers whose 
positions have HTSB-approved professional 
standards (e.g., librarians, counselors), the 
teacher and their administrator may jointly 
agree to use the HSTB-approved professional 
standards in lieu of the Framework for 
Teaching Rubric for NCT’s working portfolio.  
 
This is contingent on DOE-HSTA agreement 
that administrators do not have to be certified 
in the HSTB-approved standards to conduct 
observations, conduct conferences and 
assign a rating. 
 
NCTs will not be required to submit a 
separate cover sheet for each piece of 
evidence in their portfolio. 

• More flexibility to ensure job 
appropriateness/relevance to job duties 

• More alignment with relicensing 
requirements for certain groups of non-
classroom teachers. 

• Based on recommendation of Teacher 
Leader Work Group 

Need administrator feedback. 
 
Teacher Leader Work Group has begun 
developing the rubrics. 
 

Working 
Portfolio 

8. Non-classroom teachers whose positions do 
not have HTSB-approved professional 
standards (e.g., curriculum coordinator, tech 
coordinator, registrar) and administrator will 
jointly agree on five components from the 
Danielson Framework for Teaching that best 
reflect their job responsibilities as standards 
to be evidenced in their working portfolio. 
 

• More flexibility to ensure job 
appropriateness/relevance to job duties 

• Based on recommendation of Teacher 
Leader Work Group 

Need administrator feedback. 
 
Teacher Leader Work Group has begun 
developing the rubrics. 
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This is contingent on DOE-HSTA agreement 
that administrators do not have to be certified 
in the HSTB-approved standards to conduct 
observations, conduct conferences and 
assign a rating. 
 
NCTs will not be required to submit a 
separate cover sheet for each piece of 
evidence in their portfolio. 

Tripod Student 
Survey 

9. Use NCE scaled score to create anchors for 
performance (first based on national data in 
SY2014-15 then local data in subsequent 
years when a sufficient pool of local data are 
available) rather than base score on annual 
rank ordering of results 

• Affirm option presented by Technical 
Advisory Group.   

• More clarity for interpretation score 
(performance relative to standard 
instead of other teachers/schools). 

• Does not create situation where 
teachers are on a forced curve. 

• Need to compare national vs. local 
data when it is available 

Tripod Student 
Survey 

10. Administer for grades 2-12 only.  • Educators’ professional observation in 
administering the test is that young 
children have difficulty understanding the 
questions and completing the survey. 
Educators question whether the survey is 
developmentally appropriate for our 
youngest students (especially for K). 

• Administrative burden of TRIPOD 
administration for grades K-1 is very high 
because the test needs to be read to 
students and students are unfamiliar with 
the format (bubbling in answers).  Also, 
the survey needs to be administered in 
small groups with proctors other than the 
students’ teachers which is a major 
logistical challenge.  Professional 
judgment is that students starting in 2nd 
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grade are able to read the survey and 
complete it with sufficient independence. 

Tripod Student 
Survey 

11. Eliminate demographic questions from survey • Demographic questions don’t seem very 
relevant for Hawaii 

• Reduces administrative burden 
• Recommendation made with 

understanding that eliminating 
demographic questions precludes use of 
adjusted NCE scores 

 

Tripod Student 
Survey 

12. Tripod score will be based on average of 
scores from last two years (same as 2013-
14).  However, teachers will only conduct 1 
administration in 2014-15.  

• 1 administration instead of 2 will reduce 
burden of preparation (completing roster 
verification) and administration of the 
survey. 
• Technical Advisory Group reported that 

scores did not change significantly 
between Fall and Spring administrations, 
so the second administration did not 
provide a lot more information. 

• Averaging scores across years still provides 
teachers with multiple opportunities to learn 
from the feedback and adjust pedagogy 
• Students’ perceptions matter and 

maintaining student voice in the teacher 
evaluation is important. 

Tripod data are valuable when 
considered in context of reflective 
feedback.  DOE should consider more 
informative ways of reporting the Tripod 
data. Administrators should have more 
training on interpreting and applying the 
Tripod data.  There should be clear 
expectations about how Tripod data 
can/should be used. 
 
The committee agreed to discuss, in the 
future, how to increase impact of Tripod 
scores on teaching and learning.  One 
possibility raised was to incorporate both 
teacher reflection on Tripod score (e.g., 
Danielson Framework 1b) and Tripod 
score in Core Professionalism. 
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Hawaii Growth 
Model 

13. Anchor cut score in criterion (rather than 
percentile ranking of teachers). 

 

• Affirm recommendation of Technical 
Advisory Group and Teacher Leader 
Work Group. 

• More clarity for interpretation score 
(performance relative to standard instead 
of other teachers/schools). 

• Does not create situation where teachers 
are on a forced curve. 

 

Hawaii Growth 
Model 

14. Factor margin of error into the cut score to be 
conservative in avoiding classification error 
(e.g., if margin is 5 and cut-off for “proficient” 
is 60, then a cut score of 55 will be applied) 

• Increases defensibility of rating. 
• Gives benefit of doubt to teachers and 

provides added protection. 

 

Student 
Learning 
Objective 

15. Non-classroom teachers will have option of 
using template for Student Learning Objective 
(SLO) or School-System Improvement 
Objective (SSIO)  

• Affirms recommendation from Teacher 
Leader Work Group. 

• Provides more flexibility to ensure job 
appropriateness 

• Need administrator feedback 

 

In addition to areas where the Joint Committee made recommendations, there were other areas of discussion that did not result in a Committee recommendation. 

1. Multi-year cycle for evaluation:  Committee discussed whether each teacher requires an annual comprehensive, “full” evaluation based on multiple 
measures.  Considerations are described in further detail in Recommendation 1 (chart above).  

2. 2014-15 implementation:  HSTA proposed the possibility of using SY14-15 as another “practice year.” 

3. Working Portfolio and Student Learning Objectives for Non-Classroom Teachers (NCT):  The observation was made that a working portfolio, which is 
currently the Non-Classroom Teachers’ counterpart to a classroom observation, covers the full breadth of an NCT’s responsibilities, not just a snapshot (as the 
classroom observation is treated as a representative “snapshot” of performance). The Working Portfolio is like the NCT’s “sandbox” as opposed to the SLO, 
which is like a “grain of sand.” One approach to creating more balance in workload and representative nature of evidence is to eliminate the Student Learning 
Objective component for NCTs or for their portfolios to include the SLO.  However, the Working Portfolio is part of the “Teacher Practice” construct of the 
evaluation, and the Student Learning Objective is part of the “Student Learning and Growth” construct of the evaluation; also, the suggested approach 
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undermines the concept of multiple measures.  So further discussion and consideration is necessary before recommending any action on how to reduce 
workload required to produce both SLOs/SSIOs and Working Portfolios. 

4. Hawaii Growth Model:  The Committee discussed several issues related to the Growth Model and use of the Student Growth Percentile (SGP) data in the 
evaluation.  The Committee arrived at some recommendations (above).  However, there are areas where the committee is not making a recommendation for 
design changes but identified issues for consideration regarding the Growth Model. 
• Impact of changes in assessment 

• Technical Advisory Group provided a memo about this issue; the memo is attached. 
• Concerns about transition of statewide assessments and impact on being able to calculate an SGP score: Some Technical Advisory Group members 

authored a paper that assures that a valid SGP can be calculated even as the statewide test changes; however, some committee members suggested 
that the post-hoc review of the SGP data recommended by the Technical Advisory Group should come before SGP based on different tests is applied 
to the evaluation rating. 
• Linda Darling-Hammond’s memo to HSTA (provided by HSTA to Joint Committee and included as Attachment C) recommends that “An SGP or 

other value-added measure based on state testing should not be used to evaluate schools or teachers until there is a stable state assessment and 
the features of both the test and the validity and reliability of its results are known.” (Recommendation #3, Attachment C) 

• Some Technical Advisory Group members are co-authors of a paper that addressses issue of impact of transition in assessments on use of 
student growth measures (Attachment D). 

• Concerns about the ability of SBAC to measure growth: Need more information about whether Smarter/Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) 
assessment tests more than just in/out of grade level so growth for students below and above level students can be calculated due to concerns about 
floor and ceiling effects of the tests. 

• Use of schoolwide vs. individual MSGP in evaluation  
• Equitability for teachers in tested grades and subjects having individual SGP as part of evaluation and other teachers having schoolwide SGP.   

• Perception is that it may be punitive for teachers who have Individual SGPs. 
• Only 21% teachers have individual SGPs 
• Only a small proportion of teachers have a individual MSGP.  Would be desirable for all/most teachers to have a classroom SGP.  Some 

suggested more/different tests for more grades/subjects to be administered and/or used so all/most teachers would have an individual MSGP.   
• When tasked with the concerns about accuracy of high school school-wide growth scores, the Technical Advisory Group recommended that 

the use of ACT data be explored to provide individual SGPs starting 2015-16 school year (this partially achieves objective since more teachers 
would have an individual SGP). 

• Darling Hammond’s memo (Recommendation #5, Attachment C) suggests that both standardized and classroom measures of student learning 
should be “combined… (as) evidence for each teacher” and “might include English language proficiency tests, standardized tests in content 
areas such as the WIDA (for English learners), SAT-10, SDRT, GRADE, Dibbles, the Developmental Reading Assessment, the Qualitative 
Reading Inventory, READ 180, the Balanced Assessment in Mathematics, Achieve 3000, iREADY, or others.”  
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• Darling-Hammond’s memo (Recommendation #4, Attachment C) identifies schoolwide SGP, together with other evidence, as acceptable for being 
incorporated into teacher evaluations. 

• Impact of using schoolwide vs. individual SGPs 
• Teachers with high individual MSGPs are penalized if their school MSGP is lower.  
• Teachers with low individual MSGPs would benefit if their schoolwide MSGP is higher 
• Teacher evaluation is an individual assessment and should be informed by evidence associated with individual performance as much as possible. 
• Information from Linda Darling-Hammond reported as summarizing research indicating that teachers have little influence on performance of 

students in their classroom and that individual teachers have less influence on their students’ performance than schoolwide interventions (e.g., 
data teams). 

• Impact of using SGP based on prior year’s scores (“lagged” scores due to availability of test data to calculate score in current school year) 
• Lagged data used to calculate SGP means that the measure is less informative than initially expected. 
• Some members raised concern that lagged SGP scores do not inform instruction or improve student growth & learning 

• Potential next steps: 
• Request plan from DOE to increase the percentage of teachers that receive a growth score.  Estimate # of teachers that would receive an individual 

SGP if ACT test included.  Consider other current assessments as potential data for calculating SGP.  Request plan from DOE to eliminate lag in 
Growth Data via options such as using preliminary vs final SGP, changing timeline of evaluation (e.g., later date for final rating), and/or changing 
school calendar. 
 

5. Ratings for Teacher Practice and for Student Learning and Growth:  Due to prioritizing discussion about differentiation, the Committee did not spend much 
time discussing the weights for measures associated with the ratings for Teacher Practice and for Student Learning and Growth.  However, the following issues 
were discussed: 

• Some desired for the weights to be the same for all teachers-types (refer to the “pie charts” on page 25 of 2013-14 EES Manual); rating all teachers 
using a schoolwide growth score (vs. individual) and eliminating a score based on Tripod student survey would facilitate the “equal” treatment. Others 
said that “fair does not always mean the same.” 

• HSTA proposed weights for 2014-15: 
• Classroom Teachers of tested grades/subjects 

i. SGP = 5% schoolwide ELA MGP score 
ii. SLO = 45% 
iii. Observation = 25% 
iv. Core Professionalism = 25% (5% Tripod Score) 

• Classroom Teachers of non-tested grades/subjects 
i. SGP = 5% schoolwide ELA MGP score 
ii. SLO = 45% 
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iii. Observation = 25% 
iv. Core Professionalism = 25% (5% Tripod Score) 

• Non-Classroom Teachers (School Based) 
i. SGP = 5% schoolwide ELA MGP score 
ii. SLO = 45% 
iii. Observation = 25% 
iv. Core Professionalism = 25%  

• Non-Classroom Teachers (Non-School Based) 
i. SLO = 50% 
ii. Observation = 25% 
iii. Core Professionalism = 25%  

• Technical Advisory Group and Teacher Leader Work Group made different recommendations regarding weighting of Hawaii Growth Model: reducing 
weight of growth model (due to lagged data) and giving all teachers a schoolwide score comprised of math and language arts scores.  The committee 
had a brief discussion about the latter recommendation and agreed that ELA scores were more appropriate since Common Core literacy standards 
apply across the curriculum.  However, the committee did not have an extensive discussion about the recommendations and did not make a 
recommendation regarding weights beyond the recommendation about Hawaii Growth Model (in Recommendations #13 and #14 in chart above). 
 

6. Beginning Teachers:  Committee members acknowledged some Technical Advisory Group members’ advice regarding differentiation for beginning teachers.   
• One example of differentiation is using different teacher standards and a different observation rubric for new teachers.   
• Preliminary data indicate that first year teachers’ evaluation outcomes were similar to veteran teachers.  However, there are concerns that 

administrators may have been too generous in their ratings knowing that the evaluation “counted” for beginning teachers on probation. 
• There is also discussion about whether “new teachers” refers to new hires who are on probation only or also includes teachers new to an assignment 

(e.g., change school or grade level). Charlotte Danielson (2007 p. 39) identified that teachers who are new to an assignment will more than likely be 
rated “Basic” on their classroom observation.  

 
7. Support for teachers on the basis of EES feedback and results (Joint Committee recommendation from February 2014): The purpose of the EES is to 

improve teacher practice and improve student growth and learning, and successful implementation requires that teachers understand the EES and that 
teachers get clear, timely and useful feedback. Teachers need more support to understand the expectations for teaching represented by the EES and to learn 
how to improve. 
 

8. Expectations for school-level support (Joint Committee recommendation from February 2014): DOE should provide clear expectations and supports for 
school-level implementation of EES in order to ensure quality assurance and provide educators with necessary information. DOE should move beyond a check 
list of expectations to providing exemplars and templates; for example, DOE should produce template of a calendar for the EES implementation throughout the 
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school year that maps out use of time—21 additional professional development hours (from contract), 6 flexible hours in contract, faculty meeting time, grade 
level or departmental planning—including training, information sharing, planning, preparing EES documents, professional development, and deadlines 
including timelines in the teachers’ contract. The committee identified the importance of identifying expectations, strategies, and alternative strategies, citing the 
Deputy Superintendent’s memo about the requirements for documenting observations as a good example. The Joint Committee recommends that DOE 
address this issue for 2014-15 implementation. 

 
 



Attachment B1 
Joint Committee Recommendation  
DIFFERENTIATION OF EVALUATION EXPECATIONS AND RESPONSIBILITIES FOR 2014-15   
 
 Teacher Practice Student Learning and Growth 
 
 
 

Core 
Professionalism* 

Tripod Student 
Survey* 

Classroom 
Observation 

Working Portfolio* Hawaii Growth 
Model* 

Student Learning 
Objective 

2013-14 evidence  
(p. 4, 2013-14 EES 

Manual) 

Evidence documented 
and provided to 
administrator 

2 administrations.  
Rolling average from 
last two years 

2 observations by 
administrator with 
pre/post conferences  
 
 

Beginning conference, 
approved plan, 
progress check 
(optional), complete 
working portfolio, 
ending conference 

SGP data 2 SLOs:  beginning 
conference, mid term 
conference (optional), 
ending conference, 
upload in PDE3 

Highly Effective  
Final Rating in 2013-
14 
 

Carryover of 2013-14 year-end rating of “Highly Effective” for 2014-15 
Complete Professional Growth Plan that addresses Teacher Practice and Student Learning and Growth.  Have reflective conference with 
principal about plan.  [Need to establish a “trigger” for evaluation similar to PEP-T language (p. 5 of 2013-14 manual) that indicates that a 
“teacher (who) displays a documented performance deficiency(ies)…is moved onto (full) rating cycle”] 

 
Effective 
Final Rating in 2013-
14 
 
 

Choice to carryover 
2013-14 rating of core 
professionalism OR 
document new 
evidence for SY14-15 
(Same as 2013) 

1 administration in 
2014-15; Tripod 
score based on 
rolling average of 
two years’ worth of 
scores 

If 1st observation 
overall rating is 
“proficient (3)” or 
“distinguished (4), 
then, only 1 rating.  
If 1st observation 
rating is “basic (2)” 
or “unsatisfactory 
(1)” then 2 
observations. 

Same as 2013-14 
 

Same as 2013-14 1 

 

 
Marginal/ 
Unsatisfactory 
Final Rating in 2013-
14 
 
 

Evidence will be 
based on progress on 
professional growth 
plan 

1 administration in 
2014-15; Tripod 
score based on 
rolling average of 
two years’ worth of 
scores 

2 
(Same as 2013-14) 

Same as 2013-14 Same as 2013-14 
 

2 
(Same as 2013-14) 

*This recommendation is dependent on recommendations associated with the component that are presented in Attachment B. 
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Evaluation of Issues Associated with the Implementation of the  

Hawaii Educator Effectiveness System 

Linda Darling-Hammond 
Charles E. Ducommun Professor, Stanford University 

 
May 25, 2014  

 

A number of issues have been raised with respect to the design and implementation of the 
Hawaii Educator Effectiveness System.  These issues have to do with the design, 
interpretation, and use of: 

• Student Growth Percentile data, both generally and during the transition from 
current tests to the new Smarter Balanced assessments;   

• Other evidence of student learning within the evaluation process; 
• Student input into the teacher evaluation process; and  
• Classroom observation data. 

In this memo, I treat each of these four areas, offering a perspective from national research 
conducted on teacher evaluation tools and strategies (for a summary, see Darling-
Hammond, 2013) as well as an analysis of the current plans for the EES system in Hawaii.  

1. Use of Student Growth Percentiles 

Currently in the EES system, teachers are to be evaluated based on evidence of student 
learning derived from state standardized tests, using Student Growth Percentile (SGP) 
metrics, for teachers in tested grades and subjects and Student Learning Objectives (SLO).   
In this section I treat the former and in the next section, the latter.  

Concerns have been raised about how to use the SGP measures during the transition period 
between tests.  I will treat these below.  First, however, it is important to consider the 
broader issues posed by value-added measures based on state student test scores, like SGP, 
that are proposed as a measure of teacher effectiveness.  

Reports from the National Research Council, the American Educational Research 
Association, and, most recently, the American Statistical Association have all pointed out 
that there are serious problems with using value-added measures to draw accurate 
inferences about teachers’ effectiveness.  Such an inference assumes that student 
learning is influenced by the teacher alone, is independent from the characteristics of 
classmates and other aspects of the classroom and school context, and is measured well 
by a given test.  None of these assumptions is well supported by current evidence.   

As the American Statistical Association (ASA, 2014) recently observed:  

VAMs attempt to predict the “value” a teacher would add to student achievement 
growth, as measured by standardized test scores, if each teacher taught comparable 

Tammi Oyadomari-Chun
Attachment C
Memo from Linda Darling-Hammond to HSTA on her perspective on teacher evaluation and Hawaii's 2013-14 EES design.  
Darling-Hammond produced the memo on contract with HSTA.  HSTA shared with EES Joint Committee on May 28, 2014.
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students under the same conditions…. VAMs typically measure correlation, not 
causation: Effects – positive or negative –attributed to a teacher may actually be 
caused by other factors that are not captured in the model….  Most VAM studies find 
that teachers account for about 1% to 14% of the variability in test scores, and that 
the majority of opportunities for quality improvement are found in the system-level 
conditions.   This is not saying that teachers have little effect on students, but that 
variation among teachers accounts for a small part of the variation in scores. The 
majority of the variation in test scores is attributable to factors outside of the 
teacher’s control such as student and family background, poverty, curriculum, and 
unmeasured influences. 

Of course teachers do not teach comparable students under the same conditions, and 
because they account for a small portion of the many variables that are actually reflected in 
the VAM metric, researchers studying VAM metrics have routinely documented that:  

1. Value-Added Models of Teacher Effectiveness Are Highly Unstable: Teachers’ 
ratings differ substantially from class to class and from year to year, as well as from 
one test to the next. If the models were actually measuring a given teacher’s actual 
effectiveness, these wild swings in ratings would not occur.  Averaging scores for 
multiple years can smooth out these swings, but it cannot correct the biases 
associated with point #2 below.  

 
2. Teachers’ Value-Added Ratings Are Significantly Affected by Differences in the 
Students Who Are Assigned to Them: Even when models try to control for prior 
achievement and student demographic variables, teachers are advantaged or 
disadvantaged based on the students they teach. In particular, teachers with large 
numbers of new English learners and others with special needs have been found to show 
lower gains than the same teachers when they are teaching other students.  On tests that 
have a low ceiling, teachers who teach students above grade level (for example, gifted 
and talented or other advanced classes) also show low or distorted value-added scores.   

 
3. Value-Added Ratings Cannot Disentangle the Many Influences on Student 
Progress: Many other home, school, and student factors influence student learning 
gains, and these factors matter more than the individual teacher in explaining 
changes in scores.  Non-teacher factors include: 
• School factors such as class sizes, curriculum materials, instructional time, 

availability of specialists and tutors, and resources for learning (books, 
computers, science labs, and more) 

• Home and community supports or challenges    
• Individual student needs and abilities, health, and attendance 
• Peer culture and achievement  
• Prior teachers and schooling, as well as other current teachers 
• Differential summer learning loss, which especially affects low-income 

children 
The specific tests used also emphasize some kinds of learning and not others, and 
teachers rank differently on value-added measures that use different tests.  
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Furthermore, current state tests (including the new Smarter Balanced tests), must 
focus, by federal requirements under NCLB, nearly entirely on grade-level standards, 
which means they do not include items that measure content or skills that are above or 
below grade level.  As a consequence, they cannot produce accurate growth or gain 
scores for the many students whose initial achievement falls outside the grade level 
band.  This means that VAM ratings of teachers who teach such students will be badly 
distorted by the lack of items to measure their students’ growth. Not only will these 
ratings be unfair and potentially damaging to teachers, they can create dysfunctional 
incentives in an education system that can negatively affect overall quality.  As the ASA 
(2014) statement warned:   
 

Ranking teachers by their VAM scores can have unintended consequences that 
reduce [overall system] quality…. A decision to use VAMs for teacher evaluations 
might change the way the tests are viewed and lead to changes in the school 
environment. For example, more classroom time might be spent on test preparation 
and on specific content from the test at the exclusion of content that may lead to 
better long-term learning gains or motivation for students. Certain schools may be 
hard to staff if there is a perception that it is harder for teachers to achieve good 
VAM scores when working in them. Overreliance on VAM scores may foster a 
competitive environment, discouraging collaboration and efforts to improve the 
educational system as a whole. 
 

The state of Hawaii should, thus, be concerned about the use of such measures as a major 
portion of the teacher evaluation system.  This leads to perhaps the most important 
recommendation regarding the use of the SGP in the evaluation system: 

Recommendation #1:  In general, SGP measures – or other value-added measures -- 
should be a very small proportion of any individual teacher’s evaluation, should be 
reported (as the ASA urges) with estimates of precision and information about likely 
biases,1 and should always be combined with other evidence of teaching and student 
learning that is appropriate for the students and the curriculum being taught.    

As described in the next section, this other evidence could include both classroom learning 
evidence and other standardized assessment measures, including especially those that 
have offer a more extended vertical scale for evaluation along a more complete learning 
continuum and those that are particularly well-tailored to the students being taught.  The 
teacher evaluation system in Massachusetts, for example, does not allocate a specific 
percentage of the evaluation to any metric or set of measures, but makes a judgment of 
competence using a matrix system that combines multiple sources of evidence of 
contributions to student learning, classroom observations and other evidence of practice, 
and evidence of professional contributions.  

                                                        
1 For example, especially on state tests, teachers who are teaching students who initially perform above or 
below grade level, as well as those teaching English learners, students with special education needs, and 
gifted or highly advanced students.  
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Recommendation #2: Teachers should not be ranked against one another on SGP or 
other value-added measures for purposes of a rating, as such rankings cannot not be 
assumed to be valid for teachers working in non-comparable settings, teaching non-
comparable students.  SGP scores should be examined in relation to classroom 
context information, classroom observation data, and other, more fine-grained 
evidence about student learning to make a judgment about teacher effectiveness. 

As indicated above, the problem of making inferences about teachers’ effectiveness based 
on value-added metrics is difficult enough, without adding in the problem of shifting tests 
from year to year.  Given the existing evidence that teachers’ VAM ratings are highly 
unstable from year to year, the fact that these ratings often shift significantly when 
students are measured on different tests (Lockwood et al., 2007; Corcoran et al., 2011; 
Gates Foundation, 2010) even when the tests purport to measure the same standards, and 
the fact that the new Common Core State Standards and tests offer a major substantive 
change from existing standards and tests, there is no reason to believe that any valid 
interpretation could be given to teacher ratings on an SGP metric based on the results of 
three different tests across three different years.  Furthermore, the Computer Adaptive 
features of SBAC assessments could introduce even greater challenges to interpretation of 
scores for students from year-to-year, which will take some time to study and understand.  

Recommendation #3:  An SGP or other value-added measure based on state testing 
should not be used to evaluate schools or teachers until there is a stable state 
assessment and the features of both the test and the validity and reliability of its 
results are known.   

Because of the challenges and large margins of error of using test score gains to draw 
inferences about individual teachers, some districts and states have considered using 
value-added measures to examine gains at the school level.  There are some good rationales 
for such a strategy:  Among other things, it encourages collective effort to improve student 
learning across a school – which studies illustrate produces larger learning gains than 
individualistic approaches to the improvement of teaching.   

However, it is important to recognize that, just as the distribution of students varies across 
classrooms, so, too, it varies across schools.  Furthermore, schools that are already 
performing at the top of the distribution will have less room to grow, and can be 
misinterpreted as gaining insufficiently, when there is, in fact a ceiling effect from the test. 
As a consequence of these and other factors, such data should also be interpreted with 
caution and cognizance of the areas where distortions may occur.  

Recommendation #4:  Student Growth calculated at the school level could be 
incorporated into teacher evaluations along with other evidence; however, data 
should be interpreted cautiously and in combination with other context indicators 
and learning evidence, given that other influences on learning will continue to be in 
play, student composition effects do not disappear with aggregation, and ceiling 
effects may exist for higher-performing schools. 
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2. Other Evidence of Student Learning 

Given the near-term and longer-term challenges of using SGP or other VAM measures on 
state tests, it is important that other valid evidence of teachers’ contributions to student 
learning be incorporated into the EES process. This evidence can come from standardized 
measures as well as classroom evidence.   

Recommendation #5:  Both standardized measures and classroom measures of 
student learning should be combined into a basket of evidence for each teacher.  The 
composition of this basket, and the weights assigned to component parts, should 
differ for each teacher (or group of teachers) based on what is most appropriate for 
the curriculum and students being taught.    

One way of conceptualizing this basket is that each teacher would include three kinds of 
data about student learning growth each year, at least one of which would be from a 
standardized assessment and at least one of which would be from a classroom assessment. 
Depending on the measure, the gains shown could be across a teaching unit or across a 
semester or school year.  Research has shown that teachers who are involved in developing 
and analyzing assessments of student learning become more effective over time, so this 
approach is likely to improve the capacity of the system for quality teaching.   

Standardized measures:  Ideally these other measures would be selected based on their 
appropriateness for the curriculum and students being taught by a particular teacher, and 
would offer evidence on a vertical scale that extends across multiple grade levels or ability 
levels.  Such assessments might include English language proficiency tests, standardized 
tests in content areas such as the WIDA (for English learners), SAT-10, SDRT, GRADE, 
Dibbles, the Developmental Reading Assessment, the Qualitative Reading Inventory, READ 
180, the Balanced Assessment in Mathematics, Achieve 3000, iREADY, or others.   

Classroom measures:  As described by the American Institutes of Research (Lachlan-
Hache et al., 2012a,b), student learning objectives should draw on assignments that are 
organic to the classroom; for example, persuasive essays scored at the beginning and end of 
the year on the same rubric; a pre-test and post-test given before and after a unit on 
quadratic equations;  a science investigation task completed in the fall and another 
completed in the spring scored on the inquiry skills.  Teachers who teach courses like 
Advanced Placement or International Baccalaureate could potentially include those 
measures in their basket by constructing a pre-test of the content for their classroom in the 
fall and using the standardized assessment as the growth measure at the end.  To drive 
college and career-ready learning, it is important that these represent rich learning of 
higher order skills reflected in papers and projects, not only short-answer sit-down tests.  

These measures should be chosen in part to reflect goals the teacher is working on and 
wants to chart growth in: for example, a teacher might want to try a new approach to 
teaching the persuasive essay or the solving of simultaneous equations or the ability to 
investigate a scientific hypothesis.  In this goal area, the teacher would select or develop an 
assessment to use to evaluate growth as part of the basket of evidence.  A new tool 
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available to teachers to develop items and tests will be the Smarter Balanced Interim 
Testing pool as well as the Formative Bank tasks and units.  

Two Examples:  For example, while state tests are in flux, a 2nd grade teacher with a 
substantial group of new English learners might use the following measures for her 
classroom: a) student scores at the beginning and end of the year on the Developmental 
Reading Assessment (these scores are from in-classroom assessments managed by the 
teacher); b) student scores at the beginning and end of the year on the state English 
language proficiency tests; and c) a teacher-developed classroom assessment of 
mathematics skills at the beginning of the year followed by the same assessment at the end 
of the year to evaluate growth.  

A high school teacher of mathematics might use the following measures: a) data from a 
classroom pre- and post-test on non-linear functions b) student scores from a year-long 
pre- and post- test drawn from the SBAC interim assessment bank; c) analysis of students’ 
improvement in designing and using functions in a game-based computer program used in 
the classroom which evaluates student learning.  

These measures, and student learning objectives (SLOs) based on such measures can also 
be constructed by and for teams of teachers.  As AIR researchers note, the measures should 
include rich forms of learning, including portfolios and performance assessments that tap 
higher order skills, and should be encouraged as part of team-based initiatives: 

SLOs can be used to promote collaboration and reflection on practice among 
educators. Educators are not expected to work in isolation. By setting districtwide, 
subject-level, grade-level, or team-based SLOs, educators can establish common 
learning targets for their students and work together to meet the needs of all 
students. Furthermore, the SLO development cycle encourages educators to seek 
guidance and assistance from specialists who support student learning, including 
special education teachers; English language learner specialists; speech-language 
therapists; counselors; and curriculum, assessment, and data specialists (Lachlan-
Hache et al., 2012b, p. 2).  

Recommendation #6:  Student Learning Objectives based on classroom evidence 
should be encouraged for teams of teachers as well as for individual teachers and 
should be a noticeable component of the evaluation of all teachers.    

One other aspect of SLOs is challenging.  As currently framed, the EES would rate teachers 
based on whether they achieve their proposed targets on SLOs, not based on what kind of 
growth their students actually make.  Thus, teachers who set low targets will have a better 
chance of getting a high rating than those who set ambitious targets, irrespective of the 
actual gains their students make.  This sets the wrong incentives.  Furthermore, it is very 
difficult to know precisely how much gain students will make, and the target-setting 
process can often become a meaningless exercise in guessing.  Consequently, a more 
thoughtful approach to SLO development and analysis should rely on professional 
judgments applied to the results after the data are in.   Equally important is the assessment 
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of what worked and what did not work and what should be done next in the cycle of 
continuous improvement.  This is the most important aspect of SLO engagement.  

Recommendation #7:  The extent to which Student Learning Objectives have been 
achieved should be evaluated based on analysis of the data by educators in 
consultation with their supervisors, rather than based on whether a specific, 
arbitrary target was met.  The SLO process should be used to evaluate what worked 
and for whom, and to set ongoing goals for professional learning and teaching as part 
of continuous improvement.  

3. Student Input into Educator Evaluation 

Student input into educator evaluation via surveys has most commonly been used in higher 
education.  It is largely a new technology for k-12 education and is particularly new to the 
early primary grades, where there are serious questions about whether young children can 
understand and use survey tools appropriately.  (As a related indicator, research on mass-
administered tests of young children has typically found that results are not highly reliable 
or valid below third grade.)    

New survey measures, such as the Tripod survey selected for Hawaii’s EES, have not yet 
been validated in terms of their accessibility and interpretability for young children or for 
other special populations, such as English learners, nor have they been well-studied in 
terms of the questions / constructs they seek to tap.  Tools like the Tripod survey require 
more study to establish how children of different ages and backgrounds understand 
different questions, and what inferences can be drawn from the results.  In addition, there 
may be a need for different models of input for young children and others who may have 
difficulty interpreting the questions. For young children, for example, Robert Pianta’s  
CLASS observation tool, well-validated for evaluating relationships and teaching in the 
primary grades classroom might be substituted for the current observation tool, if it does 
not provide sufficient data in these areas.  

Tools like the Tripod survey are most useful in the formative space, as input that can spur 
teacher reflection concerning different aspects of their teaching as experienced by 
students.  This is how surveys are used in higher education, with aggregation of the data 
considered at key points around tenure and promotion.  In higher education, data are never 
used from a single year or course in a summative decision, nor are the data ever analyzed 
or reported in a norm-referenced manner, such as the NCEs that have been produced for 
the Tripod survey.   They are considered only in a criterion-referenced context, as there is 
no reason to believe that teacher ratings should array along a normal curve.  

Recommendation #8:  Tripod surveys should be treated largely as formative 
feedback for educators, with results folded into a category that provides data for 
triangulation (i.e., classroom observation), rather than carrying a separate 
summative weight.  Results should be reported by individual question, as reflective 
material for educators and evaluated in a criterion-referenced manner, not arrayed 
in norm-referenced fashion (i.e, as Normal Curve Equivalents or NCEs).  The 
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experience of using Tripod surveys with primary grade children should be evaluated 
and consideration given to documenting student experiences in a different way.   

4. Classroom Observations 

In a new system of educator evaluation, there are always considerably implementation 
concerns when introducing a complex system of classroom observation.  Among the 
concerns that have been raised is the adequacy of evaluator training and the overwhelming 
amount of time the process takes, if conducted in a high-quality way for evaluators and 
evaluatees.   

Many other states have found that they created evaluation processes that were 
overwhelming, and they have taken steps to become more efficient in the use of their 
evaluation resources.   This typically means moving high-performing teachers from an 
annual cycle to a cycle of evaluation every two to three years, with a professional 
development plan, sometimes supplemented with a peer consultation process, in these 
alternative years.    

It also often means that accomplished mentor teachers are selected and assigned to work 
with beginning teachers and veteran teachers who may be struggling.  Typically, this takes 
the form of a Peer Assistance and Review (PAR) process that ensures that intensive 
content-specific assistance is available to teachers who need significant support so that 
administrators can focus their time most efficiently.   Such PAR systems also provide a 
review panel of teachers and administrators to make continuation and tenure decisions for 
participating teachers, which makes personnel decisions more credible and efficient.  

Recommendation #9:  Make educators’ jobs manageable by focusing evaluation 
resources in efficient and effective ways:  Develop a cadre of mentor teachers with 
released time to provide assistance to beginning teachers and veteran teachers who 
need extra assistance, and move high-performing teachers to a formal evaluation 
cycle of once every two or three years, with active professional growth plans in the 
intervening years.  Consider establishing a PAR panel as a means to review and 
finalize personnel decisions. 

If evaluation is to enable greater teaching quality, it must be tied to robust systems of 
support for teacher growth.  Peer Assistance and Review systems provide robust support 
for specific teachers (beginners and veterans who are struggling), but more is needed for 
all teachers to grow.  Where development needs are identified, there should be a system of 
high-quality institutes, seminars, networks, and coaching opportunities available that 
teachers can tap as part of their growth opportunity.   Teachers should be seen as moving 
along a continuum from basic to proficient or accomplished practice throughout their 
career, with the primary job of the evaluation system to help them make this journey 
effectively, rather than to rank and sort them against each other.  

Recommendation #10: Invest in intensive training for evaluators and teachers that 
helps educators understand how to manage the evaluation system and link it 
effectively to professional learning opportunities within and beyond the school.   
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Introduction and Purpose 

6WDWH�DVVHVVPHQW�DQG�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�OHDGHUV�VKDUH�PDQ\�FRQFHUQV�DERXW�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�
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%DODQFHG�FRQVRUWLD���:KLOH�WKHVH�OHDGHUV�DUH�H[FLWHG�DERXW�WKH�IRUWKFRPLQJ�FKDQJHV�LQ�

FXUULFXOXP�DQG�LQVWUXFWLRQ��PDQ\�ZRUU\�DERXW�PDLQWDLQLQJ�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHPV�DFURVV�WKH�

DVVHVVPHQW�WUDQVLWLRQ���7KHUH�LV�QR�TXHVWLRQ�WKDW�WKHUH�DUH�PDQ\�LVVXHV�DQG�FKDOOHQJHV�WKDW�
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6PDUWHU�%DODQFHG��DQG�RWKHU�DVVHVVPHQWV�KDYH�XQLTXH�WR�HDFK�RI�WKH�FXUUHQW�VWDWH�DVVHVVPHQW�

V\VWHPV���6LPLODUO\��PRVW�VWDWHV�DUH�XVLQJ�VRPH�VRUW�RI�VWXGHQW�ORQJLWXGLQDO�JURZWK�LQIRUPDWLRQ�LQ�

WKHLU�VFKRRO�DQG�HGXFDWRU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHPV��EXW�WKHVH�FRXOG�LQFOXGH�D�YDULHW\�RI�GLIIHUHQW�

DSSURDFKHV�UDQJLQJ�IURP�VLPSOH�JDLQ�VFRUH�PRGHOV�WR�PRUH�FRPSOH[�YDOXH�DGGHG�DQG�VWXGHQW�

JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOH�PRGHOV���,Q�DQ�HIIRUW�WR�WU\�WR�FRQWURO�IRU�VRPH�RI�WKLV�YDULDELOLW\��WKH�&RXQFLO�

RI�&KLHI�6WDWH�6FKRRO�2IILFHUV��&&662��FRQYHQHG�D�JURXS�RI�3$5&&�VWDWHV�DOO�XVLQJ�VWXGHQW�

JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOHV��6*3V��DV�SDUW�RI�WKHLU�FXUUHQW�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHPV��7KH�DWWHQGHHV�ZDQWHG�

WR�WDON�ZLWK�WHFKQLFDO�DGYLVRUV�DQG�RIILFLDOV�IURP�RWKHU�VWDWHV�ZUHVWOLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�H[WHQW�WR�ZKLFK�

WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�ZRXOG�DIIHFW�H[LVWLQJ�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUNV���6LQFH�WKH�XQGHUO\LQJ�DVVHVVPHQWV�

XVHG�WR�FRPSXWH�JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOHV�ZLOO�EH�FKDQJLQJ�LQ�DOO�RI�WKHVH�VWDWHV��WKLV�WUDQVLWLRQ�ZLOO�DOVR�
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DWWHQGHG�WKH�&&662�PHHWLQJ�IDFLOLWDWHG�E\�VWDII�PHPEHUV�RI�WKH�1DWLRQDO�&HQWHU�IRU�WKH�
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DGYLFH�SUHVHQWHG�KHUH�VKRXOG�EH�FRQVLGHUHG�UHODWLYH�WR�WKH�XQLTXH�FLUFXPVWDQFHV�RI�HDFK�VWDWH��

�
Uses of Growth Data for Accountability and Transition Conditions 

$OO�VL[�VWDWHV��H[FHSW�SHUKDSV�5KRGH�,VODQG��WKDW�SDUWLFLSDWHG�DW�WKH�'HFHPEHU�PHHWLQJ�DUH�

SODQQLQJ�WR�JHQHUDWH�6*3V�JRLQJ�IRUZDUG�ZLWKRXW�LQWHUUXSWLRQ��)RU�DW�OHDVW�3$5&&¶V�ILUVW�

RSHUDWLRQDO�\HDU��������������VWDWHV�ZLOO�QHHG�WR�FDOFXODWH�6*3V�XVLQJ�WKHLU�UHVSHFWLYH�OHJDF\�

VWDWH�DVVHVVPHQW�UHVXOWV�DV�SULRU�VFRUHV�LQ�WKH�6*3�FDOFXODWLRQ���6WDWHV�PD\�FKRRVH�WR�FRQWLQXH�

XVLQJ�SULRU�VFRUHV�IURP�WKHLU�VWDWH�WHVWV�GXULQJ�3$5&&¶V�VHFRQG�\HDU�������������EHFDXVH�RI�WKH�

DGGHG�VWDELOLW\�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�LQFOXGLQJ�D�VHFRQG�SULRU�VFRUH�LQ�WKH�PRGHO��$GGLWLRQDOO\��

3$5&&�SODQV�WR�UHOHDVH�FRQVRUWLXP�UHIHUHQFHG�6*3V�LQ�WKH�����������\HDU�DQG�D�IHZ�RI�WKH�

VWDWHV�PD\�DOVR�FRQVLGHU�WKH�LQWHJUDWLRQ�RI�WKRVH�UHVXOWV�LQ�WKHLU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUNV��$W�D�

PLQLPXP��VWDWHV�ZLOO�QHHG�D�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�VWUDWHJ\�WR�GHDO�ZLWK�WZR�GLIIHUHQW�VHWV�RI�6*3�

UHVXOWV����
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)LJXUH���GHSLFWV�WKH�WLPHOLQH�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�WR�WKH�3$5&&�DVVHVVPHQW��

%DVHG�XSRQ�D�WKRURXJK�UHYLHZ�RI�WKH�WLPHOLQH�DW�WKH�'HFHPEHU�*URZWK�7UDQVLWLRQ�PHHWLQJ��RQH�

RI�WKH�PRVW�FRQVHTXHQWLDO�FRQVLGHUDWLRQV�RI�WKLV�WLPHOLQH�LV�ZKHQ�VFDOH�VFRUHV�IURP�WKH������

�����DVVHVVPHQW�ZLOO�EH�UHWXUQHG��$OO�VWDWHV�OHDGHUV�LQGLFDWHG�WKDW�WKH\�DUH�FXUUHQWO\�UHTXLUHG�WR�

UHWXUQ�DVVHVVPHQW�UHVXOWV�DQG�GHULYDWLYHV�IURP�WKRVH�UHVXOWV�VXFK�DV�JURZWK��HLWKHU�E\�ODZ�RU�E\�

UXOH���DV�HDUO\�DV�$XJXVW��VW���

�

�
 
Figure 1. �7LPHOLQH�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�VWDWH�WUDQVLWLRQ�WR�3$5&&�DVVHVVPHQWV�

�

7KRXJK�WKH�WLPLQJ�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�WKH�����������3$5&&�UROORXW�LV�QRW�ILQDO��FXUUHQW�

SODQV�LQYROYH�UHWXUQLQJ�VFRUH�UHSRUWV�DV�VRRQ�DV�SRVVLEOH�DIWHU�VWDQGDUG�VHWWLQJ��ZKLFK�ZRXOG�

PHDQ�VRPHWLPH�LQ�HDUO\�)DOO�������+RZHYHU��LQ�UHVSRQVH�WR�VWDWH�UHTXHVWV��3$5&&�LV�

FRQVLGHULQJ�YDULRXV�RSWLRQV�IRU�UHOHDVLQJ�VFDOH�VFRUHV��ZLWKRXW�DFKLHYHPHQW�OHYHOV��SULRU�WR�

VWDQGDUG�VHWWLQJ���$W�WKLV�WLPH��WKH�VSHFLILFV�RI�WKH�DYDLODEOH�GDWD�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�WLPHOLQH�DZDLW�

GLVFXVVLRQ�ZLWKLQ�3$5&&��
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�

3ULRU�WR�WKH�PHHWLQJ��ZH�FROOHFWHG�LQIRUPDWLRQ�IURP�WKH�VWDWHV�WR�EHWWHU�XQGHUVWDQG�WKH�

SROLF\�DQG�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�FRQWH[W�LQ�HDFK�ORFDOH��7DEOH���VXPPDUL]HV�LQIRUPDWLRQ�FROOHFWHG�

IURP�HDFK�RI�WKH�VL[�VWDWHV�LQ�WKUHH�DUHDV������FXUUHQW�JURZWK�DSSURDFKHV�XVHG�WR�VXSSRUW�

DFFRXQWDELOLW\�GHFLVLRQV�����WKH�SROLF\�DQG�FRQWUDFWXDO�DUHDV�OLNHO\�WR�EH�LPSDFWHG�E\�FKDQJHV�LQ�

KRZ�JURZWK�ZLOO�EH�XVHG�WR�LQIRUP�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�GHFLVLRQV��DQG������WKH�VSHFLILF�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�

V\VWHPV�LQ�ZKLFK�JURZWK�LV�EHLQJ�XVHG����

�

�
 
Table 1��,PSDFW�RI�7UDQVLWLRQ�LQ�6WDWHV�IRU�$FFRXQWDELOLW\�
�
�

$V�LQGLFDWHG�LQ�7DEOH����WKHUH�DUH�WKUHH�SULPDU\�DSSURDFKHV�XVHG�E\�VWDWHV�WR�HYDOXDWH�DQG�

UHSRUW�JURZWK�XVLQJ�WKH�6*3�IUDPHZRUN�LQ�WKHLU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHPV���QRUP�UHIHUHQFHG�

JURZWK��VWXGHQW�JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOHV���FULWHULRQ�UHIHUHQFHG�JURZWK��SHUFHQWLOH�JURZWK�WUDMHFWRULHV��

DQG�EDVHOLQH�UHIHUHQFHG�JURZWK��EDVHOLQH�DQFKRUHG�VWXGHQW�JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOHV���%HWHEHQQHU��

��������:H�GHVFULEH�EHORZ�KRZ�HDFK�RI�WKHVH�DSSURDFKHV�LV�W\SLFDOO\�XVHG�E\�VWDWHV�LQ�WKH�

FRQWH[W�RI�DFFRXQWDELOLW\��

�
1RUP�UHIHUHQFHG�*URZWK�UHIHUV�WR�WKH�FRPPRQ�DSSURDFK�XVHG�E\�PDQ\�VWDWHV�WR�

VXPPDUL]H�JURZWK�DFKLHYHG�DW�WKH�VFKRRO��FODVVURRP�RU�GLVWULFW�OHYHOV�XVLQJ�WKH�PHGLDQ�RU�PHDQ�

RI�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�VWXGHQW�JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOHV�FDOFXODWHG�IRU�HDFK�JUDGH�E\�FRQWHQW�DUHD�QRUP�

JURXS�LQ�WKH�VWDWH���7KLV�DSSURDFK�ZDV�ILUVW�GHYHORSHG�LQ�&RORUDGR�DQG�VXEVHTXHQWO\�H[WHQGHG�WR�

LQFOXGH�FULWHULRQ�UHIHUHQFHG�JURZWK��$FFRXQWDELOLW\�GHWHUPLQDWLRQV�DUH�WKHQ�PDGH�E\�

VXPPDUL]LQJ�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�OHYHO�6*3V�XVLQJ�WKH�PHGLDQ�RU�PHDQ�DQG�FODVVLI\LQJ�WKH�³DYHUDJH´�

JURZWK�DFKLHYHG�DW�HDFK�XQLW�RI�DQDO\VLV�LQWR�YDULRXV�UDWLQJ�FDWHJRULHV��H�J���ORZ��W\SLFDO��RU�KLJK�

Attending State Normative
Criterion-

referenced
Baseline-

referenced
ESEA 

Waivers
State Legislation or 

State Board

School 
Improvement 

Planning
Charter 

Contracts
Educator 

Evaluations
Leader 

Evaluations
School 

Accountability
District 

Accountability
School 

Improvement
Arizona
Colorado
Massachusetts
Mississippi
New Jersey
Rhode Island

Growth Approaches Used in Accountability Areas where Growth Results will be Impacted by Transition Growth Results Used in Accountability Systems Impacted by Transition
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³DYHUDJH´�JURZWK����7KH�QXPEHU�RI�FODVVLILFDWLRQ�FDWHJRULHV�VHW�LQ�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUNV�DQG�

WKH�FXW�SRLQWV�XVHG�WR�GLIIHUHQWLDWH�OHYHOV�RI�JURZWK�SHUIRUPDQFH�YDU\�DFURVV�VWDWHV��

�
&ULWHULRQ�UHIHUHQFHG�JURZWK�LV�XVHG�WR�FKDUDFWHUL]H�WKH�QRUP�UHIHUHQFHG�JURZWK�

LQIRUPDWLRQ�SURYLGHG�E\�VWXGHQW�JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOHV�UHODWLYH�WR�D�FULWHULRQ�EDVHG�WDUJHW�GHILQHG�

PRVW�RIWHQ�E\�D�SURILFLHQF\�VWDQGDUG�RI�LQWHUHVW����$W�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�OHYHO��WKH�UHVXOW�LV�D�VHW�RI�

VWXGHQW�JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOH�WDUJHWV��WDUJHW�6*3V��LQGLFDWLQJ�WKH�DPRXQW�RI�DQQXDO�JURZWK�QHFHVVDU\�

IRU�D�VWXGHQW�WR�UHDFK�RU�PDLQWDLQ�D�VSHFLILHG�DFKLHYHPHQW�RXWFRPH�LQ�D�VSHFLILHG�DPRXQW�RI�WLPH�

�H�J���SURILFLHQF\�ZLWKLQ���\HDUV���7KLV�JURZWK�WR�VWDQGDUG�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�LV�RIWHQ�XVHG�E\�VWDWHV�

WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKHWKHU�VWXGHQWV�DUH�PDNLQJ�JURZWK�VXIILFLHQW�WR�FDWFK�XS�NHHS�XS�WR�SURILFLHQW�

VWDWXV�RU�PRYH�XS�VWD\�XS�WR�DGYDQFHG�VWDWXV��6RPH�VWDWHV�DUH�XVLQJ�WKHVH�GDWD�WR�FDOLEUDWH�WKHLU�

V\VWHPV�WRZDUG�WKH�JRDO�RI�V\VWHP�ZLGH�JURZWK�FDSDEOH�RI�JHWWLQJ�VWXGHQWV�WR�FDUHHU�DQG�FROOHJH�

UHDGLQHVV�DV�ZHOO�DV�PRQLWRU�PRYHPHQWV�PDGH�RYHU�WLPH�LQ�WKH�SHUFHQWDJH�RI�VWXGHQWV�IDOOLQJ�LQWR�

WKH�³FDWFK�XS´�DQG�³NHHS�XS´�FDWHJRULHV´�IRU�VFKRRO�LPSURYHPHQW�SODQQLQJ�DQG�VFKRRO�

DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SXUSRVHV���

�

:LWKLQ�WKH�FRQWH[W�RI�VFKRRO�DQG�GLVWULFW�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�LQ�VHYHUDO�VWDWHV��WKH�PHGLDQ�

JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOH��0*3��WDUJHW�QHHGHG�IRU�D�VFKRRO¶V�RU�GLVWULFW¶V�VWXGHQWV�WR�DFKLHYH�SURILFLHQF\�

ZLWKLQ�WKUHH�\HDUV�LV�HYDOXDWHG�UHODWLYH�WR�WKH�QRUP�UHIHUHQFHG�0*3�DFKLHYHG�E\�HDFK�VFKRRO�RU�

GLVWULFW���,I�WKH�0*3�DFKLHYHG�IRU�D�JLYHQ�VFKRRO�RU�GLVWULFW�LV�EHORZ�WKH�0*3�WDUJHW�QHHGHG�WR�

DFKLHYH�SURILFLHQF\��WKH�VFKRRO�RU�GLVWULFW¶V�JURZWK�LV�DVVHVVHG�XVLQJ�D�KLJKHU�EDU�RU�H[SHFWDWLRQV�

IRU�JURZWK�UHODWLYH�WR�RWKHU�SODFHV�ZKHUH�JURZWK�DFKLHYHG�HLWKHU�PHHWV�RU�H[FHHGV�WKH�0*3�

WDUJHW����

�

%DVHOLQH�UHIHUHQFHG�JURZWK�LV�DQ�DSSURDFK�XVHG�WR�HYDOXDWH�JURZWK�E\�D�VWXGHQW��VFKRRO��

GLVWULFW��RU�D�FODVVURRP�UHODWLYH�WR�D�IL[HG�³EDVHOLQH´�RU�³DQFKRU´�VHW�RI�\HDUV�HVWDEOLVKHG�E\�WKH�

VWDWH���*URZWK�SHUFHQWLOHV�IRU�WKH�PDMRULW\�RI�VWDWHV�DUH�UH�QRUPHG�RQ�DQ�DQQXDO�EDVLV���%DVHOLQH�

UHIHUHQFHG�GDWD�LV�XVHG�WR�HQDEOH�WKH�FRPSDULVRQ�RI�JURZWK�UHVXOWV�RYHU�WLPH�DQG�WR�SHUPLW�WKH�

�������������������������������������������������
��7KLV�SURILFLHQF\�VWDQGDUG�FRXOG�EH�VHW�DW�YDULRXV�VWDQGDUGV�VXFK�DV���SURILFLHQF\��DGYDQFHG��RU�SDUWLDOO\�SURILFLHQW���
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VWDWH�WR�GHWHFW�ZKHWKHU�VWDWHZLGH�JURZWK�LV�LQFUHDVLQJ�IURP�\HDU�WR�\HDU���6WDWHV�XVLQJ�WKLV�

DSSURDFK�DQFKRU�WKH�QRUP�JURXSV�HDFK�\HDU�WR�D�EDVHOLQH�HQVXULQJ�WKDW�WKH�6*3V�SURGXFHG�HDFK�

\HDU�DUH�LQWHUSUHWHG�UHODWLYH�WR�WKH�EDVHOLQH�\HDU��

�

%DVHG�RQ�WKH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�VXPPDUL]HG�LQ�7DEOH����DOO�VL[�RI�WKHVH�VWDWHV�IDFH�D�VHW�RI�

FKDOOHQJHV�IRU�XVLQJ�JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOHV�WR�VXSSRUW�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�LQIHUHQFHV�DQG�GHFLVLRQV�GXULQJ�

WKHLU�WUDQVLWLRQ�WR�WKH�3$5&&�DVVHVVPHQW���

�

1. Any accountability design changes implemented as a result of the transition may 

seriously affect multiple stakeholders at the state, district, and school levels.   

�
$Q\�SRWHQWLDO�FKDQJHV�WR�WKH�GHVLJQ�RI�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHPV�XVLQJ�JURZWK�GDWD�KDV�FOHDU�

LPSOLFDWLRQV�IRU�SROLF\�DW�ERWK�WKH�VWDWH�DQG�GLVWULFW�OHYHOV�DQG�SUHVHQWV�FKDOOHQJHV�IRU�

FRPPXQLFDWLQJ�WKRVH�FKDQJHV�WR�DOO�UHOHYDQW�XVHUV���7KHUH�ZDV�XQLYHUVDO�DJUHHPHQW�DW�WKH�

PHHWLQJ�WKDW�WKH�IRUHPRVW�FKDOOHQJH�ZDV�LQ�FRPPXQLFDWLQJ�WKH�FKDQJHV�WR�VWDNHKROGHUV��$OO�

VWDWHV�ZLOO�QHHG�WR�FRPPXQLFDWH�KRZ�JURZWK�ZLOO�EH�XVHG�GXULQJ�WKH�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SHULRG�DQG�

ZKHQ�FHUWDLQ�DSSURDFKHV�FDQ�EH�UHLQVWDWHG��H�J���FULWHULRQ�UHIHUHQFHG�JURZWK�RU�EDVHOLQH�

UHIHUHQFHG�JURZWK��DW�D�IXWXUH�GDWH���)XUWKHUPRUH��WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�SHULRG�DOVR�KDV�OHJDO�LPSOLFDWLRQV�

IRU�ERWK�SROLF\�DQG�UXOH�PDNLQJ�VLQFH�WKH�XVH�RI�JURZWK�LQ�WKH�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�UHSRUWLQJ�V\VWHP�

SULRU�WR�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�ZLOO�QHHG�WR�EH�UHSXUSRVHG�RU�UHIUDPHG���)RU�VRPH�VWDWHV��WKLV�ZRXOG�

UHTXLUH�DSSURYDO�DW�WKH�OHJLVODWLYH�RU�ERDUG�OHYHOV���,Q�VRPH�FDVHV��WKLV�ZRXOG�DOVR�UHTXLUH�UH�

QHJRWLDWLQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH�REMHFWLYHV�VSHFLILHG�LQ�FKDUWHU�VFKRRO�FRQWUDFWV�����

�
2. During the transition period, all six states will need to consider how to interpret the 

growth achieved by students using the norm-referenced approach.  Additionally, 
states using the criterion-referenced growth to standard approaches or anchoring 

�������������������������������������������������
��)RU�PRUH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DERXW�WKH�EURDGHU�LVVXHV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�DVVHVVPHQW�WUDQVLWLRQ�DQG�LPSOLFDWLRQV�WR�
DFFRXQWDELOLW\�VHH��'RPDOHVNL��&��	�+DOO��(���������Assessment Transition and Implications for Accountability���$�
ZKLWH�SDSHU�GHYHORSHG�IRU�WKH�&&62�$FFRXQWDELOLW\�6\VWHPV�DQG�5HSRUWLQJ�6WDWH�&ROODERUDWLYH�RQ�$VVHVVPHQW�DQG�
6WXGHQW�6WDQGDUGV���:DVKLQJWRQ��'&��&&662���$YDLODEOH�DW��KWWS���ZZZ�QFLHD�RUJ�SXEOLFDWLRQV�����

�

http://www.nciea.org/publications-2/
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growth data to a baseline year will likely need to modify or delay the use of those 
approaches during the transition period. 

�
$V�LQGLFDWHG�HDUOLHU��DOO�VWDWHV�ZLOO�UHFHLYH�VWXGHQW�OHYHO�JURZWK�GDWD�IURP�3$5&&�IURP�

WKH�����������VFKRRO�\HDU�DOORZLQJ�HDFK�VWDWH�WR�JHQHUDWH�6*3V�XVLQJ�WKH�QHZ�GDWD�LQ�

FRPELQDWLRQ�ZLWK�WKHLU�ROG�VWDWH�DVVHVVPHQW�GDWD�DV�SULRUV���0DQ\�VWDWHV�KDYH�DOUHDG\�XVHG�SULRU�

DQG�FXUUHQW�VFRUHV�IURP�GLIIHUHQW�WHVWV�WR�JHQHUDWH�6*3V��DV�LQ�VLWXDWLRQV�VXFK�ZKHQ�VWDQGDUGV�DQG�

DVVHVVPHQWV�KDYH�EHHQ�PRGLILHG���+RZHYHU��WKH�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�RI�JURZWK�UHVXOWV�UHODWLYH�WR�WKH�

GLIILFXOW\�DQG�FRPSOH[LW\�RI�WKH�QHZ�FRQWHQW�EHLQJ�DVVHVVHG�E\�WKH�&RPPRQ�&RUH�6WDWH�

6WDQGDUGV��&&66��ZLOO�QHHG�WR�EH�HYDOXDWHG�DQG�FRQVLGHUHG�E\�VWDWHV�RSWLQJ�WR�XVH�WKRVH�UHVXOWV�

WR�VXSSRUW�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�LQIHUHQFHV��7KH�WKUHH�VWDWHV�XVLQJ�WKH�FULWHULRQ�UHIHUHQFHG�DSSURDFKHV�

IRU�UHSRUWLQJ�JURZWK�UHVXOWV�ZLOO�EH�IDFHG�ZLWK�WKH�DGGLWLRQDO�FKDOOHQJH�RI�KDYLQJ�WR�GHWHUPLQH�

ZKHWKHU�DQG�ZKHQ�WKHLU�FULWHULRQ�EDVHG�WDUJHWV�DUH�GHIHQVLEOH�LQ�OLJKW�RI�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�WKH�WHVW�

FRQWHQW�KDV�FKDQJHG�DQG�VWDQGDUGV�IRU�SURILFLHQF\�ZLOO�OLNHO\�EHFRPH�PRUH�ULJRURXV���)LQDOO\��WKH�

EDVHOLQH�UHIHUHQFHG�QRUP�JURXS�DSSURDFK�XVHG�LQ�0DVVDFKXVHWWV�ZLOO�QHHG�WR�EH�VXVSHQGHG�XQWLO�

WKH�EDVHOLQH�\HDUV�FDQ�EH�UHVHW�XVLQJ�GDWD�IURP�WKH�VDPH�DVVHVVPHQW�V\VWHP���7KLV�ZLOO�OLNHO\�

UHTXLUH�ZDLWLQJ�DW�OHDVW�XQWLO�WKH�����������WR�UHSRUW�EDVHOLQH�UHIHUHQFHG�6*3V�����

�
3. States must review and understand impact data to inform how best to use growth 

percentiles for accountability during the transition period.  States must dedicate 
time and resources to carefully examine impact data in order to build defensible 
accountability systems. 

�
(YDOXDWLQJ�LPSDFW�GDWD�WR�KHOS�VXSSRUW�GHFLVLRQV�RQ�KRZ�WR�EHVW�XVH�DQG�UHSRUW�JURZWK�

GXULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�SHULRG�LV�FULWLFDO�DQG�ZLOO�UHTXLUH�ERWK�UHVRXUFHV�DQG�WLPH�IRU�VWDWHV�WR�

FRQVLGHU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�UHSRUWLQJ�RSWLRQV���6WDWHV�ZLOO�YDU\�LQ�WHUPV�RI�WKH�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�GHVLJQ�

RSWLRQV�WKH\�PD\�SXUVXH�GHSHQGLQJ�RQ�ZKDW�WKH�LPSDFW�GDWD�FRQYH\V�ZKHQ�UHYLHZLQJ�JURZWK�

UHVXOWV�JHQHUDWHG�SULRU��GXULQJ�DQG�DIWHU�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�SHULRG��DQG�OLNHO\�DIWHU�DW�OHDVW�WKUHH�\HDUV�

RI�3$5&&�GDWD�DUH�DYDLODEOH����

�

$V�VWDWHV�UHFHLYH�WKH�ILUVW�\HDU�RI�3$5&&�GDWD��DOO�VWDWHV�ZLOO�QHHG�WR�FRQGXFW�DQDO\VHV�WR�

HQVXUH�WKDW�JURZWK�FDQ�EH�FDOFXODWHG�IURP�WKHLU�SULRU�WHVWV�WR�WKH�FXUUHQW�3$5&&�WHVW��,Q�

SDUWLFXODU��D�VSHFLILF�WKUHDW�WR�WKH�FDOFXODWLRQ�RI�6*3V�LV�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�SURPLQHQW�IORRU�RU�

FHLOLQJ�HIIHFWV�RQ�WKH�3$5&&�DVVHVVPHQW��,I�D�VWDWH¶V�GDWD�\LHOGV�D�VL]DEOH�SHUFHQWDJH��!�����RI�
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VWXGHQWV�LQ�DQ\�JUDGH�FRQWHQW�DUHD�UHFHLYLQJ�WKH�ORZHVW�RU�KLJKHVW�REWDLQDEOH�VFDOH�VFRUH��

FDOFXODWLRQ�RI�XQLIRUPO\�GLVWULEXWHG�SHUFHQWLOHV�ZLOO�OLNHO\�EH�GLIILFXOW��LI�QRW�LPSRVVLEOH��

'HSHQGLQJ�XSRQ�WKH�H[WHQW�RI�IORRU�FHLOLQJ�HIIHFWV��WKH�LVVXH�PLJKW�EH�VWDWH�VSHFLILF�RU�PD\�DSSO\�

FRQVRUWLXP�ZLGH��0RUHRYHU��DV�WKH�LQLWLDO�\HDU¶V�3$5&&�UHVXOWV�EHFRPH�SULRUV�LQ�VXEVHTXHQW�

\HDUV��LVVXHV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�6*3�FDOFXODWLRQ�GXH�WR�IORRU�FHLOLQJ�HIIHFWV�FRXOG�FRQWLQXH�DV�ORQJ�

DV�VXFK�GDWD�LV�XVHG�LQ�WKH�FDOFXODWLRQV���

�

� $GGLWLRQDOO\��LI�WKH�FRUUHODWLRQ�RI�VWDWH�WR�3$5&&�DVVHVVPHQW�UHVXOWV�LV�ORZHU�WKDQ�

H[SHFWHG��H�J���������WKH�LQWHQGHG�LQIHUHQFHV�DERXW�VWXGHQW�JURZWK�IURP�WKH�OHJDF\�DVVHVVPHQW�WR�

3$5&&�PD\�EH�VXVSHFW���2QH�FRXOG�DUJXH�WKDW�VXFK�OHVV�WKDQ�SHUIHFW�FRUUHODWLRQV�PD\�KHOS�

LGHQWLI\�VFKRROV�RU�GLVWULFWV�WKDW�KDYH�VXFFHVVIXOO\�LPSOHPHQWHG�WKH�&&66�FRPSDUHG�ZLWK�WKRVH�

WKDW�KDYH�QRW���:KLOH�WKLV�PD\�EH�WUXH��LW�UHTXLUHV�PRUH�WKDQ�6*3�UHVXOWV�WR�VXSSRUW�VXFK�DQ�

LQIHUHQFH���)XUWKHU��WR�WKH�H[WHQW�WKDW�&&66�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�LV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�GLVWULFW�ZHDOWK��

LQFRUSRUDWLQJ�WUDQVLWLRQ�JURZWK�UHVXOWV�LQWR�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHPV�PD\�WKUHDWHQ�WKH�FUHGLELOLW\�RI�

WKH�IDLUQHVV�RI�WKH�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�GHWHUPLQDWLRQV�EHFDXVH�VWDNHKROGHUV�PLJKW�UHFRJQL]H�WKDW�WKH�

JURZWK�UHVXOWV�DUH�UHODWHG�WR�WKH�UHVRXUFHV�DYDLODEOH�WR�GLVWULFWV�DQG�QRW�QHFHVVDULO\�WR�HGXFDWRU�RU�

VFKRRO�HIIHFWLYHQHVV���2Q�WKH�RWKHU�KDQG��LW�FDQ�EH�DUJXHG�WKDW�WKH�JURZWK�UHVXOWV�PD\�YDOLGO\�

LOOXPLQDWH�LPSRUWDQW�GLIIHUHQFHV�LQ�WKH�ILGHOLW\�RI�&&66�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ����

�

6WDWHV�ZLOO�EH�UHTXLUHG�WR�UXQ�DQDO\VHV�ZLWK�UHJDUG�WR�WKHVH�DQG�RWKHU�SRWHQWLDO�WKUHDWV���

)XUWKHU��WKH�SUHVXPDEO\�PRUH�ULJRURXV�VWDQGDUGV�RQ�WKH�3$5&&�DVVHVVPHQW�ZLOO�OLNHO\�OHDG�WR�

XQLTXH�FLUFXPVWDQFHV�WKDW�ZLOO�PDNH�WKH�DVVHVVPHQW�WUDQVLWLRQ�SHULRG�SDUWLFXODUO\�FKDOOHQJLQJ�

ZKHQ�XVLQJ�JURZWK�UHVXOWV�WR�VXSSRUW�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SXUSRVHV��6RPH�RI�WKH�ORFDO�FKDOOHQJHV�WKDW�

ZLOO�EH�IDFHG�E\�HDFK�VWDWH�DUH�EULHIO\�GHVFULEHG�KHUH���

�
Arizona 

,Q�$UL]RQD��H[DFWO\�KDOI�RI�DOO�DYDLODEOH�SRLQWV�RQ�WKH�VFKRRO�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUN�LV�

GLUHFWO\�OLQNHG�WR�WKH�0*3�UHVXOWV�DFKLHYHG�E\�VFKRROV���0RUH�VSHFLILFDOO\��WKH�SRLQWV�DVVLJQHG�WR�

JURZWK�RQ�WKH�IUDPHZRUN�DUH�SHJJHG�WR�WKH�H[DFW�0*3�YDOXHV�DFKLHYHG�E\�WZR�JURXSV�RI�

VWXGHQWV�DW�D�JLYHQ�VFKRRO���DOO�VWXGHQWV�LQ�WKH�VFKRRO��DQG�VWXGHQWV�SHUIRUPLQJ�DW�WKH�ERWWRP����

SHUFHQW�DV�GHWHUPLQHG�E\�WKH�VWDWH�DVVHVVPHQW�IRU�JUDGHV�����RU�E\�WKH�6WDQIRUG�����IRU�JUDGHV���
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DQG�������,Q�FRQWUDVW�WR�RWKHU�VWDWHV�ZKHUH�D�UDQJH�RI�SRVVLEOH�0*3�SHUIRUPDQFH�LV�DFFRXQWHG�IRU�

XQGHU�HDFK�UDWLQJ�FODVVLILFDWLRQ�DVVLJQHG�WR�JURZWK��LQ�$UL]RQD�WKH�WRWDO�SRLQWV�DVVLJQHG�WR�D�OHWWHU�

JUDGH�LV�VHQVLWLYH�WR�WKH�VSHFLILF�0*3�YDOXH�HDUQHG�E\�VWXGHQWV�LQ�ERWK�JURXSV���7KH�LPSOLFDWLRQ�

LV�WKDW�DQ\�VKLIWV�VHHQ�LQ�JURZWK�UHVXOWLQJ�IURP�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�SHULRG�PD\�LQIOXHQFH�WKH�UHVXOWLQJ�

OHWWHU�JUDGH�DZDUGHG�WR�HDFK�VFKRRO����
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Colorado 

,Q�&RORUDGR��JURZWK�SHUIRUPDQFH�LV�HYDOXDWHG�XVLQJ�ERWK�FULWHULRQ��DQG�QRUP��UHIHUHQFHG�

DSSURDFKHV���7KH�QRUP�UHIHUHQFHG�LQIRUPDWLRQ�LV�HYDOXDWHG�XVLQJ�FULWHULRQ�EDVHG�WDUJHW�GDWD��

7KHVH�WZR�DSSURDFKHV�DUH�XVHG�LQ�WZR�NH\�LQGLFDWRUV�IRU�DVVHVVLQJ�DFDGHPLF�JURZWK�JDSV�IRU�

VXEJURXSV�DQG�IRU�HYDOXDWLQJ�JURZWK�DW�WKH�VFKRRO�RU�GLVWULFW�OHYHO���7KH�WZR�NH\�JURZWK�

LQGLFDWRUV�ZLOO�QHHG�WR�EH�UH�HYDOXDWHG�GXULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�SHULRG�VLQFH�WKH�FXW�SRLQWV�VHW�IRU�WKH�

FULWHULRQ�EDVHG�WDUJHWV�DUH�EDVHG�XSRQ�SHUIRUPDQFH�VWDQGDUGV�IURP�VWDWH�DVVHVVPHQWV���$Q\�

FKDQJHV�PDGH�WR�WKHVH�WZR�NH\�LQGLFDWRUV�ZLOO�UHTXLUH�WKDW�WKH�VWDWH�SURYLGH�QHZ�JXLGDQFH�WR�

GLVWULFWV�DQG�VFKRROV�FXUUHQWO\�XVLQJ�JURZWK�GDWD�WR�VXSSRUW�VFKRRO�LPSURYHPHQW�SODQQLQJ�DQG�VHW�

LPSURYHPHQW�JRDOV��

�
Massachusetts 

'XULQJ�WKH�����������VFKRRO�\HDU��GLVWULFWV�LQ�0DVVDFKXVHWWV�ZLOO�KDYH�WKH�FKRLFH�WR�

FRQWLQXH�XVLQJ�WKH�VWDWH�DVVHVVPHQW�RU�DGPLQLVWHU�WKH�3$5&&�DVVHVVPHQWV���7KLV�SROLF\�ZLOO�

OLNHO\�FRPSOLFDWH�HIIRUWV�WR�FRPSDUH�DQG�PDNH�LQIHUHQFHV�DERXW�JURZWK�DFKLHYHG�EHWZHHQ�

GLVWULFWV��EHFDXVH�WKH�VWDWH�ZLOO�KDYH�WR�FDOFXODWH�WZR�GLIIHUHQW�VHWV�RI�6*3V��HDFK�ZLWK�D�PHGLDQ�

RI������)RU�H[DPSOH��LI�WKH�JURZWK�UHVXOWV�IRU�GLVWULFWV�RSWLQJ�WR�XVH�WKH�3$5&&�DVVHVVPHQWV�

GXULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�SHULRG�DUH�KLJKHU�RQ�DYHUDJH�WKDQ�WKH�JURZWK�UHVXOWV�IRU�GLVWULFWV�XVLQJ�WKH�

VWDWH�DVVHVVPHQWV��FRPSDUDWLYH�SROLF\�VWDWHPHQWV�PDGH�DERXW�ZKLFK�VFKRROV�H[KLELW�KLJKHU�

JURZWK�SHUIRUPDQFH�FDQQRW�EH�VXSSRUWHG�VLQFH�WKH�XQGHUO\LQJ�PHDVXUHV�GLIIHU�EHWZHHQ�WKRVH�

VFKRROV���$OWKRXJK�WKHVH�FKDOOHQJHV�DSSO\�WR�WKH�����������\HDU��WKHVH�FKDOOHQJHV�ZLOO�QRW�

GLVVLSDWH�LQ�WKH�����������\HDU��$VVXPLQJ�DOO�VWXGHQWV�WDNH�WKH�VDPH�DVVHVVPHQW��WKH\�ZLOO�KDYH�

WZR�GLIIHUHQW�VHWV�RI�SRVVLEOH�SULRUV��7KLV�DVVHVVPHQW�FKRLFH�SROLF\�DOVR�EULQJV�XS�WKH�TXHVWLRQ�RI�

ZKHWKHU�WKH�VDPH�FXW�SRLQWV�VHW�LQ�WKH�FXUUHQW�VFKRRO�DQG�GLVWULFW�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUNV�

VKRXOG�DSSO\�WR�GLVWULFWV�XVLQJ�GLIIHUHQW�DVVHVVPHQWV���

�

Mississippi�

,Q�0LVVLVVLSSL��WKH�VWDWH�LV�FRQVLGHULQJ�XVLQJ�HLWKHU�D�FULWHULRQ�UHIHUHQFHG�RU�QRUP�

UHIHUHQFHG�DSSURDFK�WR�HYDOXDWH�VWXGHQW�JURZWK���+RZHYHU��WKH�VWDWH�LV�RQO\�XVLQJ�WKLV�

LQIRUPDWLRQ�WR�VXSSRUW�HGXFDWRU�HYDOXDWLRQV���'XULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�SHULRG��WKH�VWDWH�PD\�QHHG�WR�

UHFRQVLGHU�WKLV�FULWHULRQ�UHIHUHQFHG�DSSURDFK�VLQFH�WKH�SURILFLHQF\�VWDQGDUGV�ZLOO�OLNHO\�VKLIW�
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EHWZHHQ�WKH�GLIIHUHQW�DVVHVVPHQWV���$GGLWLRQDOO\��VLQFH�DQ�HQWLUHO\�GLIIHUHQW�DSSURDFK�WR�

HYDOXDWLQJ�JURZWK��D�YDOXH�WDEOH�PRGHO��LV�EHLQJ�XVHG�IRU�VFKRRO�DFFRXQWDELOLW\��WKH�VWDWH�ZLOO�

KDYH�WKH�DGGHG�FKDOOHQJH�RI�FRPPXQLFDWLQJ�NH\�GLIIHUHQFHV�EHWZHHQ�WKH�PRGHOV�DQG�H[SODLQLQJ�

ZK\�VLJQDOV�PD\�GLIIHU�EHWZHHQ�WKH�WZR�V\VWHPV��)RU�H[DPSOH��VKRXOG�UHVXOWV�IURP�WKH�VFKRRO�

DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUN�YDU\�ZLGHO\�IURP�WKRVH�UHSRUWHG�E\�WKH�HGXFDWRU�HYDOXDWLRQ�V\VWHP��

WKH�VWDWH�ZLOO�QHHG�WR�GHYHORS�D�VWUDWHJ\�WR�HIIHFWLYHO\�FRPPXQLFDWH�GLIIHUHQFHV�EHWZHHQ�WKHVH�

WZR�V\VWHPV�WR�VWDNHKROGHUV�����

�
New Jersey 

$�VWDQGDUG�VHWWLQJ�SURFHVV�ZDV�FRQGXFWHG�LQ�1HZ�-HUVH\�WR�VHW�VSHFLILF�FXW�SRLQWV�IRU�WKH�

XVH�RI�0*3V�LQ�HGXFDWRU�HYDOXDWLRQ�V\VWHPV���&RQVLGHULQJ�WKHVH�FXWV�ZHUH�EDVHG�RQ�SHUIRUPDQFH�

SURILOHV�XVLQJ�WKH�VWDWH�DVVHVVPHQWV��WKH�VWDWH�ZLOO�OLNHO\�KDYH�WR�UHYLVLW�WKH�FXW�SRLQWV�WR�HYDOXDWH�

ZKHWKHU�WKRVH�SURILOHV�VKLIWHG�DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�DGRSWLQJ�QHZ�DVVHVVPHQWV���

�
Rhode Island 

6LQFH�WKH�ODVW�1HZ�(QJODQG�&RPPRQ�$VVHVVPHQW�3URJUDP��1(&$3��(/$�DQG�

PDWKHPDWLFV�DVVHVVPHQWV�ZHUH�DGPLQLVWHUHG�LQ�WKH�IDOO�RI������DQG�WKH�ILUVW�3$5&&�DVVHVVPHQWV�

ZLOO�EH�DGPLQLVWHUHG�GXULQJ�WKH�VSULQJ�RI�������WKH�VWDWH�KDV�LQGLFDWHG�WKDW�WKH�6*3V�FDQQRW�EH�

JHQHUDWHG�XQWLO�WHVW�UHVXOWV�DUH�SURGXFHG�IURP�WKH�VDPH�DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ�ZLQGRZ��L�H���VSULQJ�WR�

VSULQJ����2QH�RXWFRPH�RI�WKLV�GHFLVLRQ�LV�WKDW�WKH�VWDWH�LV�QRW�SODQQLQJ�WR�XVH�WKH�JURZWK�GDWD�WR�

VXSSRUW�KLJK�VWDNHV�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�GHFLVLRQV�GXULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�SHULRG���,PSOHPHQWLQJ�WKLV�

GHFLVLRQ�ZRXOG�PHDQ�WKDW�UDWLQJV�IRU�WKH�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUNV�ZRXOG�ODUJHO\�GHIDXOW�WR�

PHDVXUHV�WKDW�PD\�SURYLGH�GLIIHUHQW�SHUIRUPDQFH�VLJQDOV�WKDQ�WKRVH�SURYLGHG�SUHYLRXVO\�E\�

JURZWK��H�J���6WXGHQW�/HDUQLQJ�2EMHFWLYHV�IRU�HGXFDWRU�HYDOXDWLRQ���7KH�JUHDWHVW�LPSDFW�RI�QRW�

XVLQJ�JURZWK�GDWD�GXULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�SHULRG�ZLOO�EH�LQ�WKH�HOHPHQWDU\�DQG�PLGGOH�VFKRROV��

ZKHUH�D�TXDUWHU�RI�DOO�SRLQWV�LQ�WKH�VFKRRO�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUNV�DUH�FXUUHQWO\�DVVLJQHG�WR�

JURZWK���

�

$V�LQGLFDWHG�WKURXJKRXW�WKLV�VHFWLRQ��LPSDFW�GDWD�ZLOO�EH�HVSHFLDOO\�FULWLFDO�IRU�VWDWHV�WR�

HYDOXDWH�LQ�RUGHU�WR�VXSSRUW�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�GHVLJQ�FKRLFHV�GXULQJ�DQG�DIWHU�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�SHULRG���
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7KH�QH[W�VHFWLRQ�RXWOLQHV�UHFRPPHQGHG�DQDO\VHV�IRU�XVLQJ�JURZWK�WR�VXSSRUW�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�

GHFLVLRQV��DQG�IRU�SRWHQWLDOO\�UHGHVLJQLQJ�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUNV�SULRU�WR�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ���

�
SGP Analysis During and After the Transition Period 

$�FRPPRQ�FRQFHUQ�H[SUHVVHG�E\�WKH�VL[�VWDWH�SDUWLFLSDQWV�UHJDUGLQJ�WKH�DVVHVVPHQW�

WUDQVLWLRQ�LV�ZKHWKHU�LW�LV�HYHQ�SRVVLEOH�WR�FDOFXODWH�JURZWK�XVLQJ�WZR�GLIIHUHQW�WHVWV��7KH�VLPSOH�

DQVZHU�LV�WKDW�LW�GHSHQGV�RQ�WKH�W\SH�RI�JURZWK�RQH�ZDQWV�WR�FDOFXODWH��7KH�FKDQJH�LQ�

DVVHVVPHQWV�LPSDFWV�WKH�FDOFXODWLRQ�RI�JURZWK�LQ�GLIIHUHQW�ZD\V�GHSHQGLQJ�XSRQ�WKH�W\SH�RI�

JURZWK�WR�EH�FDOFXODWHG�DQG�WKH�W\SH�RI�VFDOH�SUHVHQW�LQ�WKH�VWDWH���+RZHYHU��DV�LQGLFDWHG�HDUOLHU��

FRQVLGHULQJ�WKH�GLIIHUHQW�DSSURDFKHV�EHLQJ�XVHG�E\�HDFK�VWDWH�WR�FRPSXWH�JURZWK��UHIHU�WR�7DEOH�

����WKH�FKDQJH�LQ�DVVHVVPHQWV�PD\�ZDUUDQW�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�RI�GLIIHUHQW�GHVLJQ�RSWLRQV�WR�DGMXVW�

FXUUHQW�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHPV���

�

2YHUDOO��WKH�WHFKQLFDO�LVVXHV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�WKH�FDOFXODWLRQ�RI�JURZWK�DUH�not�DV�

IRUPLGDEOH�DV�WKH\�KDYH�EHHQ�SUHYLRXVO\�ZLWK�VRPH�VWDWHV�XVLQJ�6*3V���7KLV�LV�GXH�WR�WKH�IDFW�

WKDW�PDQ\�RI�WKH�WHFKQLFDO�FKDOOHQJHV�HQFRXQWHUHG�KDYH�EHHQ�DGGUHVVHG�WKURXJK�WKH�LQFOXVLRQ�RI�

QHZ�IXQFWLRQV�EXLOW�LQWR�WKH�6*3�DQDO\WLF�VRIWZDUH��%HWHEHQQHU��9DQ�,ZDDUGHQ��'RPLQJXH��DQG�

6KDQJ���������$�PXFK�ELJJHU�FKDOOHQJH�LV�FRPPXQLFDWLQJ�UHVXOWV�GXULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�DQG�

GHFLGLQJ�ZKHWKHU�RU�KRZ�WR�LPSOHPHQW�GLIIHUHQW�RSWLRQV�IRU�UHGHVLJQLQJ�WKH�FXUUHQW�

DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUNV��$�NH\�GHVLJQ�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�LQ�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�WKH�6WXGHQW�

*URZWK�3HUFHQWLOH�0RGHO�ZDV�WR�EXLOG�D�GXUDEOH�PHWULF�WKDW�FRXOG�EH�PDLQWDLQHG�DFURVV�

DVVHVVPHQW�WUDQVLWLRQV���7KH�H[WHQW�WR�ZKLFK�VXEVWDQWLDO�RU�PLQRU�DGMXVWPHQWV�PXVW�EH�PDGH�WR�

DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUNV�GXULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�SHULRG�DJDLQ�GHSHQGV�RQ�WKH�W\SH�RI�JURZWK�

DQDO\VHV�XVHG�WR�VXSSRUW�HDFK�SXUSRVH��,Q�WKH�VXE�VHFWLRQV�WKDW�IROORZ��ZH�GLVFXVV�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�

IUDPHZRUN�GHSHQGHQFLHV�UHODWLYH�WR�WKH�JURZWK�DSSURDFK�XVHG�E\�HDFK�VWDWH����

�
6WXGHQW�*URZWK�3HUFHQWLOHV�

'HVSLWH�WKH�DEVHQFH�RI�D�GHYHORSPHQWDO��L�H���YHUWLFDO��VFDOH�LQ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�\HDU�ZLWK�

ZKLFK�WR�PHDVXUH�JURZWK�PDJQLWXGHV��WKHUH�LV�QRWKLQJ�WR�SUHYHQW�WKH�FDOFXODWLRQ�RI�WKH�QRUP�

UHIHUHQFHG�6*3V��1RUP�UHIHUHQFHG�6*3V�PHDVXUH�VWXGHQW�SURJUHVV�UHODWLYH�WR�³DFDGHPLF�SHHUV´�

ZKR�KDYH�WKH�VDPH�DFKLHYHPHQW�KLVWRU\�DV�RWKHU�VWXGHQWV�LQ�WKH�VWDWH��7KLV�LV�XQOLNHO\�WR�EH�D�
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FRQFHUQ�VLQFH�DOO�VWXGHQWV�LQ�HDFK�RI�WKH�VL[�VWDWHV��H[FHSW�SHUKDSV�LQ�0DVVDFKXVHWWV��ZLOO�

FRQWLQXH�WR�WDNH�WKH�FRQVRUWLXP�DVVHVVPHQW�LQVWHDG�RI�WKHLU�FXUUHQW�VWDWH�DVVHVVPHQW��

��

6LPLODU�DVVHVVPHQW�WUDQVLWLRQV�KDYH�RFFXUUHG�LQ�QXPHURXV�VWDWHV�LQ�UHFHQW�\HDUV��,Q�������

$UL]RQD�FKDQJHG�LWV�YHUWLFDOO\�VFDOHG�PDWK�DVVHVVPHQW�WR�D�QHZ�YHUWLFDOO\�VFDOHG�DVVHVVPHQW�WKDW�

GLG�QRW�FRUUHVSRQG�WR�WKH�ROG�VFDOH��$IWHU�VRPH�SUHOLPLQDU\�DQDO\VHV�VKRZHG�WKDW�QHLWKHU�

DVVHVVPHQW�KDG�VLJQLILFDQW�FHLOLQJ�IORRU�HIIHFWV�WKDW�FRXOG�SRWHQWLDOO\�XQGHUPLQH�WKH�FDOFXODWLRQ�

RI�6*3V��WKH�VWDWH�SURFHHGHG�ZLWK�FDOFXODWLQJ�6*3V�RQ�WKH�QHZ�V\VWHP��&RORUDGR�UHFHQWO\�

WUDQVLWLRQHG�IURP�XVLQJ�WKH�&RORUDGR�(QJOLVK�/DQJXDJH�$VVHVVPHQW��&(/$��WR�WKH�QHZ�

$FFHVVLQJ�&RPSUHKHQVLRQ�DQG�&RPPXQLFDWLRQ�LQ�(QJOLVK�6WDWH�WR�6WDWH�IRU�(QJOLVK�/DQJXDJH�

/HDUQHUV��$&&(66��DVVHVVPHQW�IURP�WKH�:RUOG�&ODVV�,QVWUXFWLRQDO�'HVLJQ�DQG�$VVHVVPHQW�

FRQVRUWLXP���,Q�RUGHU�WR�MXVWLI\�WKH�FRQWLQXHG�JHQHUDWLRQ�RI�JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOHV�IRU�(//�

DVVHVVPHQWV��WKH�VWDWH�UDQ�DQDO\VHV�WR�FKHFN�IRU�FHLOLQJ�DQG�IORRU�HIIHFWV�DQG�WR�LGHQWLI\�WKH�H[WHQW�

WR�ZKLFK�SULRU�&(/$�UHVXOWV�ZHUH�FRUUHODWHG�ZLWK�$&&(66�UHVXOWV���7KH�VWDWH�LV�VWLOO�LQ�WKH�

SURFHVV�RI�LQYHVWLJDWLQJ�WKH�XVH�RI�&(/$�DV�SULRUV�IRU�$&&(66��,W�KDV�DOVR�HQOLVWHG�FRQWHQW�

VSHFLDOLVWV�WR�HYDOXDWH�DQG�FRPSDUH�WKH�VLPLODULWLHV�DQG�GLIIHUHQFHV�LQ�FRQVWUXFWV�DVVHVVHG�E\�ERWK�

WHVWV�WR�MXVWLI\�LQIHUHQFHV�DERXW�JURZWK�LQ�ODQJXDJH�GHYHORSPHQW��&RORUDGR�KDV�DOVR�EHHQ�

FDOFXODWLQJ�JURZWK�IURP�LWV�VWDWH�DVVHVVPHQW�WR�WKH�$&7�DVVHVVPHQW��ZKLFK�KDV�EHHQ�

DGPLQLVWHUHG�XQLYHUVDOO\�LQ�WKH�VWDWH�LQ�JUDGH����IRU�D�QXPEHU�RI�\HDUV�LQ�DQ�HIIRUW�WR�JDXJH�

JURZWK�WRZDUG�FROOHJH�UHDGLQHVV���,Q�HVVHQFH��LI�WKH�DQDO\VHV�DQG�WKH�UHYLHZ�RI�FRQVWUXFWV�

DVVHVVHG�E\�WKH�GLIIHUHQW�WHVWV�VXSSRUW�WKH�XVH�RI�D�GLIIHUHQW�WHVW�DV�D�SULRU��DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHPV�

GHYHORSHG�WR�HYDOXDWH�JURZWK�XVLQJ�D�VWULFWO\�QRUP�UHIHUHQFHG�DSSURDFK�GR�QRW�UHTXLUH�PXFK��LI�

DQ\��DGGLWLRQDO�ZRUN�WR�PRGLI\�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUN�����

�

:KHQ�QHZ�DVVHVVPHQWV�DUH�LQWURGXFHG��WKH�QRUP�UHIHUHQFHG�SURSHUWLHV�RI�6*3V�ZLOO�EH�

SUHVHUYHG��LQVRIDU�DV�WKH�GLVWULEXWLRQ�RI�6*3V�ZLOO�EH�XQLIRUP�IRU�DOO�VWXGHQWV�VWDWHZLGH���

+RZHYHU��LW�VKRXOG�QRW�EH�DVVXPHG�WKDW�JURZWK�HVWLPDWHV�DUH�µLQWHUFKDQJHDEOH¶�ZLWK�WKH�JURZWK�

RXWFRPHV�VWXGHQWV�RU�VFKRROV�ZRXOG�KDYH�UHFHLYHG�LI�WKH�OHJDF\�VWDWH�DVVHVVPHQW�ZHUH�WR�

FRQWLQXH��:KLOH�WKH�VWDWHZLGH�GLVWULEXWLRQV�ZLOO�EH�VLPLODU��WKH�VSHFLILF�JURZWK�HVWLPDWHV�WKDW�

VWXGHQWV�DQG�VFKRROV�UHFHLYH�PD\�ZHOO�GLIIHU���7KLV�VKRXOG�EH�H[SHFWHG�LQ�WKH�VDPH�ZD\�WKDW�RQH�

ZRXOG�QRW�DVVXPH�SHUIRUPDQFH�OHYHO�FODVVLILFDWLRQV�ZLOO�EH�XQFKDQJHG�ZKHQ�D�QHZ�DVVHVVPHQW�LV�
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LQWURGXFHG���)RU�H[DPSOH��LW�VWDQGV�WR�UHDVRQ�WKDW�D�VFKRRO�ZLWK�UHODWLYHO\�VWURQJ�SHUIRUPDQFH�RQ�

WKH�QHZ�DVVHVVPHQWV�ZLOO�UHFHLYH�D�PRUH�IDYRUDEOH�JURZWK�HVWLPDWH�LQ�WKH�\HDU�IROORZLQJ�WKH�

WUDQVLWLRQ�FRPSDUHG�WR�SULRU�\HDUV�����������

�

$Q�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�GHVLJQ�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�WKDW�VKRXOG�EH�LQYHVWLJDWHG�GXULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�

SHULRG�ZLWK�QRUP�UHIHUHQFHG�6*3V�LV�WKH�UHSRUWLQJ�RI�SRROHG�6*3�GDWD�DFURVV�\HDUV���3RROLQJ�WKH�

6*3�GDWD�HQWDLOV�UHSRUWLQJ�DQ�0*3�EDVHG�RQ�LQGLYLGXDO�6*3�UHVXOWV�DJJUHJDWHG�DFURVV�WZR�RU�

PRUH�\HDUV���&RORUDGR�FXUUHQWO\�XVHV�WKLV�DSSURDFK�IRU�WKHLU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUNV���7KH�

VWUDWHJ\�RI�SRROLQJ�GDWD�KDV�WKH�DGGHG�DGYDQWDJH�RI�VWDELOL]LQJ�WKH�\HDU�WR�\HDU�JURZWK�UHVXOWV�

UHSRUWHG�IRU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SXUSRVHV��,W�PD\�DOVR�KHOS�JXDUG�DJDLQVW�SRWHQWLDOO\�ODUJH�

SHUIRUPDQFH�IOXFWXDWLRQV�GXULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ����

�
3HUFHQWLOH�*URZWK�7UDMHFWRULHV�

3HUFHQWLOH�JURZWK�WUDMHFWRULHV��DOVR�UHIHUUHG�WR�DV�VWXGHQW�JURZWK�SURMHFWLRQV��DUH�D�

FULWHULRQ�UHIHUHQFHG�JURZWK�PHWULF�RQ�WKH�VDPH�SHUFHQWLOH�VFDOH�DV�WKH�6*3��7KH\�DOORZ�

VWDNHKROGHUV�WR�LQWHUSUHW�WKH�QRUP�UHIHUHQFHG�6*3�LQ�WKH�FULWHULRQ�UHIHUHQFHG�FRQWH[W�RI�VWDWH�

DVVHVVPHQWV�DQG�GHWHUPLQH�ZKHWKHU�WKH�VWXGHQW¶V�JURZWK�LV�VXIILFLHQW�WR�SXW�WKHP�RQ�WUDFN�WR�

UHDFK�PDLQWDLQ�D�GHVLUHG�OHYHO�RI�DFKLHYHPHQW��8QOLNH�VWXGHQW�JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOHV��ZKLFK�DUH�

UHWURVSHFWLYH�DQG�TXDQWLI\�ZKDW�KDV�RFFXUUHG��SHUFHQWLOH�JURZWK�WUDMHFWRULHV�DUH�IRUZDUG�ORRNLQJ�

DQG�TXDQWLI\�ZKDW�QHHGV�WR�RFFXU�LQ�RUGHU�WR�UHDFK�PDLQWDLQ�D�GHVLUDEOH�DFKLHYHPHQW�RXWFRPH��

�
3HUFHQWLOH�JURZWK�WUDMHFWRULHV�XWLOL]H�WKH�FRHIILFLHQW�PDWULFHV�FDOFXODWHG�DV�SDUW�RI�WKH�

VWXGHQW�JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOH�DQDO\VHV�WR�SURMHFW�IRUZDUG�DORQJ�DOO����SRWHQWLDO�SHUFHQWLOH�WUDMHFWRULHV�

IRU�D�VWXGHQW�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKDW�OHYHO�RI�JURZWK�LV�UHTXLUHG�WR�UHDFK�YDULRXV�VSHFLILHG�

DFKLHYHPHQW�RXWFRPHV��XVXDOO\�FXWV�EHWZHHQ�DFKLHYHPHQW�OHYHOV��LQ�VSHFLILHG�DPRXQWV�RI�WLPH�

�DQQXDOO\�JRLQJ�IRUZDUG���$V�VXFK��SURMHFWLRQV�IRUZDUG�DORQJ�D�QHZ�WHVW�VFDOH�UHTXLUH�FRHIILFLHQW�

PDWULFHV�FDOFXODWHG�UHODWLYH�WR�WKDW�VFDOH��,Q�WKH�����������WUDQVLWLRQ�\HDU��GHSHQGHQW�YDULDEOH�

VFRUHV�ZLOO�EH�RQ�WKH�QHZ��H�J���3$5&&��VFDOH�DQG�LQGHSHQGHQW�YDULDEOHV�ZLOO�EH�RQ�HDFK�VWDWH¶V�

SUHYLRXV�DVVHVVPHQW�VFDOH��

�
$V�LQGLFDWHG�LQ�WKH�EULHI�RYHUYLHZ�IRU�HDFK�VWDWH��WKHUH�DUH�VHYHUDO�3$5&&�VWDWHV��H�J���

&RORUDGR��$UL]RQD��DQG�0LVVLVVLSSL��DV�ZHOO�DV�PDQ\�6PDUWHU�%DODQFHG�VWDWHV�WKDW�DOVR�DVVHVV�
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VWXGHQW�JURZWK�SURMHFWLRQV�RU�FULWHULRQ�EDVHG�JURZWK�DV�SDUW�RI�WKHLU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�GHVLJQV��DQG�

WKHVH�VWDWHV�ZLOO�OLNHO\�QHHG�WR�UHFRQVLGHU�KRZ�JURZWK�FDQ�EH�XVHG�IRU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�GXULQJ�WKH�

WUDQVLWLRQ���$V�QXPHURXV�VWDWHV��LQ�ERWK�3$5&&�DQG�6PDUWHU�%DODQFHG��UHO\�XSRQ�SHUFHQWLOH�

JURZWK�WUDMHFWRULHV�VWXGHQW�JURZWK�SURMHFWLRQV�VWXGHQW�JURZWK�WDUJHWV�DV�SDUW�RI�WKHLU�

DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHPV��RQH�SRVVLELOLW\�IRU�WKHVH�VWDWHV�WR�FRQVLGHU�DQG�H[SORUH�LV�WKH�XVH�RI�DQ�

HTXLSHUFHQWLOH�FRQFRUGDQFH�DSSURDFK�EHWZHHQ�WKH�VWDWH¶V�DVVHVVPHQW�VFDOH�DQG�WKH�QHZ�3$5&&�

VFDOH����8VLQJ�DQ�HTXLSHUFHQWLOH�FRQFRUGDQFH�DSSURDFK�PD\�SURYLGH�D�WHPSRUDU\�VROXWLRQ�IRU�

HQVXULQJ�WKDW�WKH�FRHIILFLHQW�PDWULFHV�XVHG�WR�SURMHFW�IRUZDUG�DUH�EDVHG�RQ�DQ�HTXLYDOHQW�VFDOH���

7KLV�WHPSRUDU\�VROXWLRQ�PD\�EH�DSSOLHG�LQ����������ZKHQ�PRUH�WKDQ�RQH�\HDU�ZLOO�EH�DYDLODEOH�

IRU�D�VWDWH�RQ�WKH�QHZ�DVVHVVPHQW�VFDOH��EHIRUH�WKH�SURMHFWLRQV�FRXOG�UHYHUW�EDFN�WR�XVLQJ�

DVVHVVPHQWV�IURP�WKH�VDPH�V\VWHP��%DVHG�RQ�PDQ\�WHFKQLFDO�UHDVRQV�WKDW�IDOO�RXWVLGH�WKH�VFRSH�

DQG�LQWHQW�RI�WKLV�SDSHU��ZH�ZRXOG�QRW�UHFRPPHQG�WKLV�DSSURDFK�DV�D�SHUPDQHQW�VROXWLRQ�WR�

HPSOR\�� 

 
%DVHOLQH�6WXGHQW�*URZWK�3HUFHQWLOHV�

0DVVDFKXVHWWV��DV�ZHOO�DV�*HRUJLD��PDNHV�H[WHQVLYH�XVH�RI�EDVHOLQH�UHIHUHQFHG�VWXGHQW�

JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOHV�LQ�WKHLU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHPV��6WXGHQW�JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOHV�DUH�D�QRUP�

UHIHUHQFHG�JURZWK�PHWULF�WKDW�DUH�DOPRVW�DOZD\V�QRUPHG�XVLQJ�WKH�PRVW�UHFHQW�\HDU¶V�GDWD��$V�

VXFK��LQ�D�JLYHQ�\HDU�WKH�PHGLDQ�6*3�IRU�HDFK�FRQWHQW�DUHD�JUDGH�FRPELQDWLRQ�LV�����6RPH�DUJXH�

WKDW�UH�QRUPLQJ�JURZWK�HYHU\�\HDU�LQ�DQ�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHP�UHVXOWV�LQ�D�³]HUR�VXP�JDPH´��7R�

UHFWLI\�WKLV�VLWXDWLRQ��WKH�0DVVDFKXVHWWV�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�(OHPHQWDU\�DQG�6HFRQGDU\�(GXFDWLRQ�

HVWDEOLVKHG�EDVHOLQH�JURZWK�QRUPV�DJDLQVW�ZKLFK�IXWXUH�FRKRUWV�RI�VWXGHQWV¶�JURZWK�ZRXOG�EH�

FDOFXODWHG���%DVHG�RQ�WKH�VWURQJ�DVVXPSWLRQ�RI�HTXLYDOHQFH�RI�JUDGH�DQG�FRQWHQW�DUHD�VFDOHV�IURP�

\HDU�WR�\HDU��WKH�JURZWK�UHVXOWV�FDQ�EH�³DQFKRUHG´�RU�³EDVHOLQH´�UHIHUHQFHG�VXFK�WKDW�WKH�QRUP�

IRU�WKH�VWDWH�LV�QR�ORQJHU�IL[HG�DW����DQG�WKDW�JURZWK�LV�LQWHUSUHWHG�UHODWLYH�WR�WKH�VSHFLILF�EDVHOLQH�

\HDU�RI�LQWHUHVW��8VLQJ�WKLV�PHWKRGRORJ\��0DVVDFKXVHWWV�KDV�EHHQ�DEOH�WR�GHPRQVWUDWH�KLJKHU�

UDWHV�RI�JURZWK�RYHU�WLPH�WKDW�DUH�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�LQFUHDVLQJ�WKH�HIILFDF\�RI�WKH�HGXFDWLRQ�V\VWHP���

�������������������������������������������������
��1RWH�IRU�VWDWHV�XVLQJ�WKH�FXUUHQW�6*3�SDFNDJH���WKHUH�DUH�SODQV�IRU�WKH�6*3�SDFNDJH�WR�EH�DXJPHQWHG�WR�DOORZ�IRU�
LQWHULP�SURMHFWLRQV�WR�EH�FDOFXODWHG�XVLQJ�DQ�HTXLSHUFHQWLOH�FRQFRUGDQFH�EHWZHHQ�WKH�VWDWHV�DVVHVVPHQW�VFDOH�DQG�WKH�
QHZ�3$5&&�VFDOH��
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�

&RQVLGHULQJ�WKH�VWURQJ�VFDOLQJ�DVVXPSWLRQV�HPSOR\HG�WR�MXVWLI\�WKH�XVH�RI�EDVHOLQH�

UHIHUHQFHG�6*3V��ZH�ZRXOG�QRW�UHFRPPHQG�XVLQJ�WKLV�DSSURDFK�LQ�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUNV�

XQWLO�DW�OHDVW�IRXU�\HDUV�RI�GDWD�DUH�DYDLODEOH�IURP�3$5&&�WR�LQYHVWLJDWH�KRZ�ZHOO�WKHVH�

DVVXPSWLRQV�KROG���,Q�WKH�VSHFLILF�FDVH�RI�0DVVDFKXVHWWV��WKH�EDVHOLQH�UHIHUHQFHG�DSSURDFK�ZRXOG�

QHHG�WR�EH�VXVSHQGHG�IRU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SXUSRVHV�XQWLO�PRUH�GDWD�IURP�3$5&&�FDQ�EH�

DFFXPXODWHG���

Recommendations  

7R�VXPPDUL]H�NH\�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�DV�ZHOO�DV�WR�KLJKOLJKW�LPSRUWDQW�DQDO\VHV�DVVRFLDWHG�

ZLWK�WKH�FDOFXODWLRQ�RI�6*3V�JRLQJ�IRUZDUG��ZH�UHFRPPHQG�WKDW�VWDWHV�LQYHVWLJDWH�SHUIRUPDQFH�

GXULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�\HDU�LQ�WKH�IROORZLQJ�ZD\V��

�
�� ([DPLQH�WKH�FRUUHODWLRQV�EHWZHHQ�WKH�SUH�DQG�SRVW�VFRUHV�XVHG�IRU�VWXGHQWV��H�J���JUDGH���

PDWK�VWDWH�PDWK�DVVHVVPHQW�DQG�JUDGH���3$5&&�PDWK�DVVHVVPHQW��DQG�IODJ�DQ\�

FRUUHODWLRQV�EHORZ�����IRU�LQVSHFWLRQ��6WXGHQW�JURZWK�SHUFHQWLOHV�FDQ�EH�FDOFXODWHG�ZKHQ�

VFRUHV�DUH�XQFRUUHODWHG��EXW�LQ�VXFK�D�VLWXDWLRQ��WKH�FRQGLWLRQDO�GLVWULEXWLRQ�DVVRFLDWHG�

ZLWK�D�IL[HG�VFRUH�LV�HTXLYDOHQW�WR�WKH�XQFRQGLWLRQDO�GLVWULEXWLRQ��VR�WKH�SULRU�VFRUH�

VXSSOLHV�QR�LQIRUPDWLRQ��,Q�RWKHU�ZRUGV��ZKHQ�VFRUHV�DUH�XQFRUUHODWHG�DFURVV�\HDUV��6*3V�

ZRXOG�SURYLGH�QR�LQIRUPDWLRQ�EH\RQG�VWDWXV�VFRUHV��:KHQ�FRUUHODWLRQV�IDOO�EHORZ������LW�

PD\�LQGLFDWH�WKDW�WKHUH�KDV�EHHQ�FRQVWUXFW�VKLIW�WKDW�VKRXOG�EH�UHFRJQL]HG�DV�SDUW�RI�6*3�

DQDO\VHV��

�

�� ([SORUH�WKH�XVH�RI�SRROLQJ�6*3�GDWD�DFURVV�WZR�RU�PRUH�UHFHQW�\HDUV�ZKHQ�UHSRUWLQJ�WKH�

QRUP�UHIHUHQFHG�UHVXOWV�IRU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\���$V�LQGLFDWHG�HDUOLHU��WKLV�DSSURDFK�PD\�

PLWLJDWH�WKH�LPSDFW�RI�SHUIRUPDQFH�IOXFWXDWLRQV�RFFXUULQJ�GXULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�SHULRG�

DQG�PD\�LPSURYH�WKH�SUHFLVLRQ�RI�DYHUDJH�JURZWK�HVWLPDWHV�EHLQJ�UHSRUWHG�IRU�

DFFRXQWDELOLW\�SXUSRVHV����

�
�� ([SORUH�WKH�XVH�RI�UHVXOWV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�DQ�HTXLSHUFHQWLOH�FRQFRUGDQFH�WR�HYDOXDWH�

ZKHWKHU�WKLV�DSSURDFK�PD\�VXSSRUW�WKH�FRQWLQXHG�XVH�RI�VWXGHQW�JURZWK�SURMHFWLRQV�RU�

FULWHULRQ�EDVHG�JURZWK�DSSURDFKHV�LQ�WKH�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHP�GXULQJ�WKH�DVVHVVPHQW�
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WUDQVLWLRQ���$V�QRWHG�HDUOLHU��WKLV�VKRXOG�EH�FRQVLGHUHG�D�WHPSRUDU\�SDWFK�XQWLO�DW�OHDVW�RQH�

DGGLWLRQDO�\HDU�RI�GDWD�LV�DYDLODEOH�WR�VXSSRUW�WKH�SURMHFWLRQV�XVLQJ�VFRUHV�IURP�MXVW�WKH�

3$5&&�DVVHVVPHQWV���([DPLQLQJ�WKH�UHVXOWV�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKHWKHU�FHUWDLQ�DVVXPSWLRQV�

KROG�LV�FULWLFDO��DQG�DOWKRXJK�WKH�VSHFLILF�DQDO\VHV�IRU�HYDOXDWLQJ�WKHVH�UHVXOWV�IDOO�RXWVLGH�

WKH�VFRSH�RI�WKLV�SDSHU��ZH�ZRXOG�VWURQJO\�HQFRXUDJH�VWDWHV�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�WKH\�FRQGXFW�

WKHVH�DQDO\VHV�ILUVW�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKHWKHU�WKH�FULWHULRQ�EDVHG�DSSURDFK�VKRXOG�EH�XVHG�

ZLWKRXW�LQWHUUXSWLRQ�GXULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ���

�
2QH�DGGLWLRQDO�DQG�LPSRUWDQW�SRLQW��6LQFH�LW�ZRXOG�EH�GLIILFXOW�WR�PDNH�WKH�FODLP�WKDW�

WKHVH�GLIIHUHQW�DVVHVVPHQWV�DUH�ZULWWHQ�WR�WKH�VDPH�FRQWHQW�VSHFLILFDWLRQV��WKH�³HTXDWHG�

VFRUHV´�UHSRUWHG�QHHG�WR�EH�XQGHUVWRRG�DV�HVWDEOLVKLQJ�FRQFRUGDQFH�EHWZHHQ�WHVW�VFRUHV�

UDWKHU�WKDQ�HTXDWLQJ�VFRUHV�DFURVV�DVVHVVPHQWV��6LQFH�WKHVH�UHSRUWHG�FRQFRUGDQW�VFRUHV�

VKRXOG�QRW�EH�WUHDWHG�DV�LQWHUFKDQJHDEOH��WKH�LVVXH�RI�ZKHWKHU�WKHVH�W\SHV�RI�VFRUHV�VKRXOG�

EH�UHSRUWHG�IRU�XVH�LQ�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHPV�ZLOO�QHHG�WR�EH�GLVFXVVHG�E\�VWDNHKROGHUV���

�
�� +LJK�VFKRRO�FRXUVH�WHVWV�ZLOO�EH�HPSOR\HG�ZLWK�WKH�QHZ�3$5&&�DVVHVVPHQWV�DQG�WKLV�

ZLOO�UHTXLUH�DOO�VWDWHV�WR�LQYHVWLJDWH�DQG�ILQG�FRPPRQ�FRXUVH�SDWWHUQV�DFURVV�JUDGHV�LQ�

RUGHU�WR�JHQHUDWH�6*3V���6LQFH�KLJK�VFKRRO�VWXGHQWV�FDQ�WDNH�GLIIHUHQW�FRXUVH�WHVWV�DW�

GLIIHUHQW�JUDGHV��VWDWHV�ZLOO�QHHG�WR�HYDOXDWH�WKH�JRRGQHVV�RI�ILW�RI�WKH�GDWD�UHODWLYH�WR�

HDFK�RI�WKH�FRPPRQ�FRXUVH�SDWWHUQV�LGHQWLILHG�DQG�HQVXUH�WKDW�DGHTXDWH�VDPSOH�VL]HV�DUH�

DYDLODEOH�WR�MXVWLI\�WKH�VHOHFWLRQ�RI�D�VSHFLILF�SDWKZD\���

�

�� /DVWO\��VWDWHV�VKRXOG�LQYHVWLJDWH�WKH�GLVWULEXWLRQ�RI�VFRUHV�RQ�WKH�QHZ�DVVHVVPHQW�VFDOH�E\�

JUDGH�DQG�FRQWHQW�DUHD�SD\LQJ�SDUWLFXODU�DWWHQWLRQ�WR�SHUFHQWDJHV�RI�VWXGHQWV�VFRULQJ�DW�

WKH�ORZHVW�REWDLQDEOH�VFDOH�VFRUH��/266��DQG�WKH�KLJKHVW�REWDLQDEOH�VFDOH�VFRUH��+266��

RI�WKH�VFDOH��7KH�QRQ�SDUDPHWULF��TXDQWLOH�UHJUHVVLRQ�EDVHG�PHWKRGRORJ\�XQGHUO\LQJ�WKH�

FDOFXODWLRQ�RI�6*3V�DQG�SHUFHQWLOH�JURZWK�WUDMHFWRULHV�LV�UREXVW�WR�PRVW�LVVXHV�DVVRFLDWHG�

ZLWK�DVVHVVPHQW�WUDQVLWLRQ�DQG�WKH�FKDQJLQJ�RI�VFDOHV��,Q�RWKHU�ZRUGV��WKH�6*3�PRGHO�LV�

HVVHQWLDOO\�DJQRVWLF�WR�PRVW�OLQHDU�VFDOH�WUDQVIRUPDWLRQV��%HWHEHQQHU��������VR�WKDW�WKH�

QHZ�VFDOLQJ��ZLWK�SRVVLEO\�GLIIHUHQW�LQWHUYDO�SURSHUWLHV�WKDQ�WKH�OHJDF\�VFDOH��LV�XQOLNHO\�

WR�DIIHFW�FDOFXODWLRQ��+RZHYHU��LI�D�ODUJH�SHUFHQWDJH��JUHDWHU�WKDQ�����RI�D�FRKRUW�VFRUHV�
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DW�WKH�/266�+266�RI�WKH�WHVW��LW�EHFRPHV�GLIILFXOW�WR�FDOFXODWH�6*3V�IRU�VWXGHQWV�WKDW�

FRQIRUP�WR�D�XQLIRUP�GLVWULEXWLRQ�DV�LV�WKHRUHWLFDOO\�H[SHFWHG�ZLWK�SHUFHQWLOHV��7KH�QRQ�

SDUDPHWULF�E�VSOLQH�PHWKRGRORJ\�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�WKH�6*3�PHWKRGRORJ\�DOORZV�WKH�PRGHO�

WR�ILW�WKH�GDWD�DQG�UHFRJQL]H�WKH�/266�+266�RI�WKH�VFDOH���$OWKRXJK�FRUUHFWLRQV�IRU�

/266�+266�LVVXHV�KDYH�EHHQ�LPSOHPHQWHG�DV�RSWLRQDO�DGMXVWPHQWV�ZLWKLQ�WKH�6*3�

SDFNDJH��LI�D�SUHSRQGHUDQFH�RI�REVHUYDWLRQV�RFFXU�DW�WKH�/266�+266��LW�PD\�VWLOO�EH�

GLIILFXOW�WR�GLVWLQJXLVK�EHWZHHQ�VWXGHQW�DFKLHYHPHQW�RXWFRPHV�OHDGLQJ�WR�VWXGHQW�JURZWK�

SHUFHQWLOHV�ZKHQ�WKH�GDWD�GR�QRW�IROORZ�D�XQLIRUP�GLVWULEXWLRQ��*LYHQ�WKH�GHVLJQ�

UHTXLUHPHQWV�IRU�6%$&�DQG�3$5&&��ZH�GR�QRW�DQWLFLSDWH�+266�/266�WR�EH�D�SUREOHP��

EXW�DUH�IODJJLQJ�WKLV�DV�D�SRWHQWLDO�SUREOHP�IRU�PDQ\�RWKHU�VWDWHV�WKDW�DUH�GHYHORSLQJ�WKHLU�

RZQ�&&66�DVVHVVPHQWV��,I�VLJQLILFDQW�SHUFHQWDJHV�RI�VWXGHQWV�VFRUH�DW�WKHVH�OHYHOV��6*3V�

FDOFXODWHG�VKRXOG�EH�H[DPLQHG�IRU�PRGHO�ELDV�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�GLVSURSRUWLRQDWH�SHUFHQWDJHV�

RI�6*3V�DUH�QRW�EHLQJ�DVVLJQHG�WR�VWXGHQWV�EDVHG�XSRQ�IORRU�FHLOLQJ�HIIHFWV�RI�WKH�WHVW��

�
�

Summary 

$OO�VWDWHV�SDUWLFLSDWLQJ�LQ�WKH�'HFHPEHU������*URZWK�GXULQJ�WKH�$VVHVVPHQW�7UDQVLWLRQ�

PHHWLQJ�LQWHQG�WR�FDOFXODWH�JURZWK�DQQXDOO\�GXULQJ�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ�WR�WKH�3$5&&�DVVHVVPHQW��

0RVW�LPSRUWDQWO\��FDOFXODWLQJ�JURZWK�GXULQJ�WKH�DVVHVVPHQW�WUDQVLWLRQ�WR�3$5&&�ZLOO�UHTXLUH�

FDUHIXO�WHFKQLFDO�RYHUVLJKW�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�UHVXOWV�IURP�WKH�6*3�DQDO\VHV�FDQ�FRQWLQXH�WR�VXSSRUW�

DFFRXQWDELOLW\�GHWHUPLQDWLRQV��DQG�WKDW�WKH�GHVLJQ�RI�WKH�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�IUDPHZRUNV�LV�PRGLILHG�

EDVHG�RQ�UHVXOWV�IRXQG�HYDOXDWLQJ�WKH�QHZ�DVVHVVPHQW�GDWD���$OWKRXJK�WKH�VHW�RI�DQDO\VHV�

UHFRPPHQGHG�LQ�WKLV�SDSHU�VKRXOG�QRW�EH�FRPSOLFDWHG�IRU�HDFK�VWDWH�WR�SHUIRUP��WKH�ELJJHU�

FKDOOHQJH�IRU�DOO�VWDWHV�ZLOO�EH�WR�GHYHORS�D�WKRXJKWIXO�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�VWUDWHJ\�WR�KHOS�

VWDNHKROGHUV�XQGHUVWDQG�DQWLFLSDWHG�FKDQJHV�PDGH�WR�JURZWK��LI�DQ\��WR�WKHLU�H[LVWLQJ�

DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHPV���$V�QRWHG�E\�'RPDOHVNL�DQG�+DOO���������³DGYDQFH�SODQQLQJ�DQG�DQDO\VLV�

DUH�FULWLFDO�WR�D�VXFFHVVIXO�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�WUDQVLWLRQ�SURFHVV´��SJ�������,I�VWDWHV�GR�QRW�WDNH�WKH�WLPH�

WR�HQJDJH�LQ�WKLV�DGYDQFH�SODQQLQJ�ZRUN��VWDWHV�ZLOO�OLNHO\�IDFH�FRQVLGHUDEOH�GLIILFXOW\�KDYLQJ�WR�

UHEXLOG�VWDNHKROGHU�WUXVW�DQG�RZQHUVKLS�LQ�WKH�XVH�RI�JURZWK�DV�D�NH\�IHDWXUH�WR�HDFK�VWDWH¶V�

DFFRXQWDELOLW\�V\VWHP��UHJDUGOHVV�RI�ZKHWKHU�DQ\�FKDQJHV�KDYH�RU�KDYH�QRW�EHHQ�LPSOHPHQWHG�DV�

D�UHVXOW�RI�WKH�WUDQVLWLRQ��



&HQWHU�IRU�$VVHVVPHQW��6*3V�'XULQJ�WKH�$VVHVVPHQW�7UDQVLWLRQ� ��� �
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