
The role of testing in 

educational reform based 

on “pressure and support”.



Accountability:

An investment not an 

expense











WHAT WE DO FOR CHILDREN WE SHOULD DO 

FOR ADULTS

Report Cards

Evaluate Performance

Multiple Ratings

Categorized Ratings

Standards Focus

Improvement Focus

Consistent Interpretation

Reported to Parent/Guardian



















Jim’s Graphs





Building the Accountability Pillar

 Stakeholders developed Outcomes Framework

- Flexibility for Accountability

 Stakeholders identified key measures

 Stakeholders developed report card





Measuring Jurisdiction Achievement

Jurisdiction’s current result on each measure is compared to a

fixed set of provincial standards.

Each measure is assigned an achievement level:

1. Very High

2. High

3. Intermediate

4. Low

5. Very Low



Setting Standards

Baseline determined for each jurisdiction using a

3-year average

The jurisdictions’ 3-year averages are combined to form a distribution

Provincial standards are calculated based on the 

5th, 25th, 75th and 95th percentiles of distribution. These standards are 
kept consistent over time.



Setting Standards
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Measuring Jurisdiction Improvement

Jurisdiction’s current result on each measure is compared to its

previous 3-year average

Each measure assigned an improvement level:

1. Improved Significantly

2. Improved

3. Maintained

4. Declined 

5. Declined Significantly



Overall Evaluation

Overall evaluation combines the improvement and achievement evaluation

levels for each measure

 Five levels:

1. Excellent

2. Good

3. Acceptable

4. Issue 

5. Concern

Evaluation for a category is calculated by averaging the overall evaluations for

the measures within the category.



Overall Evaluation

How each measure’s overall evaluation is 

determined:

Very High High Intermediate Low Very Low

Improved Significantly Excellent Good Good Good Acceptable

Improved Excellent Good Good Acceptable Issue

Maintained Excellent Good Acceptable Issue Issue

Declined Good Acceptable Issue Issue Concern

Declined Significantly Acceptable Issue Issue Concern Concern

IMPROVEMENT

ACHIEVEMENT



Overall Evaluation

Example evaluation for a measure category:

Diploma: Acceptable

Diploma: Excellence

Rutherford Scholarship 

Eligibility Rate

Student 

Learning 

Achievement:                

Grades 10-12

Measure 

Category

Measure

Intermediate

High

High

Achievement

Declined

Improved

Maintained

Improvement

Issue

Good

Good

Overall

Acceptable

Measure 

Category 

Evaluation

Very High High Intermediate Low Very Low

Improved Significantly Excellent Good Good Good Acceptable

Improved Excellent Good Good Acceptable Issue

Maintained Excellent Good Acceptable Issue Issue

Declined Good Acceptable Issue Issue Concern

Declined Significantly Acceptable Issue Issue Concern Concern

IMPROVEMENT

ACHIEVEMENT



Category Evaluation

The evaluation for a category is calculated from the overall evaluations for

each measure within the category

Measures are assigned values based on their overall evaluation:

1. Excellent: 2

2. Good: 1

3. Acceptable: 0

4. Issue: -1 

5. Concern: -2

These values are then averaged and rounded to give the evaluation for the

category



Category Evaluation (cont.)

Diploma: Acceptable Issue -1

Diploma: Excellence Good 1

Rutherford Scholarship 

Eligibility Rate
Good 1

Value Category 

Value

0.33                 

(round to 0)

Category 

Evaluation

Acceptable

Overall 

Evaluation

Student Learning 

Achievement:                

Grades 10-12

Measure 

Category

Measure

Example of a category evaluation:





Accountability without 

consequences is NOT 

accountability!!

Count or Account??













Positive Consequences

I have been perusing the Accountability Pillar reports for school districts 

released a few days ago and felt that I had to immediately send you a 

comment. Doug Reeves and Michael Fullan and I have been 

communicating on a particular issue regarding levels of leadership. 

Reeves states it very well when he says, “There is a clear and important 

role that provinces play, and that is ignored by those who think that once 

the system gives all power to the principal, then there is no meaningful 

role for any other leadership level”. From the context of this statement 

you can imply that he is also referring to your significantly important role 

of district leadership. Fullan expresses similar sentiments in his writings. 

I am always looking for profoundly improving results on our provincial set 

of indicators to see who might be found “guilty” to a charge of providing 

outstanding leadership for the benefit of students. In my view, improving

results are the signal of effective leadership. Clearly the evidence is 

there that you are “guilty as charged”, and I commend you for making 

such a significantly positive contribution to your community.




