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     In 1977 Jimmy Carter wrote in his diary:

Met with leaders of the NEA.  They are quite interested in having a 
                separate education department formed.  If we can work out some independent agency just for education where the teachers don't dominate it, then I would favor the idea.*
And so began the tension between far-away policy setting and the resistance or enthusiastic implementation thereof; either end of the pole indicating political persuasions and reactive sentiment rather than cohesive policy implementation with the future of children at the helm.  The opportunity for true proprietary interest in education representing a future in respect to community, rather than benefitting a present cadre of workers from teachers to curriculum writers to organizers to union leaders to politicians or appeasing parental worry or trend, is continuously trumped by immediate interest.  Surely President Carter sensed the possibility for the hijacking of education from any source other than the children or youth it is to nurture, and so continues this battle.
     ESEA reauthorization, now ESSA,  provides the opportunity to move forward in a way that rises above polarization and mega-phone name-calling, cause-oriented organizing and the bastardization of education; but only if states balance the accountability of ESSA in a way that connects back to community.  The struggle between federal control, perhaps introduced by the forming of the Department of Education during Carter's administration, and the neglect by local entities, whether by lack of resources or by lack of innovation, has reached a pinnacle and the opportunity for solutions is vast.
     The 2013 changes brought by ESEA at that time allowed North Carolina to put in changes for accountability measures that I believe are sound (please see links in appendix).  However, in consideration of the premise of connecting back to community, they are incomplete.  My design augments their scope and models a focus that is opportunity based, not limited by a financial definition of solutions and that ultimately rests on the involvement of adults in the lives of young people.
     The priorities of the Community ingenuity Scale (or CAI) encompass three pillars which revolve around:  the utilization of community resources, allowing gaps to inform premise for community connections and an effort to capitalize on strengths, rather than be defined by deficiencies.  CAI will build on the systems already in place in NC, which will be described.  Reinventing the wheel is a dominant problem in the realm of education policy, along with capricious and premature policy intervention; CAI embraces this trend by thwarting it:  we will use the academic measures already in place but we will add to them in relation to the three pillars.
     NC uses the READY model, which focuses on growth rates and proficiency targets.  The model is thorough.  NC currently reports on growth and performance data based on all end-of-grade (EOG) tests and end-of-course (EOC) tests.  These are aligned to the North Carolina Standard Course of Study in English Language Arts/Reading and Mathematics and the Essential Standards in Science (for all public schools and public charter schools). Scores factored into the school letter grade are analyzed in terms of Growth, Performance and Progress (for further details on the NC READY model, please see appendix).  Growth and Performance are intuitive per scores reported.  Progress deals with targets for student subgroups. Currently Progress targets were set to reduce by one-half the percent of students who are not-proficient within six years, including targets for reading, mathematics, science, math course rigor, The ACT, and ACT WorkKeys. Schools also have Progress targets for graduation rate or attendance. The following subgroups are currently identified: American Indian; Asian; Black; Hispanic; Two or More Races; White; Economically Disadvantaged; Limited English Proficient; Students with Disabilities; and Academically or Intellectually Gifted and School as a Whole.  Schools must have at least 95% of its students participate in the assessments. 
CAI meets the READY model by augmenting the school quality and student success component of ESSA and by a summative focus statement, at the end of each reporting period, that informs the public of the growth opportunities within that school as defined by the gaps, but with inverse language that pulls in community ingenuity.  The transposition of data to action statements that build on the efforts of support already in place then points to the real gaps that academic data cannot.  In other words, CAI unlocks the limits of academic growth measures and turns them into avenues for improvement aside from the assumption that a low score indicates a need for more money in a particular school.  The system is valid, reliable, comparable and statewide by adhering to the following outline, which accounts for each explicitly listed element in the 1,061 page ESEA renewal (ESSA).
A.  Subgroup Example
B.  Opportunity Indicator
C.  Correlating Issue Based on A
D.  Resources Available and Utilized (survey for ratio to determine score)
E.  Example Transpositional Focus Statement  (survey for ratio to determine growth score over time)
1 A.  Economically Disadvantaged
1 B. stagnant growth
1 C.  Poverty
1 D.  Food programs like backpack; weekend meals; area soup kitchens; summer meals
1 E.  A list of resource providers (not funded by schools) should be contacted at a ratio of 1 per five children in the subgroup.
2 A.  Hispanic
2 B.  20% pass rate
2 C.  Disenfranchisement
2 D. advocacy groups; churches; neighborhood alliances; community outreach; arts
2 E.  A list of resource providers (not funded by schools) should be contacted at a ratio of 1 per five children in the subgroup.
3 A.  Limited English Proficient
3 B.  30% pass rate
3 C.  first generation English speaker
3 D.  community resources, public libraries, faith communities; arts
3 E.  A list of resource providers (not funded by schools) should be contacted at a ratio of 1 per five children in the subgroup.
4 A.  Academically Gifted
4 B.  10% growth rate
4 C.  reduction to the mean
4 D.  advanced placement, honors, accelerated courses, gifted ed programs, enrichment; arts
4 E.  A list of resource providers (not funded by schools) should be contacted at a ratio of 1 per five children in the subgroup.
The outline begins to structure the overview of how a low score (or rate of growth) in a subgroup can be transposed into a quotient that elevates the involvement of community resources.  Over time, a catalogue of such resources can be developed and approved by states.  The rate of growth shows the increase in tapping into those resources, which should then be reflected in the growth score and pass rates of subgroups, elevating the whole.
For the first year of CAI data, no score would be calculated because the CAI score is not a snapshot, but rather it is reflective of ongoing efforts to increase community involvement.  For example, in referring to example 4:  the low growth rate in scores and data gathered by the READY format will be addressed by the establishment of contact with non-school enrichment providers at a ratio of five outside groups per every one child in the subgroup (there may be crossover within the five over the array of students, but the same five may not be used for every student; each student must have a unique list up to five students, at which point the cycle through providers may be repeated).  On the second year, this outreach with be reflected as a 5% boost in the total average score and so forth (which is not compounded because new data in  the third year would be refigured based on new testing and READY data, but with the continued 5% boost from the outreach involved with step E).  The effort to include community can never" just be on paper," or it will never help the situation and improvement will not be seen; it will only help if true adult contact with children and youth is occurring.
 School quality relates to opportunities for community support in relation to feeding children, providing connections to the outdoors, connections to the arts, resources for homeless or immigrant families, medical resources.  Ultimately, a school grade is a community grade and all "stakeholders" are thus held accountable in a way they never have been before.  Only with this accountability can a school perform well.
All other NC READY parameters for meeting subgroups academically would still be adhered to, with the augmentation of the CAI scale.  The grade would then always be accompanied by a tag line, indicative of the transpositional summative focus statement.  For example, a school whose highest area for growth potential exists in its ELS population might be identified as "XXX School: A 'B' School Building Bridges with English Language Supports."  A high poverty school with overall low performance might utilize:  "XXX School; A 'B' School with Food Cultivation and Resourcefulness Training."  Ultimately the CAI scale would raise the letter grades, to where no school would be tagged with a failing grade.  Those who did acquire a failing grade (or grade below "C") should become a sister school to the nearest school with the next highest grade and adopt their same grade and tag line (schools should never be closed because of a letter grade; nor should they automatically qualify for more funding until a CAI scale model has been used in tandem with a sister school for five years.  Sister Schools can be in conglomerates of up to four schools, at which time the next closest and highest performing school would need to be selected if the first default sister school is up to capacity for a cluster).
As indicated, the summative school grade would include the components required to generate a school grade by ESSA, but it would also factor in the CAI system in order to broaden the array and meaning of a letter grade (rebuking the notion that a letter grade only implicitly indicates the level of poverty and nothing more, as has often been the CAIe) and alleviates the need for failing schools to be closed.  Instead, a school must be elevated by the CAI reference to community involvement and show growth in relation to those supports (which must be separate from any school funding).  If a school finds itself in an area without resources, it must petition the community for identifying and contacting and even forming, if necessary, support groups for direct involvement with student quality of life.  If a school falls short consistently, they must become part of a sister school conglomerate (as indicated earlier).  The federal government should at no time advocate the closing of a public school.
The Department of Education should know that the CAI system could and likely will encompass connections to and relationships with faith communities.  Such a connection is likely an indicator of strong community connection.  Any school receiving federal money will be required to obtain a CAI grade.  Charter schools can become sister schools to public schools and vice versa.
*The author of this paper offers the caveat and disclaimer that I do not support the use of any federal student data system (Student Longitudinal Data System) and that every effort on the part of states to maintain their own data systems is advisable. 
Appendix:
NC Ready Initiative http://www.ncpublicschools.org/ready/
NC School Grades http://www.ncreportcards.org/src/
Recent NC Report Cards  http://www.dpi.state.nc.us/newsroom/news/2015-16/20151201-01
*Carter, Jimmy:  White House Diary.  2010:  Picador, New York.
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