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D.C. State Board of Education 

Responses to FY 2021 Performance Oversight Questions 

February 18, 2022 

 

1. Please provide, as an attachment to your answers, a current organizational chart for your 

agency with the number of vacant and filled FTEs marked in each box. Include the names of all 

senior personnel. Also include the effective date on the chart. 

 

See attached.  

 

2. Please provide, as an attachment, a Schedule A for your agency which identifies all employees 

by title/position, current salary, fringe benefits, and program office as of January 31, 2022. The 

Schedule A also should indicate all vacant positions in the agency. Please do not include Social 

Security numbers. 

 

See attached.  

 

3. In table format, provide a list of the board of trustees at each public charter school local 

education agency (LEA). 

 

4. Please list as of January 31, 2022 all employees detailed to or from your agency, if any, 

anytime this fiscal year. For each employee identified, please provide the name of the agency the 

employee is detailed to or from, the reason for the detail, the date the detail began, and the 

employee’s actual or projected date of return. 

 

There are no employees of the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the 

Ombudsman for Public Education (OMB), or Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) detailed to 

or from the agency.  

 

5. (a) For fiscal year 2021, please list each employee whose salary was $125,000 or more. For 

each employee listed provide the name, position title, salary, and amount of any overtime and 

any bonus pay. 

 
Posn Nbr Title Name Salary 

44826 Executive Director Hayworth, John-Paul C. $135,556 

83159 Ombudsman Hayes, Serena M. $131,325 

86202 Chief Student Advocate Davis, Daniel B. $131,325 

 

(b) For fiscal year 2022, please list each employee whose salary is or was $125,000 or more. 

For each employee listed provide the name, position title, salary, and amount of any overtime 

and any bonus pay as of the date of your response. 

 
Posn Nbr Title Name Salary 

44826 Executive Director Hayworth, John-Paul C. $143,690 
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83159 Ombudsman Hayes, Serena M. $136,578 

86202 Chief Student Advocate Davis, Daniel B. $131,325 

 

6. Please list, in descending order, the top 15 overtime earners in your agency for fiscal year 

2021.  For each, state the employee’s name, position or title, salary, and aggregate overtime 

pay. 

 

There are no employees of the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the 

Ombudsman for Public Education (OMB), or Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) who 

received overtime in fiscal year 2021.  

 

7. For fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31), please provide a list of employee 

bonuses or special award pay granted that identifies the employee receiving the bonus or special 

pay, the amount received, and the reason for the bonus or special pay. 

 

There are no employees of the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the 

Ombudsman for Public Education (OMB), or Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) who 

received bonuses or special award pay in fiscal year 2021 or thus far in fiscal year 2022.  

 

8. For fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31), please list each employee separated 

from 

the agency with separation pay. State the amount and number of weeks of pay. Also, for each, 

state the reason for the separation. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) did not separate any employees in fiscal year 

2021 or thus far in fiscal year 2022. Please refer to responses from the Office of the Ombudsman 

for Public Education (OMB) for information about separations within that office.  

 

9. For fiscal years 2020, 2021, and 2022 (through January 31), please state the total number of 

employees receiving worker’s compensation payments. 

 

No employees of the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the Ombudsman for 

Public Education (OMB), or Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) received worker’s 

compensation payments in FY2020, FY2021, or FY2022.  

 

10. Please provide the name of each employee who was or is on administrative leave in fiscal 

years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31). In addition, for each employee identified, please 

provide: (1) their position; (2) a brief description of the reason they were placed on leave; (3) 

the dates they were/are on administrative leave; (4) whether the leave was/is paid or unpaid; 

and (5) their current status (through January 31, 2022). 

 

No employees of the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) were placed on administrative 

leave in FY2021 or thus far in FY2022. Please refer to responses from the Office of the 
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Ombudsman for Public Education (OMB) for information about employees placed on 

administrative leave during the requested period.  

 

11. For fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31), please list, in chronological order, all 

intra-District transfers to or from the agency. Give the date, amount, and reason for the transfer. 

 
Ln 

No. 

Fiscal 

Year 

MOU with 

Agency 

Date 

Executed 

Terminat

ion Date 

Amount of 

Transfer 

Date of 

Transfer 
Reason for Transfer (Purpose) 

1 FY21 

SBOE 

(Buyer) 

 OCTO 

(Seller) 

1/21/2021 9/30/2021 7,271.11  1/27/2021 

This MOU covers OCTO's 

provision of services to SBOE, 

which include Cloud Services 

(4020)-$2,286.11; Dev Ops (2010)-

$4,580.00; and EDM (2012)-

$405.00.  ($4,970.38 was collected 

by the Seller; Seller returned 

$2,300.73 to the Buyer). 

2 FY21 

SBOE 

(Buyer) 

 OCTO 

(Seller) 

7/8/2021 9/30/2021 4,400.00  7/13/2021 

This MOU covers enhancements 

requested for SBOE's main 

website, Student Advocate website 

and Education Ombudsman 

website. 

3 FY22 

OSSE 

(Buyer) 

 SBOE, 

OMB 

(Seller) 

9/14/2021 9/30/2024 325,862.00  12/28/2021 

Elementary and Secondary School 

Emergency Relief Fund - 

American Rescue Plan Act 

(ESSER III- ARP) funding for 

Special Education Assistant in the 

Office of the Ombudsman for 

Public Education and the Office of 

the Student Advocate. These funds 

are divided equally between those 

offices. 

4 FY22 

SBOE 

(Buyer) 

 OCTO 

(Seller) 

10/1/2021 9/30/2022 9,258.26  10/12/2021 

This MOU covers call center, 

desktop and patch management 

support that will be performed by 

OCTOhelps. The support is for 32 

employees.  (The FY22 IT 

Assessment is a Citywide Fixed 

Cost MOU administered centrally 

by the budget office). 

5 FY22 

OSSE 

(Buyer) 

 SBOE, 

OMB 

(Seller) 

1/3/2022 9/30/2024 1,500,000.00  
Not yet 

transferred 

Elementary and Secondary School 

Emergency Relief Fund - 

American Rescue Plan Act 

(ESSER III- ARP) funding for 

Parent Resource Center in the 

Office of the Ombudsman for 

Public Education 

 

12. Please list, in chronological order, every reprogramming of funds into or out of the agency 

for fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31). Include a “bottom line” that explains the 

revised final budget for your agency. For each reprogramming, list the reprogramming number 

(if submitted to the Council for approval), the date, the amount, and the rationale. 
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FY22 Internal Reprogramming Report 

Program 

Code 3 

Program Code 

3 Title 

Agy 

Object 

Agy 

Object 

Title 

Original 

Budget 

Reprogra

mming 

Revised 

Budget 
Date Justification 

SB01 

STATE 

BOARD OF 

EDUCATION 

0308 

TELECO

MMUNIC

ATIONS 

3,000.00 (1,000.00) 2,000.00 

1/21/2022 

This 

reprogrammin

g is required 

for NASBE 

Annual 

Membership 

dues; SBOE 

Student Rep 

stipends; 

Refresh 

computers; 

and US 

Ombudsman 

Association 

memberships. 

SB01 

STATE 

BOARD OF 

EDUCATION 

0402 

TRAVEL 

- OUT OF 

CITY 

30,000.00 
(25,000.0

0) 
5,000.00 

SB01 

STATE 

BOARD OF 

EDUCATION 

0404 

MAINTE

NANCE 

AND 

REPAIRS 

- AUTO 

903.87 (903.87) 0.00 

SB01 

STATE 

BOARD OF 

EDUCATION 

0408 

PROF 

SERVICE

S FEES 

AND 

CONTR 

42,213.37 17,271.87 59,485.24 

SB01 

STATE 

BOARD OF 

EDUCATION 

0411 

PRINTIN

G, 

DUPLIC

ATING, 

ETC 

9,000.00 (3,000.00) 6,000.00 

SB01 

STATE 

BOARD OF 

EDUCATION 

0424 

CONFER

ENCE 

FEES 

LOC 

OUT OF 

CITY 

10,000.00 (2,000.00) 8,000.00 

SB01 

STATE 

BOARD OF 

EDUCATION 

0425 

PAYMEN

T OF 

MEMBE

RSHIP 

DUES 

15,071.00 9,980.00 25,051.00 

SB01 

STATE 

BOARD OF 

EDUCATION 

0507 
SUBSIDI

ES 
0.00 2,000.00 2,000.00 

SB01 

STATE 

BOARD OF 

EDUCATION 

0702 

PURCHA

SES - 

EQUIPM

ENT 

AND 

MACHIN

ER 

6,000.00 2,652.00 8,652.00 

SB02 

OFFICE OF 

THE 

OMBUDSMA

N 

0408 

PROF 

SERVICE

S FEES 

AND 

CONTR 

40,000.00 (4,843.28) 35,156.72 

SB02 

OFFICE OF 

THE 

OMBUDSMA

N 

0424 

CONFER

ENCE 

FEES 

LOC 

6,000.00 (3,000.00) 3,000.00 
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OUT OF 

CITY 

SB02 

OFFICE OF 

THE 

OMBUDSMA

N 

0425 

PAYMEN

T OF 

MEMBE

RSHIP 

DUES 

200.00 1,400.00 1,600.00 

SB02 

OFFICE OF 

THE 

OMBUDSMA

N 

0702 

PURCHA

SES - 

EQUIPM

ENT 

AND 

MACHIN

ER 

1,956.72 6,443.28 8,400.00 

Summary 164,344.96 0.00 164,344.96   

 

13. Please list, in chronological order, every reprogramming within your agency during fiscal 

year 2022 to date. Also, include both known and anticipated intra agency reprogrammings. For 

each, give the date, amount, and rationale. 

 

See response to question 12.  

 

14. For fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31), please identify each special purpose 

revenue fund maintained by, used by, or available for use by your agency. For each fund 

identified, provide: (1) the revenue source name and code; (2) the source of funding; (3) a 

description of the programs that generates the funds; (4) the amount of funds generated 

annually by each source or program; and (5) expenditures of funds, including the purpose of 

each expenditure. For (4) and (5) provide specific data for fiscal years 2020, 2021, and 2022 

(through January 31) and give starting and ending balances. You may wish to present this 

information first as a list (for numbers 1-5) and then as separate tables for numbers 4 and 5. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) does not maintain, use, or have available 

special purpose revenue funds. 

 

15. Please provide a table showing your agency’s Council-approved original budget, revised 

budget (after reprogrammings, etc.) for fiscal years 2020, 2021, and the first quarter of 2022. 

In addition, please explain the variances between fiscal year appropriations and actual 

expenditures for fiscal years 2020 and 2021. 

 
FY22      

GAAP Category Title 

Council-

approved 

Original Budget 

Revised 

Budget First 

Quarter of 

2022 

First Quarter of 

2022 Actual 

Expenditures 

Variances Between 

Fiscal Year 

Appropriations and 

Actual 

Expenditures 

Explanation of 

Variances 

PERSONNEL 

SERVICES 
2,053,934.17 2,053,934.17 537,070.48 1,516,863.69 NA 
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NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES 
307,487.22 307,487.22 38,928.01 268,559.21 

Summary 2,361,421.39 2,361,421.39 575,998.49 1,785,422.90 

      

FY21      

GAAP Category Title 

Council-

approved 

Original Budget 

Revised 

Budget 

Actual 

Expenditures 

Variances Between 

Fiscal Year 

Appropriations and 

Actual 

Expenditures 

Explanation of 

Variances 

PERSONNEL 

SERVICES 
1,828,875.87 1,768,877.87 1,729,520.80 39,357.07 

While SBOE spent 

98% of its budget 

for salaries, there 

were some NPS 

funds that were not 

spent, due to less-

than-expected 

billings from 

OCTO for phones, 

and end-of-fiscal-

year encumbrances 

that were not spent. 

NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES 
358,227.74 358,225.74 280,896.63 77,329.11 

Summary 2,187,103.61 2,127,103.61 2,010,417.43 116,686.18 

      

FY20      

GAAP Category Title 

Council-

approved 

Original Budget 

Revised 

Budget 

Actual 

Expenditures 

Variances Between 

Fiscal Year 

Appropriations and 

Actual 

Expenditures 

Explanation of 

Variances 

PERSONNEL 

SERVICES 
1,734,302.23 1,734,302.23 1,615,887.11 118,415.12 

SBOE spent 

$156,318.63 less 

than budgeted, due 

to the COVID-19 

Pandemic 

emergency, and the 

Mayor's Order on 

Hiring and 

Spending Freeze of 

April 5, 2020. 

NON-PERSONNEL 

SERVICES 
425,250.78 273,443.78 235,540.27 37,903.51 

Summary 2,159,553.01 2,007,746.01 1,851,427.38 156,318.63 

 

16. (a) Describe any spending pressures for the State Board of Education that existed in fiscal 

year 2021. Include a description of each spending pressure, how it was identified, and how it 

was remedied. (b) Identify potential areas where spending pressures may exist in fiscal year 

2022 for the State Board of Education and public charter schools. Include a description of the 

spending pressure and what steps are being taken to minimize the impact on the fiscal year 2022 

budget. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) did not face spending pressures in fiscal year 

2021 due to strong oversight of expenditures and changes to priority areas in a changing 

landscape. The agency does not expect any spending pressures in fiscal year 2022.  

 

17. Please list all memoranda of understanding (MOU) either entered into by your agency or in 
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effect during fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31). For each, describe its purpose, 

indicate the date entered, and provide the actual or anticipated termination date. Please include 

copies of any MOUs with the submission. 

 

The agency has struggled to complete MOUs with the D.C. Department of Human Resources 

(DCHR) for several years. Currently, we do not have an MOU for FY2022, nor did we have an 

executed MOU for FY2020 or FY2021. The numbers noted above are for proposed MOUs sent 

to DCHR but never executed.  

 

The State Board would like to note that expenses requested by the Office of the Chief 

Technology Officer (OCTO) for services have ballooned in recent years. The agency has been 

able to absorb those costs in FY2021, but future fiscal years make this very challenging. For 

instance, additions to the full-time employee count has pushed the agency into a new bracket for 

agencies with much higher costs. Often, we do not receive the estimate for services from OCTO 

until after the State Board has already approved its Need for Appropriations.  

 

18. D.C. Law requires the Mayor and the Chief Financial Officer to submit to the Council, 

simultaneously with a proposed budget submission, actual copies of all agency budget 

enhancements requests, such as the “Form B” for all District agencies (See D.C. Code 47- 

318.05a). In order to help the Committee understand agency needs, and the cost of those needs 

for your agency, please provide, as an attachment to your answers, all budget enhancement 

requests submitted by your agency to the Mayor or Chief Financial Officer as part of the budget 

process for fiscal years 2020, 2021, and 2022. 

 

See attached. 

 

19. Please list all pending lawsuits that name your agency as a party. Please identify which 

cases on the list are lawsuits that potentially expose the city to significant liability in terms of 

money and/or change in practices. The Committee is not asking for your judgment as to the 

city’s liability; rather, we are asking about the extent of the claim. For those claims identified, 

please include an explanation about the issues for each case. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the Ombudsman for Public 

Education (OMB), or Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) are not the subject of any lawsuits.  

 

20. (a) Please list and describe any investigations, studies, audits, or reports on your agency or 

any employee of your agency that were completed at any time in fiscal years 2021 or 2022 

(through January 31). (b) Please list and describe any ongoing investigations, audits, or reports 

of your agency or any employee of your agency. 

 

There were no investigations, studies, audits, or reports that were completed in FY2020 or 

FY2021 on the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the Ombudsman for 

Public Education (OMB), or Office of the Student Advocate (OSA), or any of its employees. The 
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State Board did participate in the D.C. Auditor’s process in the completion of the Public 

Education Data Audit (March 2021). 

 

21. How many grievances have been filed by employees against SBOE management? Please list 

each of them by year for fiscal years 2020, 2021, and 2022 (through January 31). Give a brief 

description of each grievance, and the outcome as of January 31, 2022. Include on the 

chronological list any earlier grievance that is still pending in any judicial forum. 

 

No official grievances have been filed by employees against SBOE management.  

 

22. (a) Please describe the agency’s procedures for investigating allegations of sexual 

harassment committed by or against its employees. (b) If different, describe the agency’s 

procedures for investigating allegations of misconduct. (c) List and describe each allegation 

received by the agency in FY 2021 and FY 2022 (through January 31) and the resolution of each 

as of the date of your answer. 

 

(a) The agency’s Sexual Harassment Officer (SHO) is John-Paul Hayworth. Employees may 

file allegations with the SHO or through the Office of Human Rights. Allegations would 

be investigated immediately and thoroughly by the SHO. The agency has displayed the 

District’s policy prohibiting sexual harassment in conspicuous locations. The display also 

includes contact information for the SHO. The agency has also mandated completion of 

the sexual harassment training modules in PeopleSoft.  

(b) The process for allegations of misconduct is the same.  

(c) No allegations were received by the agency in FY2021 or FY2022.  

 

23. (a) What is the status of SBOE development of a model policy on sexual abuse and 

misconduct by staff and student-to-student sexual assault and harassment? (b) How many LEAs 

have revised their policies on these topics in fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31)? 

(c) Provide a list of LEAs that have participated in the State Board of Education activities 

(including conferences, trainings, etc.) on these topics in fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through 

January 31). 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) is not authorized to initiate policy development 

for schools, nor does it oversee the creation or implementation of these policies in local 

education agencies (LEAs). The State Board does not provide direct activities to LEAs.  

 

24. Please provide a list of all procurements for goods or services for use by your agency over 

$10,000 for fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31). Give a brief explanation of each, 

including the name of the contractor, purpose of the contract, and the total dollar amount of the 

contract. Exclude from this answer purchase card (SmartPay) purchases. 

 
Contractor, PO# Purchase Order Amount Purpose 
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RESONANT 

EDUCATION LLC 
PO638740 32,000.00  

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) seeks a vendor 

(Research Partner) with experience conducting surveys with 

educators about educational issues in order to produce a research 

report related to the experience of the District's current teacher 

workforce in both traditional public and public charter schools. 

The survey should raise relevant issues and answer important 

questions related to virtual learning and returning to school given 

COVID-19, special education, reading instruction, measuring 

student learning, teacher support and professional development, 

and other issues to be determined in consultations between the 

State Board and the Research Partner. A research report 

providing quantitative and qualitative information on these issues 

would help the public and the District government identify key 

educational priorities, better understand these key issues, and/or 

help identify effective approaches to addressing key educational 

concerns.  

MULTICULTURAL 

COMMUNITY 

SERVIC 

PO641260 12,578.16  

The D.C. State Board of Education, Office of the Student 

Advocate seeks a vendor to translate three (3) document Guides 

(Podding 101, Virtual Learning Support, and Navigating 

Behavioral Health), in dual-column format, into the six Language 

Access Act languages required by the District of Columbia: 

Spanish, French, Amharic, Korean, Vietnamese, and Chinese. 

OUTFRONT 

MEDIA INC. 
PO648865 15,000.00  

The Office of the Ombudsman for Public Education (OMB) is 

seeking a vendor to execute a marketing plan that includes 

Interior Bus Cards and Geofencing Advertisements for the 

purpose of increasing the number of students and families who 

are aware of OMB programs and services. 

THE URBAN 

INSTITUTE 
PO643251 22,000.00  

The DC State Board of Education Office of the Student Advocate 

(OSA) is seeking a contractor to support its ongoing Student 

Safety and Safe Passage work centered on capture students¿ 

attitudes and perception on travel to and from school. 

THE URBAN 

LEADERS 

FELLOWSHIP 

PO658249 13,500.00  

The DC State Board of Education (SBOE) seeks a contractor to 

provide qualified individuals, Fellows, who will assist staff in 

completing project-based tasks that will further the vision, 

mission and goals of the agency. 

UNITED STATES 

POSTAL SERVICE 
PO654540 20,917.44  

The DC State Board of Education (SBOE) seeks the services of a 

qualified vendor to provide postage and mailing services. 

Funding will be used to mail out an agency services and 

information postcard to select zip codes and select mail routes 

within the District of Columbia. 

 

25. (a) Please describe how your agency manages and limits its mobile, voice, and data costs, 

including cellular phones and mobile devices. (b) In table format if the answer is more than 20 

lines, and as an attachment, please provide the following information for fiscal years 2021 and 

2022 (through January 31), regarding your agency’s use of cellular phones and mobile devices: 

(1) individuals (by name and title/position) authorized to carry and use such devices; (2) total 

annual expense (FY) for each individual’s use; and (3) justification for such use (per person). If 

the list is more than 20 individuals, group the answer by program, giving the total number of 

FTEs for that program as well as the number of cellular phones and mobile devices. 

 

During the pandemic, the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) increased the number of 

cellular phones to ensure continuity of operations. We anticipate some of these devices will be 
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deactivated at the end of the pandemic, but others will be repurposed to support other agency 

operations.  

 

ID Name Title Program Office 
Device 

Function 
FY21 FY22 

Use 

Justification 

2022573226 Alexander Jue Policy Analyst 

DC STATE BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

(SBOE) 

Cellular 

Phone 
544.42  135.90  

Central office 

staff 

2023511082 Darren Fleisher Policy Analyst 

DC STATE BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

(SBOE) 

Cellular 

Phone 
581.06  144.81  

Central office 

staff 

2024315369 
John-Paul 

Hayworth 

Executive 

Director 

DC STATE BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

(SBOE) 

Cellular 

Phone 
544.42  135.90  

Central office 

staff 

2026740115 Jessica Sutter Board Member 

DC STATE BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

(SBOE) 

Cellular 

Phone 
580.06  144.81  

Elected 

official 

2027104641 Milayo Olufemi 
Public Affairs 

Specialist 

DC STATE BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

(SBOE) 

Cellular 

Phone 
580.06  144.81  

Central office 

staff 

2027106524 Caitlin Peng 
Program 

Associate 

DC STATE BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

(SBOE) 

Cellular 

Phone 
580.06  144.81  

Central office 

staff 

2027356657 Rhoma Battle 
Administrative 

Support Special 

DC STATE BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

(SBOE) 

Cellular 

Phone 
480.06  144.81  

Central office 

staff 

2027357062 Allister Chang Board Member 

DC STATE BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

(SBOE) 

Cellular 

Phone 
480.06  144.81  

Elected 

official 

2027357064 Leanna Pearson 
Policy 

Fellowship 

DC STATE BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

(SBOE) 

Cellular 

Phone 
480.06  144.81  Telework 

2027357066 Franco Estores Student Intern 

DC STATE BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

(SBOE) 

Cellular 

Phone 
48.43  144.81  Telework 

2022627776 Emily Gasoi Board Member 

DC STATE BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

(SBOE) 

Cellular 

Phone 
60.64  44.81  

Elected 

official 

2024650067 Giselle Miranda Student Intern 

DC STATE BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

(SBOE) 

Cellular 

Phone 
6.39  144.86  Telework 

2026746653 
John-Paul 

Hayworth 

Executive 

Director 

DC STATE BOARD 

OF EDUCATION 

(SBOE) 

Hotspots 404.39  111.69  Shared use 

2022135982 
Crystal 

Williams 

Assistant 

Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 

OMBUDSMAN FOR 

PUBLIC 

EDUCATION 

Cellular 

Phone 
581.06  144.81  

Central office 

staff 

2022573380 Serena Hayes Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 

OMBUDSMAN FOR 

PUBLIC 

EDUCATION 

Cellular 

Phone 
581.06  144.81  

Central office 

staff 

2022791045 Stephanie Arias 
Assistant 

Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 

OMBUDSMAN FOR 

Cellular 

Phone 
581.06  144.81  

Central office 

staff 
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PUBLIC 

EDUCATION 

2023683101 

Hannah 

Blumenfeld-

Love 

Assistant 

Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 

OMBUDSMAN FOR 

PUBLIC 

EDUCATION 

Cellular 

Phone 
581.06  144.81  

Central office 

staff 

2027356534 
Stephen Mogar 

(Now Vacant) 
Student Intern 

OFFICE OF THE 

OMBUDSMAN FOR 

PUBLIC 

EDUCATION 

Cellular 

Phone 
480.06  144.81  Telework 

2027356667 
Dante Taylor 

(Now Vacant) 
Student Intern 

OFFICE OF THE 

OMBUDSMAN FOR 

PUBLIC 

EDUCATION 

Cellular 

Phone 
480.06  144.81  Telework 

2027356826 

Keegan Cary 

(Now Toni 

Criner) 

Student Intern 

OFFICE OF THE 

OMBUDSMAN FOR 

PUBLIC 

EDUCATION 

Cellular 

Phone 
480.06  144.81  Telework 

2022271437 Serena Hayes Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 

OMBUDSMAN FOR 

PUBLIC 

EDUCATION 

Hotspots 444.76  123.69  Shared use 

2022516441 Serena Hayes Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 

OMBUDSMAN FOR 

PUBLIC 

EDUCATION 

Hotspots 444.76  124.58  Shared use 

2022583790 Serena Hayes Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 

OMBUDSMAN FOR 

PUBLIC 

EDUCATION 

Hotspots 404.39  111.69  Shared use 

2022588417 Serena Hayes Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 

OMBUDSMAN FOR 

PUBLIC 

EDUCATION 

Hotspots 404.83  111.91  Shared use 

2022589741 Serena Hayes Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 

OMBUDSMAN FOR 

PUBLIC 

EDUCATION 

Hotspots 494.76  123.69  Shared use 

2023167593 
Phillip 

Copeland 

Student 

Advocate 

OFFICE OF THE 

STUDENT 

ADVOCATE 

Cellular 

Phone 
544.42  135.90  

Central office 

staff 

2023683052 
Renatta 

Landrau 

Student 

Advocate 

OFFICE OF THE 

STUDENT 

ADVOCATE 

Cellular 

Phone 
544.42  135.90  

Central office 

staff 

2027104932 Dan Davis 
Chief Student 

Advocate 

OFFICE OF THE 

STUDENT 

ADVOCATE 

Cellular 

Phone 
544.42  135.90  

Central office 

staff 

2027357246 

Tyra Beamon 

(Now Valeria 

Popolizio 

Torres) 

Student Intern 

OFFICE OF THE 

STUDENT 

ADVOCATE 

Cellular 

Phone 
48.43  144.81  Telework 

2027357586 

Desmond Rudd 

(Now Kerrie M 

Singleton) 

Student Intern 

OFFICE OF THE 

STUDENT 

ADVOCATE 

Cellular 

Phone 
48.43  144.81  Telework 
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26. (a) Does your agency have or use one or more government vehicle? If so, for fiscal years 

2021 and 2022 (through January 31), please list any vehicle the agency owns, leases, or has 

assigned to it. You may group the vehicles by category (e.g., 15 sedans, 33 pick-up trucks, three 

transport buses, etc.). (b) Please list all vehicle accidents involving your agency’s vehicles for 

fiscal years 2019, 2020, and 2021 (through January 31). Provide: (1) a brief description of each 

accident; (2) the type of vehicle involved; (3) the name and title/position of the driver involved; 

(4) the justification for using such vehicle; (5) whether there was a finding of fault and, if so, 

who was determined to be at fault; and (6) what employee discipline resulted, if any. 

 

(a) The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the Ombudsman for Public 

Education (OMB), and Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) participate in the fleet 

program with the Department of Public Works. However, we have experienced 

difficulties with the program incorrectly billing the agency in November and December 

2021. We are working to ensure these issues are resolved.  

 

27. Please list every lawsuit against the agency that was settled or decided by a trial court in FY 

2021 and FY 2022 to date. Briefly describe each and the sanction, if any. 

 

The agency is not the subject of any lawsuits that have bene settled or decided by trial court.  

 

28. Please list all settlements entered into by SBOE or by the District on behalf of SBOE in fiscal 

years 2021 or 2022 (through January 31), and provide the parties’ names, the amount of the 

settlement, and if related to litigation, the case name and a brief description of the case. If 

unrelated to litigation, please describe the underlying issue or reason for the settlement (e.g. 

administrative complaint, etc.). 

 

Neither the agency, nor the District on behalf of the agency, entered into any settlements.  

 

29. (a) D.C. Law prohibits chauffeurs, take-home vehicles, and the use of SUVs (see D.C. Code 

50-203 and 50-204). Is your agency in compliance with this law? (b) Please explain all 

exceptions, if any, and provide the following: (1) type of vehicle (make, model, year); (2) 

individuals (name/position) authorized to use the vehicle; (3) jurisdictional residence of the 

individual (e.g., Bowie, MD); and (4) justification for the chauffer or take-home status. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the Ombudsman for Public 

Education (OMB), and Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) are in full compliance with this 

law.  

 

30. In table format, provide the following information for fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through 

January 31) regarding your agency’s authorization of employee travel: (1) each trip outside the 

region on official business or agency expense; (2) individuals (by name and title/position) who 

traveled outside the region; (3) total expense for each trip (per person, per trip, etc.); (4) what 

agency or entity paid for the trips; and (5) justification for the travel (per person and trip). 

mailto:sboe.dc.gov
mailto:sboe@dc.gov


 
 

 

District of Columbia State Board of Education 
441 4th Street NW, Suites 530S & 723N | Washington, DC 20001 

(202) 741-0888 | sboe.dc.gov | sboe@dc.gov | @DCSBOE 

14 

 
Conference 

Dates 

Payment 

Dates 

Conference 

Name 

Purpose of 

Payment 
Traveler Amount Transaction Notes 

JANUARY 6-

9, 2022 
11/8/2021 

2022 

International 

School Choice 

and Reform 

Conference 

(ISCRC 2022) 

Airfare 

Jessica Sutter, 

Ward 6 

Representative 

975.37 

Airplane ticket for 

Ward 6 

Representative, Jessica 

Sutter, for the 2022 

International School 

Choice and Reform 

Conference (ISCRC 

2022) in Dublin, 

Ireland. 

 

31. Please provide and itemize, as of January 31, 2022, the current number of When Actually 

Employed (WAE), term, and contract personnel within your agency. If your agency employs 

WAE or term personnel, please provide, in table format, the name of each employee, position 

title, the length of his or her term or contract, the date on which he or she first started with your 

agency, and the date on which his or her current term expires. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) and Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) 

employ part-time, paid fellows to augment the work of their full-time staff. Due to the limited 

nature of DCHR classification categories, they are generally considered to be When Actually 

Employed personnel. Each office hires between two to three fellows at any given time. Fellows 

are paid by the hour. In Fiscal Year 2021, we increased the rate of pay to $17/hr. Each office 

determines the hiring procedure (within DCHR guidelines), fellowship duties, and term of office.  

 

32. What efforts has your agency made in the past year to increase transparency? Explain. 

 

As noted last year, the pandemic has offered the agency an opportunity to reach more residents 

using virtual meetings and recordings through Zoom and the State Board’s YouTube channel. 

We have an active following not only during live streaming of our meetings, but also on 

subsequent viewings. We have made every effort to ensure translation and interpretation is 

available for these meetings both during and after events (e.g., the State Board held a series of 

webinars related to educating the whole child that were simultaneously translated into Spanish). 

We provide written minutes for all working sessions of the State Board and a full video transcript 

is available for public meetings. We also post all materials for meetings online on our meeting 

website.  

 

In fiscal year 2021, we completed an update to our agency website with a particular focus on 

making it more user friendly and accessible. We added the Google Translate feature to ensure 

that non-English speaking visitors to the website can access the information. We also included a 

searchable database of all resolutions considered by the State Board that is updated monthly.  

 

The State Board also held two in-person public engagement sessions in November and 

December 2021—one in Ward 7 at Deanwood Recreation Center and a second in the center of 

mailto:sboe.dc.gov
mailto:sboe@dc.gov


 
 

 

District of Columbia State Board of Education 
441 4th Street NW, Suites 530S & 723N | Washington, DC 20001 

(202) 741-0888 | sboe.dc.gov | sboe@dc.gov | @DCSBOE 

15 

the city in Ward 2 at MLK Jr. Memorial Library. Participants were able to learn and provide 

input about three issue areas under review by the State Board: school accountability, social 

studies standards, and education governance. Reports on these engagement opportunities were 

overwhelmingly positive. We have attached the review of comments to this document.   

 

33. What efforts will your agency be making to increase transparency? Explain. 

 

As the agency plans to transition back to in-person meetings, we have endeavored to find a 

location that will enable us to maintain our virtual presence simultaneously with in-person. The 

State Board’s meeting room, the Old Council Chambers, is currently in use by the Executive 

Office of the Mayor and is therefore unavailable for our use. We have submitted a request for 

enhancement to develop a plan and identify equipment needed to produce such a hybrid meeting 

as part of our FY2022 budget request.  

 

34. Please identify any legislative requirements that your agency lacks sufficient resources to 

properly implement. Explain. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) has not identified any legislative requirements 

that we do not have resources to implement, assuming the full Need for Appropriations is 

included in the Mayor’s Budget and approved by Council.  

 

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss with the Council changes to statute that would 

permit Student Representatives’ votes to count equally with elected members of the State Board.  

 

We are also aware that Bill 24-507, Elections Modernization Amendment Act of 2021, would 

permit D.C. Public Schools (DCPS) employees to serve as members of the State Board. The 

State Board believes, as a matter of equity, this change should be adopted by the Council. We do 

not take an official position on the remainder of the Bill.  

 

35. Please identify any statutory or regulatory impediments to your agency’s operations. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) would like to partner more closely with sister 

agencies in the education cluster. The education governance structure in the District can make 

this challenging due to differing priorities between the independent State Board and the Mayor’s 

Administration. Further, D.C. Official Code restricts the State Board from initiating or changing 

policy without it being formally submitted by the State Superintendent of Education. This can 

lead to a disconnect between the requests of residents for action by the State Board and the 

ability of the agency to respond.    

 

36. Did your agency receive any FOIA requests in fiscal year 2021? If yes, did the agency file a 

report of FOIA disclosure activities with the Secretary of the District of Columbia? If available, 

please provide a copy of that report as an attachment. Also state here the total cost incurred by 

your agency for each fiscal year 2020, 2021, and 2022 (through January 31) related to FOIA. 
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The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) received 22 FOIA requests in fiscal year 2021. 

Our report was filed with the Office of Documents and Administrative Issuances for transmittal 

to the Secretary. We have attached a copy of the report. The Council will note that due to a 

technical error our average days for unfilled requests is abnormally high. This issue has been 

corrected. The agency did not request fees for FOIA in fiscal year 2021.  

 

37. (a) What are SBOE’s key performance indicators? What has been SBOE’s performance (for 

each of these) in fiscal year (or calendar year) 2020, 2021, and 2022 (through the first quarter). 

(b) What KPIs have been dropped (or changed) since 2020? List each specifically and explain 

why it was dropped or changed. 

 

(a) The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the Ombudsman for Public 

Education (OMB), and Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) do not participate in the 

Mayor’s key performance indicators program, as the independence of our agency can 

make it difficult to align our mission and goals with that of the Mayor.  

(b) The State Board adopted SR21-2, Establishment of Committees, in February 2021 and a 

work plan for the agency in April 2021. A copy of both documents are attached. The 

work plan is a dynamic document that is updated as projects are completed or added.  

 

38. What are your top five priorities for the agency? Please provide a detailed explanation for 

how the agency achieved or worked toward these priorities in fiscal years 2021 and 2022. 

 

The priority areas for the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) are currently: school 

accountability and assessments, education standards (in particular, revisions to the social studies 

standards), teacher workforce, education governance, and advocacy and outreach.  

 

• School Accountability and Assessment: In January 2022, the State Board unanimously 

adopted SR22-1, STAR Framework Recommendations. A copy of the resolution is 

attached. The resolution contains fifteen recommendations to guide review and revision 

of the current school accountability plan, the STAR Framework. The State Board is eager 

to work with the State Superintendent of Education to develop a new, more equitable and 

transparent system for comparing school performance and quality. In 2021, the State 

Board invited a number of expert and public witnesses to share their thoughts on the topic 

of school accountability systems. The agency also executed four mini reports (attached) 

related to survey and outreach responses on the topic from four (4) different stakeholder 

groups (i.e., teachers, principals, family and community members, and experts). 

 

• Education Standards: The State Board continues to partner closely with the State 

Superintendent of Education in the review and drafting of new social studies standards 

for the District of Columbia. In September 2021, the agency’s efforts to embed an 

antiracist lens in the update was featured in the National Association of State Boards of 
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Education (NASBE) quarterly publication (see attached). Additionally, in September 

2021, the State Board hosted a paneled discussion related to ethnic studies. Although 

delayed at the change of fiscal year, we believe the public review and comment period of 

the revised social studies standards will begin this spring, with a vote on new social 

studies standards tentatively scheduled for July 2022. Implementation of these standards 

will begin in SY2023–24 to permit LEAs time to prepare and revise curriculum to meet 

the new standards. The State Board has also begun informal work related to literacy in 

the District. We anticipate continuing both streams of work in the coming year.  

 

• Teacher Workforce: The State Board has been active in research calling attention to 

startling rates of teacher turnover and encouraging LEAs and other stakeholders to 

develop programs to maintain and retain a successful teacher workforce. In March 2021, 

the State Board conducted an all-teacher survey of public-school teachers in the District 

of Columbia. The all-teacher survey received responses from 1,060 teachers from 185 

schools, representing every single D.C. Public School (DCPS) school and the majority of 

public charter schools. A copy of the final report is attached. Additionally, in July 2021, 

the State Board released a third update to its research on teacher and principal attrition in 

the District’s public schools (see attached). We are further encouraged by the Council’s 

support of new teacher pipeline programs. We are eager as well for the Council to 

consider legislation introduced by the State Board, B24-0355, Statewide Data Warehouse 

Amendment Act. The bill would codify a process of collection of important information 

about our teacher workforce and ensure that information is available publicly. The State 

Board strongly believes that the data would be very helpful in solving long- and short-

term problems related to the hiring and retaining of teachers in the District. In October 

2021, the State Board approved, in SR21-6, To Approve Standards Governing Educator 

Preparation Provider (EPP) Approval. The State Board is encouraged by the State 

Superintendent of Education’s inclusion in the new EPP standards the provisions related 

to the science of reading.  

 

• Education Governance: As mentioned above, the State Board is hampered in its efforts 

by legislative restrictions on its ability to propose policy changes on its own. We have 

been actively researching education governance systems across the country and started 

engagement activities with stakeholders to determine if changes to the District of 

Columbia’s system may have benefits for students, teachers, residents, and schools.  

 

• Advocacy & Outreach: The State Board is regularly looking for new and innovative 

ways to provide residents with easier access to information about education policy and 

opportunities. As noted above, our website update was part of this work. We are also 

exploring monthly video summaries of State Board activities, as well as public service 

announcements related to student safety, vaccination policies, and other issues.   
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39. Provide the following information, in table form, for all grants awarded to SBOE during 

FY21 and to date in FY22: 1) Grantor, 2) grant amount, and 3) grant purpose. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) received no grants in fiscal year 2021 or 2022.  

 

40. (a) Provide a list of all SBOE grantmaking authorities for fiscal year 2021 and for fiscal year 

2022 (through January 31). For each, identify the statutory or regulatory authority for the grant 

and describe the purpose of the grant. (b) Provide, in table form, a list of each grant awarded by 

SBOE in fiscal year 2021 in fiscal year 2022 (through January 31), including: (1) Grantee 

name; (2) Dollar amount of the grant; and (3) Source of funds for the grant by program and 

activity. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) does not have grantmaking authority.  

 

41. Provide a complete accounting of all grant lapses in FY21, including a detailed statement on 

why the lapse occurred and corrective action taken by SBOE. Also, indicate if the funds can 

still be used and/or whether they carried over into FY22. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) had no grant lapses.  

 

42. What were the major accomplishments of the State Board of Education in FY21 and to date 

in FY22? Include the following: (a) Specific efforts to engage with the community and other 

jurisdictions; (b) Improvements to the process for student discipline; (c) Changes made to 

regulations regarding student attendance, improving content; standards, educator quality, and 

preparing students for post-secondary success; (d) Studies, analyses, and research papers 

conducted by the Board (provide a copy); and (e) Reports published by the Board (provide a 

copy). 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) made significant progress in advancing 

educational equity in FY2021. It should be noted that the State Board is unable to initiate policy 

or regulatory changes. Such changes must be submitted by the Office of the State Superintendent 

of Education (OSSE). Nevertheless, the State Board was active and made several important 

steps: 

 

(1) The State Board held two major in-person public engagement sessions on November 15 

and December 4, 2021, to engage in discussion with residents on school accountability, 

social studies standards, and education governance.  

(2) The State Board completed two years of work related to revisions to the District’s school 

accountability plan. This work culminated in fifteen recommendations that were 

transmitted to the State Superintendent of Education on January 24, 2022.  

(3) The State Board conducted four major surveys of stakeholders and released the results of 

those surveys on our website. Three of the surveys related to our work on accountability 
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and targeted to stakeholder groups (principals/heads of school, teachers, and families) 

while the fourth was our All-Teacher Survey.  

(4) The State Board, in partnership with OCTO, completed a full redesign and launch of a 

new user-friendly website.  

(5) The State Board approved new standards for educator preparation providers (EPP) that 

include provisions for the science of reading.  

(6) The State Board staff also responded to over 1,100 phone calls from residents and others 

in 2021. The majority of calls were related to reopening of schools, bullying, special 

education, and school records. (see attached) 

(7) The State Board issued multiple letters directed to the Mayor and/or Council on issues of 

importance to District residents. These letters called for specific action including requests 

for the Mayor related to budget priorities such as ensuring that every school has access to 

a qualified librarian and opportunities for outdoor learning. We also wrote to the Council 

directly related to funding for safe passage and other budget items. A copy of every letter 

sent by the State Board in fiscal year 2021 is attached.  

 

43. Identify any legislative, statuary, or regulatory requirements that the State Board of 

Education lacks sufficient resources to properly implement. Please note any operational or 

logistical barriers to your agency’s operations. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) does not face any barriers to completion of 

requirements due to funding, operational, or logistical barriers. However, the agency is 

concerned that intra-District transfer requests are increasing significantly. Without appropriate 

notice, the agency will struggle in the future to meet these requests.  

 

44. Provide an update on what the funding from the FY21 budget has allowed the SBOE to 

accomplish. 

 

Funding provided in the FY2021 budget has permitted the D.C. State Board of Education (State 

Board) to maintain resident services throughout the pandemic, conduct surveys, and research to 

identify policy challenges and develop recommended solutions, and explore new and innovative 

strategies related to teacher workforce, education standards and school accountability.  

 

45. Explain the Board’s partnership with OSSE to develop a measurement for growth for high 

schools as it relates to the ESSA Accountability Plan and describe the Board’s community 

engagement process. 

 

The Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) presented a proposal to the State 

Board on adding high school growth to the Every Student Succeed Act (ESSA) Statewide 

Accountability Plan in July 2019. The proposal included testing the concept during school year 

2019–20. In reviewing the proposal, the State Board invited experts on growth to several public 

meetings for discussions. Unfortunately, the pandemic led to the cancellation of assessments 

needed to ensure that the proposal was feasible. Until the proposal is tested and achieved, the 
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State Board is unable to include such a growth measure. As noted above, the State Board has 

conducted a multi-pronged approach to engagement including targeted surveys and in-person 

engagement sessions on the topic of the District’s accountability system. The State Board 

unanimously approved and submitted fifteen recommendations to OSSE for changes to the 

District’s school accountability system.  

 

46. Please describe any activity the Board has taken to improve adult education in the District of 

Columbia in FY21 and in FY22 as of January 31. In your response, please provide an update 

on how many adult learners received state diplomas. 

 

(a) The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) did not taken actions related to adult 

education in FY2020.  

 

(b) The Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) issues state diplomas. OSSE 

provided the information below at our request. We recommend the Council also review 

the response to Question 98 in OSSE’s performance questions for more information.  

 

(c) Between October 1, 2020 and September 30, 2021, OSSE awarded 144 State High 

School diplomas to residents who passed all sections of the GED and 20 State High 

School diplomas to residents who successfully completed the NEDP for a grand total of 

164 State Diplomas earned. Between October 1, 2021, and January 31, 2022, OSSE 

awarded 41 State High School diplomas in total. Thirty-eight (38) of them to residents 

who passed all sections of the GED and three (3) to residents who successfully completed 

the NEDP.  

 

47. Provide an update on the Board’s ad hoc committees that are currently operating, including 

their goals and work plans. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) in SR21-2, Establishment of Committees, 

created five standing committees:  

 

• Administrative 

• Accountability & Assessment 

• Education Standards 

• Educator Practice 

• Advocacy & Outreach.  

 

The State Board also created two ad hoc committees: Education Governance and School 

Reopening. The Reopen Committee elapsed on July 31, 2021. The Education Governance 

Committee was extended to December 31, 2022. Information about the activities of these 

committees can be found above.   
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48. Explain the State Board of Education’s efforts to comply with the Language Access Act. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) continues to offer its materials in as many 

languages as possible within budget constraints, with a particular emphasis on Spanish resources 

(e.g., State Board website, surveys, Annual Report, etc.). We also provide, upon request, 

interpretation services at all our meetings and events (e.g., 2021 fall engagement sessions, whole 

child webinars). We ensure that closed captioning is also available for our virtual meetings to 

ensure that residents who are deaf or have hearing disabilities are able to follow our process and 

content.  

 

49. What interagency or intra-agency efforts have been made to improve SBOE functions in 

FY21 and FY22 to date? Describe efforts to collaborate with other boards and agencies to 

engage in District education initiatives and include in your response specifically any 

partnerships or collaborations with the following: (a) Office of the State Superintendent of 

Education; (b) Office of the Deputy Mayor for Education; (c) D.C. Public Schools; (d) D.C. 

Public Charter School Board; (e) Office of Human Rights’ Citywide Youth Bullying Prevention 

Program; and (f) D.C. Public Libraries. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) is committed to collaboration with sister 

agencies. We continue to broaden and expand our partnerships whenever possible. As a rule, the 

State Board seeks input from sister agencies at the beginning, during, and at the conclusion of 

any potential project or research.  

 

For example, the State Board’s work with OSSE related to revisions of the District’s social 

studies standards has been very productive. We are eager to replicate this process for additional 

education standards in the future. Begun in July 2020, this line of work has included the 

development of guiding principles by the State Board’s Social Studies Standards Advisory 

Committee (SSSAC) that were adopted by the State Board (attached). In February 2021, the 

OSSE convened a Technical Writing Committee that is composed of K–12 social studies 

educators from D.C. Public Schools and public charter schools, as well as local and national 

experts. The State Board anticipates an open public review process of draft standards in spring 

2022 with the intention to vote on final standards this summer. Local education agencies would 

then have a year to review the standards and revise their curriculum to meet the new standards 

before implementation is done in SY2023–24.  

 

The State Board is partnering with D.C. Public Libraries to hold regular outdoor story time 

events in every ward in the city. These events have been very successful opportunities to provide 

direct benefits to District residents, help to promote reading and enjoy time outside. We would 

welcome participation by additional Councilmembers in these events.  

 

50. Please describe SBOE’s working relationship with OSSE. Describe any efforts to formalize 

policymaking processes between the two agencies. Also, describe any collaboration between 

the two agencies in FY21 and in FY22. 
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The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) has a working relationship with OSSE and 

State Superintendent Christina Grant. The leadership of both agencies meet monthly to ensure 

that priority areas for each agency are discussed and considered. OSSE has limitations in terms 

of staff and budget capacity to engage on all the priorities set by the State Board, but they are 

willing to listen and engage when possible.  

 

51. Please describe SBOE’s working relationship with the Office of the Ombudsman for Public 

Education’s and any improvements that can be made. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) remains committed to the maintenance of an 

independent and neutral ombudsman’s office. We provide administrative and operational support 

upon request to the Office. The Ombudsman also participates in the State Board’s Administrative 

Committee meetings and inter-agency leadership meetings when appropriate. One of the largest 

challenges facing the Office of the Ombudsman is an inadequate physical office. The State 

Board strongly supports the request of the Ombudsman to identify and build out a new office that 

better suits the challenging work her office provides.  

 

52. Please describe SBOE’s working relationship with the Office of the Student Advocate and 

any improvements that can be made. 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) remains committed to providing administrative 

and operational support to the Office of the Student Advocate. The Chief Student Advocate also 

participates in the State Board’s Administrative Committee meetings and inter-agency leadership 

meetings when appropriate. The Office of the Student Advocate also requires office space 

designed for their particular work; the State Board is strongly supportive of this request.  

 

53. List SBOE’s committees, subcommittees, and taskforces and which members serve on each 

one. 

 

For calendar year 2021: 

• Administrative Committee, chaired by Emily Gasoi, Ward 1 Representative, with Jacque 

Patterson, and Ruth Wattenberg.  

• Assessment and Accountability Committee, co-chaired by Ruth Wattenberg, Ward 3 

Representative, and Jacque Patterson, At-Large Representative, with Jessica Sutter and 

Carlene Reid.  

• Education Standards Committee, chaired by Jessica Sutter, Ward 6 Representative, with 

Allister Chang, Ruth Wattenberg, and Carlene Reid. 

• Educator Practice Committee, chaired by Frazier O’Leary, Ward 4 Representative, with 

Emily Gasoi, Allister Chang, and Eboni-Rose Thompson. 

• Advocacy and Outreach Committee, chaired by Carlene Reid, Ward 8 Representative, 

with Emily Gasoi, Frazier O’Leary, and Eboni-Rose Thompson; 
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• Education Governance, chaired by Eboni-Rose Thompson, Ward 7 Representative, with 

Jacque Patterson, Emily Gasoi, and Ruth Wattenberg. 

• School Reopening, co-chaired by Allister Chang, Ward 2 Representative, and Zachary 

Parker, Ward 5 Representative, with Emily Gasoi, Frazier O’Leary, and Jessica Sutter.  

 

54. Has the SBOE adhered to all non-discrimination policies in hiring and/or employment? 

  

Yes, the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) has adhered to all non-discrimination 

policies in hiring and employment.  

 

55. Have there been any accusations by employees or potential employees that the SBOE has 

violated hiring and/or employment non-discrimination policies in FY21 in FY22 (through 

January 31)? If so, what steps were taken to remedy the situation(s)? 

 

No accusations have been received by employees or potential employees that the D.C. State 

Board of Education (State Board) has violated hiring and/or employment non-discrimination 

policies.  

 

56. Are the agency’s information technology needs met? If not, what areas are in need of 

attention (i.e. computer support, internet and phone functionality, etc.)? 

 

The D.C. State Board of Education’s (State Board) basic information technology needs are met, 

but there remain challenges. One challenge remains the Old Council Chambers. As the Council 

is aware, modifications to the room based on State Board requirements was completed in 

FY2021, but due to an on-going need for the Executive Office of the Mayor, the State Board has 

been unable to test or utilize the Old Council Chambers since March 2020. We have requested 

funding in the fiscal year 2023 budget to create a “road show” package that will permit the 

agency to hold meetings across the District.  

 

57. Do the properties and facilities meet current ADA requirements? If not, describe the 

situations that do not comply. 

 

No, the Marion S. Barry Building is not ADA compliant. Some of the issues include improper 

weights on automatic doors, lack of automatic doors, improper installation of bathroom facilities, 

hallways, foyers, and doorways that are not wheelchair compliant. A full report of issues was 

submitted with the assistance of the Office of Disability Rights in previous years. As the agency 

has been teleworking since March 2020, no update has been made.  

 

58. Please describe the State Board’s relationship with the Department of General Services. 

Provide an update on the Department of General Services plan to move MPD into the building. 

 

mailto:sboe.dc.gov
mailto:sboe@dc.gov


 
 

 

District of Columbia State Board of Education 
441 4th Street NW, Suites 530S & 723N | Washington, DC 20001 

(202) 741-0888 | sboe.dc.gov | sboe@dc.gov | @DCSBOE 

24 

Discussions have begun with the Office of the Ombudsman for Public Education, Office of the 

Student Advocate, and the Department of General Services about their physical office needs. The 

D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) is hopeful that these discussions will lead to swift 

action, but DGS has warned that the process may take more than eighteen months.  

 

The Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) has moved some functions into the Marion S. Barry 

Building. The State Board does not have detailed information about this move.  

 

The State Board would also like to specifically note the need for a physical location for the 

Parent Resource Center being developed by the Office of the Ombudsman for Public Education. 

The Center will be a hub for information and assistance for families. We urge the Council to 

provide maximum support to this endeavor. 
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D.C. State Board of Education 
Responses to FY 2021 Performance Oversight Questions 

February 18, 2022 
 
1. Please provide, as an attachment to your answers, a current organizational chart for your 
agency with the number of vacant and filled FTEs marked in each box. Include the names of all 
senior personnel. Also include the effective date on the chart. 
 
See attached.  
 
2. Please provide, as an attachment, a Schedule A for your agency which identifies all employees 
by title/position, current salary, fringe benefits, and program office as of January 31, 2022. The 
Schedule A also should indicate all vacant positions in the agency. Please do not include Social 
Security numbers. 
 
See attached.  
 
3. In table format, provide a list of the board of trustees at each public charter school local 
education agency (LEA). 
 
4. Please list as of January 31, 2022 all employees detailed to or from your agency, if any, 
anytime this fiscal year. For each employee identified, please provide the name of the agency the 
employee is detailed to or from, the reason for the detail, the date the detail began, and the 
employee’s actual or projected date of return. 
 
There are no employees of the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the 
Ombudsman for Public Education (OMB), or Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) detailed to 
or from the agency.  
 
5. (a) For fiscal year 2021, please list each employee whose salary was $125,000 or more. For 
each employee listed provide the name, position title, salary, and amount of any overtime and 
any bonus pay. 
 

Posn Nbr Title Name Salary 
44826 Executive Director Hayworth, John-Paul C. $135,556 
83159 Ombudsman Hayes, Serena M. $131,325 
86202 Chief Student Advocate Davis, Daniel B. $131,325 

 
(b) For fiscal year 2022, please list each employee whose salary is or was $125,000 or more. 
For each employee listed provide the name, position title, salary, and amount of any overtime 
and any bonus pay as of the date of your response. 
 

Posn Nbr Title Name Salary 
44826 Executive Director Hayworth, John-Paul C. $143,690 
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83159 Ombudsman Hayes, Serena M. $136,578 
86202 Chief Student Advocate Davis, Daniel B. $131,325 

 
6. Please list, in descending order, the top 15 overtime earners in your agency for fiscal year 
2021.  For each, state the employee’s name, position or title, salary, and aggregate overtime 
pay. 
 
There are no employees of the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the 
Ombudsman for Public Education (OMB), or Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) who 
received overtime in fiscal year 2021.  
 
7. For fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31), please provide a list of employee 
bonuses or special award pay granted that identifies the employee receiving the bonus or special 
pay, the amount received, and the reason for the bonus or special pay. 
 
There are no employees of the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the 
Ombudsman for Public Education (OMB), or Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) who 
received bonuses or special award pay in fiscal year 2021 or thus far in fiscal year 2022.  
 
8. For fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31), please list each employee separated 
from 
the agency with separation pay. State the amount and number of weeks of pay. Also, for each, 
state the reason for the separation. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) did not separate any employees in fiscal year 
2021 or thus far in fiscal year 2022. Please refer to responses from the Office of the Ombudsman 
for Public Education (OMB) for information about separations within that office.  
 
9. For fiscal years 2020, 2021, and 2022 (through January 31), please state the total number of 
employees receiving worker’s compensation payments. 
 
No employees of the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the Ombudsman for 
Public Education (OMB), or Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) received worker’s 
compensation payments in FY2020, FY2021, or FY2022.  
 
10. Please provide the name of each employee who was or is on administrative leave in fiscal 
years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31). In addition, for each employee identified, please 
provide: (1) their position; (2) a brief description of the reason they were placed on leave; (3) 
the dates they were/are on administrative leave; (4) whether the leave was/is paid or unpaid; 
and (5) their current status (through January 31, 2022). 
 
No employees of the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) were placed on administrative 
leave in FY2021 or thus far in FY2022. Please refer to responses from the Office of the 
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Ombudsman for Public Education (OMB) for information about employees placed on 
administrative leave during the requested period.  
 
11. For fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31), please list, in chronological order, all 
intra-District transfers to or from the agency. Give the date, amount, and reason for the transfer. 
 

Ln 
No. 

Fiscal 
Year 

MOU with 
Agency 

Date 
Executed 

Terminat
ion Date 

Amount of 
Transfer 

Date of 
Transfer Reason for Transfer (Purpose) 

1 FY21 

SBOE 
(Buyer) 
 OCTO 
(Seller) 

1/21/2021 9/30/2021 7,271.11  1/27/2021 

This MOU covers OCTO's 
provision of services to SBOE, 
which include Cloud Services 
(4020)-$2,286.11; Dev Ops (2010)-
$4,580.00; and EDM (2012)-
$405.00.  ($4,970.38 was collected 
by the Seller; Seller returned 
$2,300.73 to the Buyer). 

2 FY21 

SBOE 
(Buyer) 
 OCTO 
(Seller) 

7/8/2021 9/30/2021 4,400.00  7/13/2021 

This MOU covers enhancements 
requested for SBOE's main 
website, Student Advocate website 
and Education Ombudsman 
website. 

3 FY22 

OSSE 
(Buyer) 
 SBOE, 
OMB 
(Seller) 

9/14/2021 9/30/2024 325,862.00  12/28/2021 

Elementary and Secondary School 
Emergency Relief Fund - 
American Rescue Plan Act 
(ESSER III- ARP) funding for 
Special Education Assistant in the 
Office of the Ombudsman for 
Public Education and the Office of 
the Student Advocate. These funds 
are divided equally between those 
offices. 

4 FY22 

SBOE 
(Buyer) 
 OCTO 
(Seller) 

10/1/2021 9/30/2022 9,258.26  10/12/2021 

This MOU covers call center, 
desktop and patch management 
support that will be performed by 
OCTOhelps. The support is for 32 
employees.  (The FY22 IT 
Assessment is a Citywide Fixed 
Cost MOU administered centrally 
by the budget office). 

5 FY22 

OSSE 
(Buyer) 
 SBOE, 
OMB 
(Seller) 

1/3/2022 9/30/2024 1,500,000.00  Not yet 
transferred 

Elementary and Secondary School 
Emergency Relief Fund - 
American Rescue Plan Act 
(ESSER III- ARP) funding for 
Parent Resource Center in the 
Office of the Ombudsman for 
Public Education 

 
12. Please list, in chronological order, every reprogramming of funds into or out of the agency 
for fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31). Include a “bottom line” that explains the 
revised final budget for your agency. For each reprogramming, list the reprogramming number 
(if submitted to the Council for approval), the date, the amount, and the rationale. 
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FY22 Internal Reprogramming Report 

Program 
Code 3 

Program Code 
3 Title 

Agy 
Object 

Agy 
Object 
Title 

Original 
Budget 

Reprogra
mming 

Revised 
Budget Date Justification 

SB01 
STATE 
BOARD OF 
EDUCATION 

0308 
TELECO
MMUNIC
ATIONS 

3,000.00 (1,000.00) 2,000.00 

1/21/2022 

This 
reprogrammin
g is required 
for NASBE 
Annual 
Membership 
dues; SBOE 
Student Rep 
stipends; 
Refresh 
computers; 
and US 
Ombudsman 
Association 
memberships. 

SB01 
STATE 
BOARD OF 
EDUCATION 

0402 
TRAVEL 
- OUT OF 
CITY 

30,000.00 (25,000.0
0) 5,000.00 

SB01 
STATE 
BOARD OF 
EDUCATION 

0404 

MAINTE
NANCE 
AND 
REPAIRS 
- AUTO 

903.87 (903.87) 0.00 

SB01 
STATE 
BOARD OF 
EDUCATION 

0408 

PROF 
SERVICE
S FEES 
AND 
CONTR 

42,213.37 17,271.87 59,485.24 

SB01 
STATE 
BOARD OF 
EDUCATION 

0411 

PRINTIN
G, 
DUPLIC
ATING, 
ETC 

9,000.00 (3,000.00) 6,000.00 

SB01 
STATE 
BOARD OF 
EDUCATION 

0424 

CONFER
ENCE 
FEES 
LOC 
OUT OF 
CITY 

10,000.00 (2,000.00) 8,000.00 

SB01 
STATE 
BOARD OF 
EDUCATION 

0425 

PAYMEN
T OF 
MEMBE
RSHIP 
DUES 

15,071.00 9,980.00 25,051.00 

SB01 
STATE 
BOARD OF 
EDUCATION 

0507 SUBSIDI
ES 0.00 2,000.00 2,000.00 

SB01 
STATE 
BOARD OF 
EDUCATION 

0702 

PURCHA
SES - 
EQUIPM
ENT 
AND 
MACHIN
ER 

6,000.00 2,652.00 8,652.00 

SB02 

OFFICE OF 
THE 
OMBUDSMA
N 

0408 

PROF 
SERVICE
S FEES 
AND 
CONTR 

40,000.00 (4,843.28) 35,156.72 

SB02 

OFFICE OF 
THE 
OMBUDSMA
N 

0424 

CONFER
ENCE 
FEES 
LOC 

6,000.00 (3,000.00) 3,000.00 
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OUT OF 
CITY 

SB02 

OFFICE OF 
THE 
OMBUDSMA
N 

0425 

PAYMEN
T OF 
MEMBE
RSHIP 
DUES 

200.00 1,400.00 1,600.00 

SB02 

OFFICE OF 
THE 
OMBUDSMA
N 

0702 

PURCHA
SES - 
EQUIPM
ENT 
AND 
MACHIN
ER 

1,956.72 6,443.28 8,400.00 

Summary 164,344.96 0.00 164,344.96   

 
13. Please list, in chronological order, every reprogramming within your agency during fiscal 
year 2022 to date. Also, include both known and anticipated intra agency reprogrammings. For 
each, give the date, amount, and rationale. 
 
See response to question 12.  
 
14. For fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31), please identify each special purpose 
revenue fund maintained by, used by, or available for use by your agency. For each fund 
identified, provide: (1) the revenue source name and code; (2) the source of funding; (3) a 
description of the programs that generates the funds; (4) the amount of funds generated 
annually by each source or program; and (5) expenditures of funds, including the purpose of 
each expenditure. For (4) and (5) provide specific data for fiscal years 2020, 2021, and 2022 
(through January 31) and give starting and ending balances. You may wish to present this 
information first as a list (for numbers 1-5) and then as separate tables for numbers 4 and 5. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) does not maintain, use, or have available 
special purpose revenue funds. 
 
15. Please provide a table showing your agency’s Council-approved original budget, revised 
budget (after reprogrammings, etc.) for fiscal years 2020, 2021, and the first quarter of 2022. 
In addition, please explain the variances between fiscal year appropriations and actual 
expenditures for fiscal years 2020 and 2021. 
 

FY22      

GAAP Category Title 
Council-
approved 
Original Budget 

Revised 
Budget First 
Quarter of 
2022 

First Quarter of 
2022 Actual 
Expenditures 

Variances Between 
Fiscal Year 
Appropriations and 
Actual 
Expenditures 

Explanation of 
Variances 

PERSONNEL 
SERVICES 2,053,934.17 2,053,934.17 537,070.48 1,516,863.69 NA 
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NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES 307,487.22 307,487.22 38,928.01 268,559.21 

Summary 2,361,421.39 2,361,421.39 575,998.49 1,785,422.90 
      
FY21      

GAAP Category Title 
Council-
approved 
Original Budget 

Revised 
Budget 

Actual 
Expenditures 

Variances Between 
Fiscal Year 
Appropriations and 
Actual 
Expenditures 

Explanation of 
Variances 

PERSONNEL 
SERVICES 1,828,875.87 1,768,877.87 1,729,520.80 39,357.07 While SBOE spent 

98% of its budget 
for salaries, there 
were some NPS 
funds that were not 
spent, due to less-
than-expected 
billings from 
OCTO for phones, 
and end-of-fiscal-
year encumbrances 
that were not spent. 

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES 358,227.74 358,225.74 280,896.63 77,329.11 

Summary 2,187,103.61 2,127,103.61 2,010,417.43 116,686.18 

      
FY20      

GAAP Category Title 
Council-
approved 
Original Budget 

Revised 
Budget 

Actual 
Expenditures 

Variances Between 
Fiscal Year 
Appropriations and 
Actual 
Expenditures 

Explanation of 
Variances 

PERSONNEL 
SERVICES 1,734,302.23 1,734,302.23 1,615,887.11 118,415.12 SBOE spent 

$156,318.63 less 
than budgeted, due 
to the COVID-19 
Pandemic 
emergency, and the 
Mayor's Order on 
Hiring and 
Spending Freeze of 
April 5, 2020. 

NON-PERSONNEL 
SERVICES 425,250.78 273,443.78 235,540.27 37,903.51 

Summary 2,159,553.01 2,007,746.01 1,851,427.38 156,318.63 

 
16. (a) Describe any spending pressures for the State Board of Education that existed in fiscal 
year 2021. Include a description of each spending pressure, how it was identified, and how it 
was remedied. (b) Identify potential areas where spending pressures may exist in fiscal year 
2022 for the State Board of Education and public charter schools. Include a description of the 
spending pressure and what steps are being taken to minimize the impact on the fiscal year 2022 
budget. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) did not face spending pressures in fiscal year 
2021 due to strong oversight of expenditures and changes to priority areas in a changing 
landscape. The agency does not expect any spending pressures in fiscal year 2022.  
 
17. Please list all memoranda of understanding (MOU) either entered into by your agency or in 
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effect during fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31). For each, describe its purpose, 
indicate the date entered, and provide the actual or anticipated termination date. Please include 
copies of any MOUs with the submission. 
 
The agency has struggled to complete MOUs with the D.C. Department of Human Resources 
(DCHR) for several years. Currently, we do not have an MOU for FY2022, nor did we have an 
executed MOU for FY2020 or FY2021. The numbers noted above are for proposed MOUs sent 
to DCHR but never executed.  
 
The State Board would like to note that expenses requested by the Office of the Chief 
Technology Officer (OCTO) for services have ballooned in recent years. The agency has been 
able to absorb those costs in FY2021, but future fiscal years make this very challenging. For 
instance, additions to the full-time employee count has pushed the agency into a new bracket for 
agencies with much higher costs. Often, we do not receive the estimate for services from OCTO 
until after the State Board has already approved its Need for Appropriations.  
 
18. D.C. Law requires the Mayor and the Chief Financial Officer to submit to the Council, 
simultaneously with a proposed budget submission, actual copies of all agency budget 
enhancements requests, such as the “Form B” for all District agencies (See D.C. Code 47- 
318.05a). In order to help the Committee understand agency needs, and the cost of those needs 
for your agency, please provide, as an attachment to your answers, all budget enhancement 
requests submitted by your agency to the Mayor or Chief Financial Officer as part of the budget 
process for fiscal years 2020, 2021, and 2022. 
 
See attached. 
 
19. Please list all pending lawsuits that name your agency as a party. Please identify which 
cases on the list are lawsuits that potentially expose the city to significant liability in terms of 
money and/or change in practices. The Committee is not asking for your judgment as to the 
city’s liability; rather, we are asking about the extent of the claim. For those claims identified, 
please include an explanation about the issues for each case. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the Ombudsman for Public 
Education (OMB), or Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) are not the subject of any lawsuits.  
 
20. (a) Please list and describe any investigations, studies, audits, or reports on your agency or 
any employee of your agency that were completed at any time in fiscal years 2021 or 2022 
(through January 31). (b) Please list and describe any ongoing investigations, audits, or reports 
of your agency or any employee of your agency. 
 
There were no investigations, studies, audits, or reports that were completed in FY2020 or 
FY2021 on the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the Ombudsman for 
Public Education (OMB), or Office of the Student Advocate (OSA), or any of its employees. The 
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State Board did participate in the D.C. Auditor’s process in the completion of the Public 
Education Data Audit (March 2021). 
 
21. How many grievances have been filed by employees against SBOE management? Please list 
each of them by year for fiscal years 2020, 2021, and 2022 (through January 31). Give a brief 
description of each grievance, and the outcome as of January 31, 2022. Include on the 
chronological list any earlier grievance that is still pending in any judicial forum. 
 
No official grievances have been filed by employees against SBOE management.  
 
22. (a) Please describe the agency’s procedures for investigating allegations of sexual 
harassment committed by or against its employees. (b) If different, describe the agency’s 
procedures for investigating allegations of misconduct. (c) List and describe each allegation 
received by the agency in FY 2021 and FY 2022 (through January 31) and the resolution of each 
as of the date of your answer. 
 

(a) The agency’s Sexual Harassment Officer (SHO) is John-Paul Hayworth. Employees may 
file allegations with the SHO or through the Office of Human Rights. Allegations would 
be investigated immediately and thoroughly by the SHO. The agency has displayed the 
District’s policy prohibiting sexual harassment in conspicuous locations. The display also 
includes contact information for the SHO. The agency has also mandated completion of 
the sexual harassment training modules in PeopleSoft.  

(b) The process for allegations of misconduct is the same.  
(c) No allegations were received by the agency in FY2021 or FY2022.  

 
23. (a) What is the status of SBOE development of a model policy on sexual abuse and 
misconduct by staff and student-to-student sexual assault and harassment? (b) How many LEAs 
have revised their policies on these topics in fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31)? 
(c) Provide a list of LEAs that have participated in the State Board of Education activities 
(including conferences, trainings, etc.) on these topics in fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through 
January 31). 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) is not authorized to initiate policy development 
for schools, nor does it oversee the creation or implementation of these policies in local 
education agencies (LEAs). The State Board does not provide direct activities to LEAs.  
 
24. Please provide a list of all procurements for goods or services for use by your agency over 
$10,000 for fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through January 31). Give a brief explanation of each, 
including the name of the contractor, purpose of the contract, and the total dollar amount of the 
contract. Exclude from this answer purchase card (SmartPay) purchases. 
 

Contractor, PO# Purchase Order Amount Purpose 
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RESONANT 
EDUCATION LLC PO638740 32,000.00  

The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) seeks a vendor 
(Research Partner) with experience conducting surveys with 
educators about educational issues in order to produce a research 
report related to the experience of the District's current teacher 
workforce in both traditional public and public charter schools. 
The survey should raise relevant issues and answer important 
questions related to virtual learning and returning to school given 
COVID-19, special education, reading instruction, measuring 
student learning, teacher support and professional development, 
and other issues to be determined in consultations between the 
State Board and the Research Partner. A research report 
providing quantitative and qualitative information on these issues 
would help the public and the District government identify key 
educational priorities, better understand these key issues, and/or 
help identify effective approaches to addressing key educational 
concerns.  

MULTICULTURAL 
COMMUNITY 
SERVIC 

PO641260 12,578.16  

The D.C. State Board of Education, Office of the Student 
Advocate seeks a vendor to translate three (3) document Guides 
(Podding 101, Virtual Learning Support, and Navigating 
Behavioral Health), in dual-column format, into the six Language 
Access Act languages required by the District of Columbia: 
Spanish, French, Amharic, Korean, Vietnamese, and Chinese. 

OUTFRONT 
MEDIA INC. PO648865 15,000.00  

The Office of the Ombudsman for Public Education (OMB) is 
seeking a vendor to execute a marketing plan that includes 
Interior Bus Cards and Geofencing Advertisements for the 
purpose of increasing the number of students and families who 
are aware of OMB programs and services. 

THE URBAN 
INSTITUTE PO643251 22,000.00  

The DC State Board of Education Office of the Student Advocate 
(OSA) is seeking a contractor to support its ongoing Student 
Safety and Safe Passage work centered on capture students¿ 
attitudes and perception on travel to and from school. 

THE URBAN 
LEADERS 
FELLOWSHIP 

PO658249 13,500.00  

The DC State Board of Education (SBOE) seeks a contractor to 
provide qualified individuals, Fellows, who will assist staff in 
completing project-based tasks that will further the vision, 
mission and goals of the agency. 

UNITED STATES 
POSTAL SERVICE PO654540 20,917.44  

The DC State Board of Education (SBOE) seeks the services of a 
qualified vendor to provide postage and mailing services. 
Funding will be used to mail out an agency services and 
information postcard to select zip codes and select mail routes 
within the District of Columbia. 

 
25. (a) Please describe how your agency manages and limits its mobile, voice, and data costs, 
including cellular phones and mobile devices. (b) In table format if the answer is more than 20 
lines, and as an attachment, please provide the following information for fiscal years 2021 and 
2022 (through January 31), regarding your agency’s use of cellular phones and mobile devices: 
(1) individuals (by name and title/position) authorized to carry and use such devices; (2) total 
annual expense (FY) for each individual’s use; and (3) justification for such use (per person). If 
the list is more than 20 individuals, group the answer by program, giving the total number of 
FTEs for that program as well as the number of cellular phones and mobile devices. 
 
During the pandemic, the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) increased the number of 
cellular phones to ensure continuity of operations. We anticipate some of these devices will be 
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deactivated at the end of the pandemic, but others will be repurposed to support other agency 
operations.  
 

ID Name Title Program Office Device 
Function FY21 FY22 Use 

Justification 

2022573226 Alexander Jue Policy Analyst 
DC STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION 
(SBOE) 

Cellular 
Phone 544.42  135.90  Central office 

staff 

2023511082 Darren Fleisher Policy Analyst 
DC STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION 
(SBOE) 

Cellular 
Phone 581.06  144.81  Central office 

staff 

2024315369 John-Paul 
Hayworth 

Executive 
Director 

DC STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION 
(SBOE) 

Cellular 
Phone 544.42  135.90  Central office 

staff 

2026740115 Jessica Sutter Board Member 
DC STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION 
(SBOE) 

Cellular 
Phone 580.06  144.81  Elected 

official 

2027104641 Milayo Olufemi Public Affairs 
Specialist 

DC STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION 
(SBOE) 

Cellular 
Phone 580.06  144.81  Central office 

staff 

2027106524 Caitlin Peng Program 
Associate 

DC STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION 
(SBOE) 

Cellular 
Phone 580.06  144.81  Central office 

staff 

2027356657 Rhoma Battle Administrative 
Support Special 

DC STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION 
(SBOE) 

Cellular 
Phone 480.06  144.81  Central office 

staff 

2027357062 Allister Chang Board Member 
DC STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION 
(SBOE) 

Cellular 
Phone 480.06  144.81  Elected 

official 

2027357064 Leanna Pearson Policy 
Fellowship 

DC STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION 
(SBOE) 

Cellular 
Phone 480.06  144.81  Telework 

2027357066 Franco Estores Student Intern 
DC STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION 
(SBOE) 

Cellular 
Phone 48.43  144.81  Telework 

2022627776 Emily Gasoi Board Member 
DC STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION 
(SBOE) 

Cellular 
Phone 60.64  44.81  Elected 

official 

2024650067 Giselle Miranda Student Intern 
DC STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION 
(SBOE) 

Cellular 
Phone 6.39  144.86  Telework 

2026746653 John-Paul 
Hayworth 

Executive 
Director 

DC STATE BOARD 
OF EDUCATION 
(SBOE) 

Hotspots 404.39  111.69  Shared use 

2022135982 Crystal 
Williams 

Assistant 
Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 
OMBUDSMAN FOR 
PUBLIC 
EDUCATION 

Cellular 
Phone 581.06  144.81  Central office 

staff 

2022573380 Serena Hayes Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 
OMBUDSMAN FOR 
PUBLIC 
EDUCATION 

Cellular 
Phone 581.06  144.81  Central office 

staff 

2022791045 Stephanie Arias Assistant 
Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 
OMBUDSMAN FOR 

Cellular 
Phone 581.06  144.81  Central office 

staff 
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PUBLIC 
EDUCATION 

2023683101 
Hannah 
Blumenfeld-
Love 

Assistant 
Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 
OMBUDSMAN FOR 
PUBLIC 
EDUCATION 

Cellular 
Phone 581.06  144.81  Central office 

staff 

2027356534 Stephen Mogar 
(Now Vacant) Student Intern 

OFFICE OF THE 
OMBUDSMAN FOR 
PUBLIC 
EDUCATION 

Cellular 
Phone 480.06  144.81  Telework 

2027356667 Dante Taylor 
(Now Vacant) Student Intern 

OFFICE OF THE 
OMBUDSMAN FOR 
PUBLIC 
EDUCATION 

Cellular 
Phone 480.06  144.81  Telework 

2027356826 
Keegan Cary 
(Now Toni 
Criner) 

Student Intern 

OFFICE OF THE 
OMBUDSMAN FOR 
PUBLIC 
EDUCATION 

Cellular 
Phone 480.06  144.81  Telework 

2022271437 Serena Hayes Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 
OMBUDSMAN FOR 
PUBLIC 
EDUCATION 

Hotspots 444.76  123.69  Shared use 

2022516441 Serena Hayes Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 
OMBUDSMAN FOR 
PUBLIC 
EDUCATION 

Hotspots 444.76  124.58  Shared use 

2022583790 Serena Hayes Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 
OMBUDSMAN FOR 
PUBLIC 
EDUCATION 

Hotspots 404.39  111.69  Shared use 

2022588417 Serena Hayes Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 
OMBUDSMAN FOR 
PUBLIC 
EDUCATION 

Hotspots 404.83  111.91  Shared use 

2022589741 Serena Hayes Ombudsman 

OFFICE OF THE 
OMBUDSMAN FOR 
PUBLIC 
EDUCATION 

Hotspots 494.76  123.69  Shared use 

2023167593 Phillip 
Copeland 

Student 
Advocate 

OFFICE OF THE 
STUDENT 
ADVOCATE 

Cellular 
Phone 544.42  135.90  Central office 

staff 

2023683052 Renatta 
Landrau 

Student 
Advocate 

OFFICE OF THE 
STUDENT 
ADVOCATE 

Cellular 
Phone 544.42  135.90  Central office 

staff 

2027104932 Dan Davis Chief Student 
Advocate 

OFFICE OF THE 
STUDENT 
ADVOCATE 

Cellular 
Phone 544.42  135.90  Central office 

staff 

2027357246 

Tyra Beamon 
(Now Valeria 
Popolizio 
Torres) 

Student Intern 
OFFICE OF THE 
STUDENT 
ADVOCATE 

Cellular 
Phone 48.43  144.81  Telework 

2027357586 
Desmond Rudd 
(Now Kerrie M 
Singleton) 

Student Intern 
OFFICE OF THE 
STUDENT 
ADVOCATE 

Cellular 
Phone 48.43  144.81  Telework 
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26. (a) Does your agency have or use one or more government vehicle? If so, for fiscal years 
2021 and 2022 (through January 31), please list any vehicle the agency owns, leases, or has 
assigned to it. You may group the vehicles by category (e.g., 15 sedans, 33 pick-up trucks, three 
transport buses, etc.). (b) Please list all vehicle accidents involving your agency’s vehicles for 
fiscal years 2019, 2020, and 2021 (through January 31). Provide: (1) a brief description of each 
accident; (2) the type of vehicle involved; (3) the name and title/position of the driver involved; 
(4) the justification for using such vehicle; (5) whether there was a finding of fault and, if so, 
who was determined to be at fault; and (6) what employee discipline resulted, if any. 
 

(a) The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the Ombudsman for Public 
Education (OMB), and Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) participate in the fleet 
program with the Department of Public Works. However, we have experienced 
difficulties with the program incorrectly billing the agency in November and December 
2021. We are working to ensure these issues are resolved.  

 
27. Please list every lawsuit against the agency that was settled or decided by a trial court in FY 
2021 and FY 2022 to date. Briefly describe each and the sanction, if any. 
 
The agency is not the subject of any lawsuits that have bene settled or decided by trial court.  
 
28. Please list all settlements entered into by SBOE or by the District on behalf of SBOE in fiscal 
years 2021 or 2022 (through January 31), and provide the parties’ names, the amount of the 
settlement, and if related to litigation, the case name and a brief description of the case. If 
unrelated to litigation, please describe the underlying issue or reason for the settlement (e.g. 
administrative complaint, etc.). 
 
Neither the agency, nor the District on behalf of the agency, entered into any settlements.  
 
29. (a) D.C. Law prohibits chauffeurs, take-home vehicles, and the use of SUVs (see D.C. Code 
50-203 and 50-204). Is your agency in compliance with this law? (b) Please explain all 
exceptions, if any, and provide the following: (1) type of vehicle (make, model, year); (2) 
individuals (name/position) authorized to use the vehicle; (3) jurisdictional residence of the 
individual (e.g., Bowie, MD); and (4) justification for the chauffer or take-home status. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the Ombudsman for Public 
Education (OMB), and Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) are in full compliance with this 
law.  
 
30. In table format, provide the following information for fiscal years 2021 and 2022 (through 
January 31) regarding your agency’s authorization of employee travel: (1) each trip outside the 
region on official business or agency expense; (2) individuals (by name and title/position) who 
traveled outside the region; (3) total expense for each trip (per person, per trip, etc.); (4) what 
agency or entity paid for the trips; and (5) justification for the travel (per person and trip). 
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Conference 
Dates 

Payment 
Dates 

Conference 
Name 

Purpose of 
Payment Traveler Amount Transaction Notes 

JANUARY 6-
9, 2022 11/8/2021 

2022 
International 
School Choice 
and Reform 
Conference 
(ISCRC 2022) 

Airfare 
Jessica Sutter, 
Ward 6 
Representative 

975.37 

Airplane ticket for 
Ward 6 
Representative, Jessica 
Sutter, for the 2022 
International School 
Choice and Reform 
Conference (ISCRC 
2022) in Dublin, 
Ireland. 

 
31. Please provide and itemize, as of January 31, 2022, the current number of When Actually 
Employed (WAE), term, and contract personnel within your agency. If your agency employs 
WAE or term personnel, please provide, in table format, the name of each employee, position 
title, the length of his or her term or contract, the date on which he or she first started with your 
agency, and the date on which his or her current term expires. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) and Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) 
employ part-time, paid fellows to augment the work of their full-time staff. Due to the limited 
nature of DCHR classification categories, they are generally considered to be When Actually 
Employed personnel. Each office hires between two to three fellows at any given time. Fellows 
are paid by the hour. In Fiscal Year 2021, we increased the rate of pay to $17/hr. Each office 
determines the hiring procedure (within DCHR guidelines), fellowship duties, and term of office.  
 
32. What efforts has your agency made in the past year to increase transparency? Explain. 
 
As noted last year, the pandemic has offered the agency an opportunity to reach more residents 
using virtual meetings and recordings through Zoom and the State Board’s YouTube channel. 
We have an active following not only during live streaming of our meetings, but also on 
subsequent viewings. We have made every effort to ensure translation and interpretation is 
available for these meetings both during and after events (e.g., the State Board held a series of 
webinars related to educating the whole child that were simultaneously translated into Spanish). 
We provide written minutes for all working sessions of the State Board and a full video transcript 
is available for public meetings. We also post all materials for meetings online on our meeting 
website.  
 
In fiscal year 2021, we completed an update to our agency website with a particular focus on 
making it more user friendly and accessible. We added the Google Translate feature to ensure 
that non-English speaking visitors to the website can access the information. We also included a 
searchable database of all resolutions considered by the State Board that is updated monthly.  
 
The State Board also held two in-person public engagement sessions in November and 
December 2021—one in Ward 7 at Deanwood Recreation Center and a second in the center of 



 
 

 
District of Columbia State Board of Education 

441 4th Street NW, Suites 530S & 723N | Washington, DC 20001 
(202) 741-0888 | sboe.dc.gov | sboe@dc.gov | @DCSBOE

15 

the city in Ward 2 at MLK Jr. Memorial Library. Participants were able to learn and provide 
input about three issue areas under review by the State Board: school accountability, social 
studies standards, and education governance. Reports on these engagement opportunities were 
overwhelmingly positive. We have attached the review of comments to this document.   
 
33. What efforts will your agency be making to increase transparency? Explain. 
 
As the agency plans to transition back to in-person meetings, we have endeavored to find a 
location that will enable us to maintain our virtual presence simultaneously with in-person. The 
State Board’s meeting room, the Old Council Chambers, is currently in use by the Executive 
Office of the Mayor and is therefore unavailable for our use. We have submitted a request for 
enhancement to develop a plan and identify equipment needed to produce such a hybrid meeting 
as part of our FY2022 budget request.  
 
34. Please identify any legislative requirements that your agency lacks sufficient resources to 
properly implement. Explain. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) has not identified any legislative requirements 
that we do not have resources to implement, assuming the full Need for Appropriations is 
included in the Mayor’s Budget and approved by Council.  
 
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss with the Council changes to statute that would 
permit Student Representatives’ votes to count equally with elected members of the State Board.  
 
We are also aware that Bill 24-507, Elections Modernization Amendment Act of 2021, would 
permit D.C. Public Schools (DCPS) employees to serve as members of the State Board. The 
State Board believes, as a matter of equity, this change should be adopted by the Council. We do 
not take an official position on the remainder of the Bill.  
 
35. Please identify any statutory or regulatory impediments to your agency’s operations. 

 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) would like to partner more closely with sister 
agencies in the education cluster. The education governance structure in the District can make 
this challenging due to differing priorities between the independent State Board and the Mayor’s 
Administration. Further, D.C. Official Code restricts the State Board from initiating or changing 
policy without it being formally submitted by the State Superintendent of Education. This can 
lead to a disconnect between the requests of residents for action by the State Board and the 
ability of the agency to respond.    
 
36. Did your agency receive any FOIA requests in fiscal year 2021? If yes, did the agency file a 
report of FOIA disclosure activities with the Secretary of the District of Columbia? If available, 
please provide a copy of that report as an attachment. Also state here the total cost incurred by 
your agency for each fiscal year 2020, 2021, and 2022 (through January 31) related to FOIA. 
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The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) received 22 FOIA requests in fiscal year 2021. 
Our report was filed with the Office of Documents and Administrative Issuances for transmittal 
to the Secretary. We have attached a copy of the report. The Council will note that due to a 
technical error our average days for unfilled requests is abnormally high. This issue has been 
corrected. The agency did not request fees for FOIA in fiscal year 2021.  
 
37. (a) What are SBOE’s key performance indicators? What has been SBOE’s performance (for 
each of these) in fiscal year (or calendar year) 2020, 2021, and 2022 (through the first quarter). 
(b) What KPIs have been dropped (or changed) since 2020? List each specifically and explain 
why it was dropped or changed. 
 

(a) The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board), Office of the Ombudsman for Public 
Education (OMB), and Office of the Student Advocate (OSA) do not participate in the 
Mayor’s key performance indicators program, as the independence of our agency can 
make it difficult to align our mission and goals with that of the Mayor.  

(b) The State Board adopted SR21-2, Establishment of Committees, in February 2021 and a 
work plan for the agency in April 2021. A copy of both documents are attached. The 
work plan is a dynamic document that is updated as projects are completed or added.  

 
38. What are your top five priorities for the agency? Please provide a detailed explanation for 
how the agency achieved or worked toward these priorities in fiscal years 2021 and 2022. 
 
The priority areas for the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) are currently: school 
accountability and assessments, education standards (in particular, revisions to the social studies 
standards), teacher workforce, education governance, and advocacy and outreach.  
 

 School Accountability and Assessment: In January 2022, the State Board unanimously 
adopted SR22-1, STAR Framework Recommendations. A copy of the resolution is 
attached. The resolution contains fifteen recommendations to guide review and revision 
of the current school accountability plan, the STAR Framework. The State Board is eager 
to work with the State Superintendent of Education to develop a new, more equitable and 
transparent system for comparing school performance and quality. In 2021, the State 
Board invited a number of expert and public witnesses to share their thoughts on the topic 
of school accountability systems. The agency also executed four mini reports (attached) 
related to survey and outreach responses on the topic from four (4) different stakeholder 
groups (i.e., teachers, principals, family and community members, and experts). 

 
 Education Standards: The State Board continues to partner closely with the State 

Superintendent of Education in the review and drafting of new social studies standards 
for the District of Columbia. In September 2021, the agency’s efforts to embed an 
antiracist lens in the update was featured in the National Association of State Boards of 
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Education (NASBE) quarterly publication (see attached). Additionally, in September 
2021, the State Board hosted a paneled discussion related to ethnic studies. Although 
delayed at the change of fiscal year, we believe the public review and comment period of 
the revised social studies standards will begin this spring, with a vote on new social 
studies standards tentatively scheduled for July 2022. Implementation of these standards 
will begin in SY2023–24 to permit LEAs time to prepare and revise curriculum to meet 
the new standards. The State Board has also begun informal work related to literacy in 
the District. We anticipate continuing both streams of work in the coming year.  

 
 Teacher Workforce: The State Board has been active in research calling attention to 

startling rates of teacher turnover and encouraging LEAs and other stakeholders to 
develop programs to maintain and retain a successful teacher workforce. In March 2021, 
the State Board conducted an all-teacher survey of public-school teachers in the District 
of Columbia. The all-teacher survey received responses from 1,060 teachers from 185 
schools, representing every single D.C. Public School (DCPS) school and the majority of 
public charter schools. A copy of the final report is attached. Additionally, in July 2021, 
the State Board released a third update to its research on teacher and principal attrition in 
the District’s public schools (see attached). We are further encouraged by the Council’s 
support of new teacher pipeline programs. We are eager as well for the Council to 
consider legislation introduced by the State Board, B24-0355, Statewide Data Warehouse 
Amendment Act. The bill would codify a process of collection of important information 
about our teacher workforce and ensure that information is available publicly. The State 
Board strongly believes that the data would be very helpful in solving long- and short-
term problems related to the hiring and retaining of teachers in the District. In October 
2021, the State Board approved, in SR21-6, To Approve Standards Governing Educator 
Preparation Provider (EPP) Approval. The State Board is encouraged by the State 
Superintendent of Education’s inclusion in the new EPP standards the provisions related 
to the science of reading.  

 
 Education Governance: As mentioned above, the State Board is hampered in its efforts 

by legislative restrictions on its ability to propose policy changes on its own. We have 
been actively researching education governance systems across the country and started 
engagement activities with stakeholders to determine if changes to the District of 
Columbia’s system may have benefits for students, teachers, residents, and schools.  

 
 Advocacy & Outreach: The State Board is regularly looking for new and innovative 

ways to provide residents with easier access to information about education policy and 
opportunities. As noted above, our website update was part of this work. We are also 
exploring monthly video summaries of State Board activities, as well as public service 
announcements related to student safety, vaccination policies, and other issues.   
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39. Provide the following information, in table form, for all grants awarded to SBOE during 
FY21 and to date in FY22: 1) Grantor, 2) grant amount, and 3) grant purpose. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) received no grants in fiscal year 2021 or 2022.  
 
40. (a) Provide a list of all SBOE grantmaking authorities for fiscal year 2021 and for fiscal year 
2022 (through January 31). For each, identify the statutory or regulatory authority for the grant 
and describe the purpose of the grant. (b) Provide, in table form, a list of each grant awarded by 
SBOE in fiscal year 2021 in fiscal year 2022 (through January 31), including: (1) Grantee 
name; (2) Dollar amount of the grant; and (3) Source of funds for the grant by program and 
activity. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) does not have grantmaking authority.  
 
41. Provide a complete accounting of all grant lapses in FY21, including a detailed statement on 
why the lapse occurred and corrective action taken by SBOE. Also, indicate if the funds can 
still be used and/or whether they carried over into FY22. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) had no grant lapses.  
 
42. What were the major accomplishments of the State Board of Education in FY21 and to date 
in FY22? Include the following: (a) Specific efforts to engage with the community and other 
jurisdictions; (b) Improvements to the process for student discipline; (c) Changes made to 
regulations regarding student attendance, improving content; standards, educator quality, and 
preparing students for post-secondary success; (d) Studies, analyses, and research papers 
conducted by the Board (provide a copy); and (e) Reports published by the Board (provide a 
copy). 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) made significant progress in advancing 
educational equity in FY2021. It should be noted that the State Board is unable to initiate policy 
or regulatory changes. Such changes must be submitted by the Office of the State Superintendent 
of Education (OSSE). Nevertheless, the State Board was active and made several important 
steps: 
 

(1) The State Board held two major in-person public engagement sessions on November 15 
and December 4, 2021, to engage in discussion with residents on school accountability, 
social studies standards, and education governance.  

(2) The State Board completed two years of work related to revisions to the District’s school 
accountability plan. This work culminated in fifteen recommendations that were 
transmitted to the State Superintendent of Education on January 24, 2022.  

(3) The State Board conducted four major surveys of stakeholders and released the results of 
those surveys on our website. Three of the surveys related to our work on accountability 
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and targeted to stakeholder groups (principals/heads of school, teachers, and families) 
while the fourth was our All-Teacher Survey.  

(4) The State Board, in partnership with OCTO, completed a full redesign and launch of a 
new user-friendly website.  

(5) The State Board approved new standards for educator preparation providers (EPP) that 
include provisions for the science of reading.  

(6) The State Board staff also responded to over 1,100 phone calls from residents and others 
in 2021. The majority of calls were related to reopening of schools, bullying, special 
education, and school records. (see attached) 

(7) The State Board issued multiple letters directed to the Mayor and/or Council on issues of 
importance to District residents. These letters called for specific action including requests 
for the Mayor related to budget priorities such as ensuring that every school has access to 
a qualified librarian and opportunities for outdoor learning. We also wrote to the Council 
directly related to funding for safe passage and other budget items. A copy of every letter 
sent by the State Board in fiscal year 2021 is attached.  

 
43. Identify any legislative, statuary, or regulatory requirements that the State Board of 
Education lacks sufficient resources to properly implement. Please note any operational or 
logistical barriers to your agency’s operations. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) does not face any barriers to completion of 
requirements due to funding, operational, or logistical barriers. However, the agency is 
concerned that intra-District transfer requests are increasing significantly. Without appropriate 
notice, the agency will struggle in the future to meet these requests.  
 
44. Provide an update on what the funding from the FY21 budget has allowed the SBOE to 
accomplish. 
 
Funding provided in the FY2021 budget has permitted the D.C. State Board of Education (State 
Board) to maintain resident services throughout the pandemic, conduct surveys, and research to 
identify policy challenges and develop recommended solutions, and explore new and innovative 
strategies related to teacher workforce, education standards and school accountability.  
 
45. Explain the Board’s partnership with OSSE to develop a measurement for growth for high 
schools as it relates to the ESSA Accountability Plan and describe the Board’s community 
engagement process. 
 
The Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) presented a proposal to the State 
Board on adding high school growth to the Every Student Succeed Act (ESSA) Statewide 
Accountability Plan in July 2019. The proposal included testing the concept during school year 
2019–20. In reviewing the proposal, the State Board invited experts on growth to several public 
meetings for discussions. Unfortunately, the pandemic led to the cancellation of assessments 
needed to ensure that the proposal was feasible. Until the proposal is tested and achieved, the 
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State Board is unable to include such a growth measure. As noted above, the State Board has 
conducted a multi-pronged approach to engagement including targeted surveys and in-person 
engagement sessions on the topic of the District’s accountability system. The State Board 
unanimously approved and submitted fifteen recommendations to OSSE for changes to the 
District’s school accountability system.  
 
46. Please describe any activity the Board has taken to improve adult education in the District of 
Columbia in FY21 and in FY22 as of January 31. In your response, please provide an update 
on how many adult learners received state diplomas. 
 

(a) The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) did not taken actions related to adult 
education in FY2020.  
 

(b) The Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) issues state diplomas. OSSE 
provided the information below at our request. We recommend the Council also review 
the response to Question 98 in OSSE’s performance questions for more information.  
 

(c) Between October 1, 2020 and September 30, 2021, OSSE awarded 144 State High 
School diplomas to residents who passed all sections of the GED and 20 State High 
School diplomas to residents who successfully completed the NEDP for a grand total of 
164 State Diplomas earned. Between October 1, 2021, and January 31, 2022, OSSE 
awarded 41 State High School diplomas in total. Thirty-eight (38) of them to residents 
who passed all sections of the GED and three (3) to residents who successfully completed 
the NEDP.  

 
47. Provide an update on the Board’s ad hoc committees that are currently operating, including 
their goals and work plans. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) in SR21-2, Establishment of Committees, 
created five standing committees:  
 

 Administrative 
 Accountability & Assessment 
 Education Standards 
 Educator Practice 
 Advocacy & Outreach.  

 
The State Board also created two ad hoc committees: Education Governance and School 
Reopening. The Reopen Committee elapsed on July 31, 2021. The Education Governance 
Committee was extended to December 31, 2022. Information about the activities of these 
committees can be found above.   
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48. Explain the State Board of Education’s efforts to comply with the Language Access Act. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) continues to offer its materials in as many 
languages as possible within budget constraints, with a particular emphasis on Spanish resources 
(e.g., State Board website, surveys, Annual Report, etc.). We also provide, upon request, 
interpretation services at all our meetings and events (e.g., 2021 fall engagement sessions, whole 
child webinars). We ensure that closed captioning is also available for our virtual meetings to 
ensure that residents who are deaf or have hearing disabilities are able to follow our process and 
content.  
 
49. What interagency or intra-agency efforts have been made to improve SBOE functions in 
FY21 and FY22 to date? Describe efforts to collaborate with other boards and agencies to 
engage in District education initiatives and include in your response specifically any 
partnerships or collaborations with the following: (a) Office of the State Superintendent of 
Education; (b) Office of the Deputy Mayor for Education; (c) D.C. Public Schools; (d) D.C. 
Public Charter School Board; (e) Office of Human Rights’ Citywide Youth Bullying Prevention 
Program; and (f) D.C. Public Libraries. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) is committed to collaboration with sister 
agencies. We continue to broaden and expand our partnerships whenever possible. As a rule, the 
State Board seeks input from sister agencies at the beginning, during, and at the conclusion of 
any potential project or research.  
 
For example, the State Board’s work with OSSE related to revisions of the District’s social 
studies standards has been very productive. We are eager to replicate this process for additional 
education standards in the future. Begun in July 2020, this line of work has included the 
development of guiding principles by the State Board’s Social Studies Standards Advisory 
Committee (SSSAC) that were adopted by the State Board (attached). In February 2021, the 
OSSE convened a Technical Writing Committee that is composed of K–12 social studies 
educators from D.C. Public Schools and public charter schools, as well as local and national 
experts. The State Board anticipates an open public review process of draft standards in spring 
2022 with the intention to vote on final standards this summer. Local education agencies would 
then have a year to review the standards and revise their curriculum to meet the new standards 
before implementation is done in SY2023–24.  
 
The State Board is partnering with D.C. Public Libraries to hold regular outdoor story time 
events in every ward in the city. These events have been very successful opportunities to provide 
direct benefits to District residents, help to promote reading and enjoy time outside. We would 
welcome participation by additional Councilmembers in these events.  
 
50. Please describe SBOE’s working relationship with OSSE. Describe any efforts to formalize 
policymaking processes between the two agencies. Also, describe any collaboration between 
the two agencies in FY21 and in FY22. 



 
 

 
District of Columbia State Board of Education 

441 4th Street NW, Suites 530S & 723N | Washington, DC 20001 
(202) 741-0888 | sboe.dc.gov | sboe@dc.gov | @DCSBOE

22 

 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) has a working relationship with OSSE and 
State Superintendent Christina Grant. The leadership of both agencies meet monthly to ensure 
that priority areas for each agency are discussed and considered. OSSE has limitations in terms 
of staff and budget capacity to engage on all the priorities set by the State Board, but they are 
willing to listen and engage when possible.  
 
51. Please describe SBOE’s working relationship with the Office of the Ombudsman for Public 
Education’s and any improvements that can be made. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) remains committed to the maintenance of an 
independent and neutral ombudsman’s office. We provide administrative and operational support 
upon request to the Office. The Ombudsman also participates in the State Board’s Administrative 
Committee meetings and inter-agency leadership meetings when appropriate. One of the largest 
challenges facing the Office of the Ombudsman is an inadequate physical office. The State 
Board strongly supports the request of the Ombudsman to identify and build out a new office that 
better suits the challenging work her office provides.  
 
52. Please describe SBOE’s working relationship with the Office of the Student Advocate and 
any improvements that can be made. 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) remains committed to providing administrative 
and operational support to the Office of the Student Advocate. The Chief Student Advocate also 
participates in the State Board’s Administrative Committee meetings and inter-agency leadership 
meetings when appropriate. The Office of the Student Advocate also requires office space 
designed for their particular work; the State Board is strongly supportive of this request.  
 
53. List SBOE’s committees, subcommittees, and taskforces and which members serve on each 
one. 
 
For calendar year 2021: 

 Administrative Committee, chaired by Emily Gasoi, Ward 1 Representative, with Jacque 
Patterson, and Ruth Wattenberg.  

 Assessment and Accountability Committee, co-chaired by Ruth Wattenberg, Ward 3 
Representative, and Jacque Patterson, At-Large Representative, with Jessica Sutter and 
Carlene Reid.  

 Education Standards Committee, chaired by Jessica Sutter, Ward 6 Representative, with 
Allister Chang, Ruth Wattenberg, and Carlene Reid. 

 Educator Practice Committee, chaired by Frazier O’Leary, Ward 4 Representative, with 
Emily Gasoi, Allister Chang, and Eboni-Rose Thompson. 

 Advocacy and Outreach Committee, chaired by Carlene Reid, Ward 8 Representative, 
with Emily Gasoi, Frazier O’Leary, and Eboni-Rose Thompson; 
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 Education Governance, chaired by Eboni-Rose Thompson, Ward 7 Representative, with 
Jacque Patterson, Emily Gasoi, and Ruth Wattenberg. 

 School Reopening, co-chaired by Allister Chang, Ward 2 Representative, and Zachary 
Parker, Ward 5 Representative, with Emily Gasoi, Frazier O’Leary, and Jessica Sutter.  

 
54. Has the SBOE adhered to all non-discrimination policies in hiring and/or employment? 
  
Yes, the D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) has adhered to all non-discrimination 
policies in hiring and employment.  
 
55. Have there been any accusations by employees or potential employees that the SBOE has 
violated hiring and/or employment non-discrimination policies in FY21 in FY22 (through 
January 31)? If so, what steps were taken to remedy the situation(s)? 
 
No accusations have been received by employees or potential employees that the D.C. State 
Board of Education (State Board) has violated hiring and/or employment non-discrimination 
policies.  
 
56. Are the agency’s information technology needs met? If not, what areas are in need of 
attention (i.e. computer support, internet and phone functionality, etc.)? 
 
The D.C. State Board of Education’s (State Board) basic information technology needs are met, 
but there remain challenges. One challenge remains the Old Council Chambers. As the Council 
is aware, modifications to the room based on State Board requirements was completed in 
FY2021, but due to an on-going need for the Executive Office of the Mayor, the State Board has 
been unable to test or utilize the Old Council Chambers since March 2020. We have requested 
funding in the fiscal year 2023 budget to create a “road show” package that will permit the 
agency to hold meetings across the District.  
 
57. Do the properties and facilities meet current ADA requirements? If not, describe the 
situations that do not comply. 
 
No, the Marion S. Barry Building is not ADA compliant. Some of the issues include improper 
weights on automatic doors, lack of automatic doors, improper installation of bathroom facilities, 
hallways, foyers, and doorways that are not wheelchair compliant. A full report of issues was 
submitted with the assistance of the Office of Disability Rights in previous years. As the agency 
has been teleworking since March 2020, no update has been made.  
 
58. Please describe the State Board’s relationship with the Department of General Services. 
Provide an update on the Department of General Services plan to move MPD into the building. 
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Discussions have begun with the Office of the Ombudsman for Public Education, Office of the 
Student Advocate, and the Department of General Services about their physical office needs. The 
D.C. State Board of Education (State Board) is hopeful that these discussions will lead to swift 
action, but DGS has warned that the process may take more than eighteen months.  
 
The Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) has moved some functions into the Marion S. Barry 
Building. The State Board does not have detailed information about this move.  
 
The State Board would also like to specifically note the need for a physical location for the 
Parent Resource Center being developed by the Office of the Ombudsman for Public Education. 
The Center will be a hub for information and assistance for families. We urge the Council to 
provide maximum support to this endeavor. 
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TO: D.C. State Board of Education Members  
FROM: SBOE Staff 
RE: STAR Framework Principal Survey Report  
DATE: November 24, 2021 
 
Executive Summary 
This STAR Framework Principal Survey Report is the first in a four-part series of reports on input 
and feedback received from families, principals, teachers, D.C. residents, and experts on D.C.’s 
school accountability system (i.e., STAR Framework and Rating). The purpose of this report and 
survey was to understand principals’ experiences with the STAR Framework and Rating, as well 
as gather feedback on changes principals would like to see in D.C.’s school accountability system. 
Key highlights and their recommended changes to the D.C. school accountability system are 
provided below and are based on findings from the 2021 STAR Framework Principal Survey. 
 
Principal Survey Key Highlights 
The following are major themes and highlights from open-ended and multiple-choice Principal 
Survey items on the STAR Framework and Rating: 
 
Definition of School Quality 
Most principals describe school quality as encompassing a wide range of factors that they 
see as contributing to academic achievement as well as how schools “measure up” on various 
academic and school climate measures. For example, when asked to define the term school 
quality, principals raised issues like high-quality instruction, safety, responding to socio-emotional 
needs, a school’s ability to “help students reach their academic, social, and career goals.” 32 out 
of 37 principals (90%) described it as going beyond academic achievement and growth—towards 
responsiveness to student populations, staff satisfaction, and supporting the surrounding 
community. 
 
Principals were roughly split on whether the STAR Rating is an “unfair” assessment of their 
school’s quality. About 54% of principals agreed that the STAR Rating provided a fair assessment 
of their school’s quality, 47% of principals disagreed. About 10% felt it was very unfair and none 
agreed that it was very fair.  
 
Most principals don’t believe the STAR Rating tells the whole story of a school’s 
performance to families. Two thirds of principals (66%) believed the STAR Rating provided at 
least a somewhat incomplete picture of their school’s quality, and nearly two-thirds (29%) felt it 
provided a very incomplete picture. None felt it provided a very complete picture. 
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Impacts on School/Principals  
Principals are more likely to provide negative examples of the impacts the STAR Rating has 
had on their ability to lead their schools, as well as actions, behaviors, and school policies, 
compared to those that described positive impacts. Out of 37 open-ended responses, 22 
principals (59%) named negative impacts. For example, this group of principals said the STAR 
Rating shifted the school’s focus away from desired whole child/holistic1 areas of education and 
mostly towards academic achievement (38 percent); 27% of responding principals also reported 
that the STAR Rating put stress and pressures on them to increase or maintain their number of 
stars. 
 
Out of 27 responding principals, 11 (41%) describing negative impacts the STAR Rating made on 
their school’s actions, behaviors, and school policies, five (19%) cited added pressure to market 
their schools to communities and brace for enrollment issues. Only seven (21%) provided positive 
impacts like motivating staff to close opportunity gaps at their schools. 
 
Most principals agreed the STAR Rating causes an excessive amount of attention to be paid 
to English language arts (ELA)/math than that of other subjects like art and social studies. 2 
Most principals (40%) felt that an excessive amount of attention is paid to ELA/math test scores 
than other subjects (e.g., science, electives, etc.) or other student needs and only a few (8%) felt 
an appropriate amount of attention was paid to ELA/math test scores. 
 
School Accountability Indicators 
Most principals selected academic growth and non-academic achievement indicators3 over 
academic achievement indicators when asked what they generally wanted to see reflected in 
the STAR Framework and DC School Report Card. Of the indicators principals want to see 
included in the STAR Framework, the top three most popular were:  
 

1. Academic growth on ELA/math (50%) 
2. A measure of socio-emotional learning (46%) 
3. Student safety (44%) 

 
The three least popular indicators were: 
 

1. Teacher/staff retention (12%) 
2. Suspension rates (14%) 
3. Students’ SAT scores (19%) 

 
1 Throughout this report, the concept of a whole child approach to education will refer to school policies, practices, 
and relationships that ensure students are healthy, safe, engaged, supported, and challenged. The concept of a 
holistic approach to education is based on principals’ responses describing balancing ELA/math proficiency with 
well-rounded education such as arts, science, physical education, and socio-emotional learning opportunities. 
2 The usage of than was a misprint in the original Principal Survey Question 12, and so could only be interpreted 
how it was displayed to participants. The survey item was intended to ask whether an excessive amount of attention 
is paid to ELA/math test scores at the expense of other subjects.  
3 See Footnote 8 under Question 16 in Findings for a full list of indicators and distinction between academic and 
non-academic indicators.  
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Of the indicators principals wanted to see published in the DC School Report Card but not 
included in the STAR Rating, the top three were: 
 

1. Student safety (72%) 
2. Students’ SAT scores (67%) 
3. Teacher/staff retention (62%) 

 
The three least popular indicators4 were: 
 

1. 4-year graduation rate (33%) 
2. A measure of a well-rounded curriculum (38%)  
3. School climate indicator (42%) 

 
Most principals said that non-academic STAR Framework indicators that focused on whole 
child education and student/family satisfaction would provide a more accurate picture of 
their school’s quality. The following were the top three indicators that 20 responding principals 
said would accurately portray their school’s quality: 
 

1. Student-centered indicators (i.e., individual education plan (IEP) progress, language 
immersion, etc.) (50%) 

2. Student/parent satisfaction (30%) 
3. Resources and services available at the school (i.e., wraparound services, structural 

integrity of the building, etc.) (25%)  
 
Among responding principals’ indicators deemed most important in better serving specific 
student population/community, none fell under academic achievement. In an open-ended 
question asking principals to provide the most important indicators to include in the STAR 
Framework that would support the needs of specific student populations and/or communities, 23 
responding principals provided the following top three indicators: 
 

1. Student/family satisfaction and school climate metrics (52%) 
2. Growth on academic assessments (48%) 
3. Quality and training amongst school staff (22%) 

 
Most principals pointed to academic achievement/proficiency as an indicator they felt 
detracted from supporting the needs of specific student populations and/or communities. Out 
of 26 responses 15 principals (58%) shared academic achievement indicators detracted from 
supporting the needs of specific student populations and/or communities; attendance and 
enrollment indicators were mentioned as well (19%). 
 
 
 
 

 
4 Those chosen the least from a list of indicators. 
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School Support Systems 
Most principals reported not receiving supports based on their schools 2019 STAR Rating. 
When asked whether they received supports (e.g., extra funding, teacher training, 
materials/supplies, tutors) based on their schools 2019 STAR Rating, 68% said they did not. 
 
A majority of principals suggested either tying assistance to indicators or being more mindful 
of student sub-groups. Out of 21 principal responses, most (29%) suggested tying supports to 
STAR Framework indicators, rather than the STAR Rating itself, while 24% recommended using 
the STAR Framework student subgroups to identify areas of need. 
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Principal Respondent Overview 
A total of 42 principals completed the Principal Survey, and their responses have been analyzed 
below.5 In order for a principal’s responses to be considered, participants needed to have at least 
2 years of experience serving as a school leader in D.C.  
 
Of the 42 respondents who fully completed the survey, elementary school principals, had the 
largest representation, making up over half of respondents (n=23). Nearly half of respondents serve 
at DC Public Schools (DCPS) (n=22), the other half serve at public charter schools (n=20). Most 
respondents (n=34) reported serving at Title I schools. Lastly, nearly half of respondents (n=23) 
had 5–10 years of experience leading schools in D.C. Table 1 below provides a demographic 
breakdown of principal respondents.6 
 

Table 1– Principal Respondent Demographic Breakdown 

 

Findings 
The following are findings from each of the 16 survey questions and reflect only those respondents 
who fully completed the survey (n=42 principals).  
 
Question 9 – What does the term “school quality” mean to you? 
Asked what school quality means to them, 32 out of 37 principals (90%) described school quality 
in terms of responsiveness to student populations, staff satisfaction, and supporting the 
surrounding community.  
 

Sample Quotes 
 “School quality refers to the organization’s ability to serve its students, staff, and families 

as a healthy, joyful place of learning. High levels of school quality are indicated by happy 
students who are prepared academically, socially, and emotionally for the next steps, low 
attrition, financial stability, loyal staff, and a unified mission.” 

 
 
6 The State Board recognizes the limitations of this survey’s findings due to the overall sample size of responding 
principals and over/underrepresentation of principal groups responding to survey items. However, this report, as 
mentioned in the Executive Summary, will accompany three other reports based on feedback from educators, school 
accountability experts, general D.C. residents, State Board members, and further feedback from principals engaged 
in D.C. State Board of Education outreach events/public meetings. 
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 “How strong our mission and educational philosophy is, and how well we engage, instruct, 
and support our students in line with that philosophy.” 

 Schools that equip students to achieve academic and social-emotional success to their 
fullest abilities. They have teachers and leaders who demonstrate deep content and 
pedagogical knowledge to serve and equip their communities.” 

 
Question 11 – Level of Fairness the STAR Rating provides as an Assessment of School Quality 
About half of principals (47%) felt the STAR Rating provides an unfair to very unfair assessment 
of their school’s quality. No principals felt it was a very fair assessment of their school’s quality. 
(See Figure 1 below). 
 

Figure 1- Level of Fairness the STAR Rating provides as an Assessment of School Quality 
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Question 12 – Amount of Attention Paid to ELA/Math Test Scores and That of Other Subjects 
(e.g., science, electives, etc.) or Student Needs7 
A plurality of principals (40%) felt that an excessive amount of attention is paid to ELA/math test 
scores than other subjects (e.g., science, electives, etc.) or other student needs. Only a few (8%) 
felt an appropriate amount of attention was paid to ELA/math test scores (see Figure 2 below). 
 
 

Figure 2- Completeness the STAR Rating Conveys to Families About Their School’s Quality 

 
 

 
7 See Footnote 2 in the Key Highlights section for an explanation of this survey question’s wording. 
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Question 13 – Level of Completeness the STAR Rating Conveys to Families About Their 
School’s Quality 
Most respondents (66%) felt the STAR Rating provides at least a somewhat incomplete picture of 
their school’s quality to families who are choosing a school for their children; nearly a third of 
respondents (29%) said it provided a very incomplete picture of their school’s quality, while none 
said it provided a very complete picture. See Figure 3 below. 
  
 

Figure 3- Level of Completeness the STAR Rating Conveys to Families About Their School’s Quality 
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Question 14 –Familiarity with the DC School Report Card 
All responding principals were at least slightly familiar with the DC School Report Card, with 20 
principals (49%) saying they were very familiar with it (see Figure 4 below).  
 

Figure 4 - Question 14: Familiarity with the DC School Report Card 

 
 
Question 15 – Impacts the STAR Rating has Made on Principal’s Ability to Lead at Their School 
The STAR Rating made mostly negative impacts on principals’ ability to lead, with 22 out of 37 
(59%) respondents providing negative experiences. Most comments categorized as negative 
described the STAR Rating as causing the school to shift away from whole child/holistic areas of 
education and mostly towards academic achievement (38%). Principals also reported the STAR 
Rating putting stress and pressures on them to increase or maintain their number of stars (27%). 
 
Out of the five principals (14%) who shared positive experiences of the STAR Rating. Four 
principals (11%) said that it helped them use data to make decisions, especially for student 
subgroups. 
 
The remaining 11 principals (30%) shared that the STAR Rating made little to no impact on their 
school—seven (7) out of these 11 principals belonged to public charter schools. 
 

Sample Quotes 
 “The STAR Rating places an unfair amount of stress and demands on school leaders if 

their school is rated low. It takes the focus away from what matters the most and places a 
great demand on time spent dealing with matters that take away from instruction. 
Furthermore, the stress at a 1 STAR schools is overwhelming.” 
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 “The STAR Rating leaves me feeling super vulnerable as a leader as I saw schools move 
up and down drastically over a year even though their academics remained the same. It 
does not take into account metrics such as incomplete funding, leadership development, 
shifting populations within the city, etc.” 

 “The STAR Rating has further shined a light on PARCC as the defining measure of my 
school's quality. Because PARCC scores can vary so much from year to year, the STAR 
Rating can fluctuate as well, giving families and the public an incomplete perception about 
what to expect by choosing my school.” 

 “The weight of student growth year over year is significant and should continue to be used 
to measure high quality schools, while also balancing that with strong outcomes for 
students, especially comparing those outcomes to outcomes for students of similar 
demographics in other schools.” 

 
Question 16 – Indicators That Would Provide an Accurate Picture of School Quality 
Asked to select indicators8 principals would generally want to see included in the STAR 
Framework, the top four were: 
 

1. Academic growth on ELA/math (50%) 
2. A measure of socio-emotional learning (46%) 
3. Student safety (44%) 
4. Growth in English-language proficiency (42%) 

 
The four least popular indicators were: 

1. Teacher/staff retention (12%) 
2. Suspension rates (14%) 
3. Students’ SAT scores (19%) 
4. 4-year graduation rate (33%) 

 
Asked to select indicators principals would generally want to see included in the DC School 
Report Card but not the STAR Framework and Rating, the top four were: 
 

1. Student safety (72%) 
2. Students’ SAT scores (67%) 

 
8 Indicators that respondents could choose from were color coded, with blue text offering indicators currently used 
in the STAR Rating, and orange text offering indicators not currently used in the STAR Rating. Blue text indicators 
(featured in the current STAR Framework) included: The percentage of students who have reached “proficiency” on 
PARCC ELA/ and math assessments, Annual test score growth of students in ELA and math (ES/MS only), Growth 
in English language proficiency (for English Language Learners), Students’ SAT scores (HS Only), Progress of 
students most in need, Proportion of students who have re-enrolled at the school in the following year, Attendance 
rates, AP/IB participation and/or performance (HS only), 4-year graduation rate (HS only). Orange text indicators 
(not currently in the STAR Framework) included: Growth in reading achievement at 1st and 2nd grades, Suspension 
rate , A validated indicator of school climate, A measure of a well-rounded curriculum, including a curriculum rich 
in social studies, sciences, and the arts, Teacher/staff retention, Student safety, A measure of socio-emotional 
learning. Note that the first five blue text indicators were considered academic indicators, as well as the first orange 
text indicator listed. 
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3. Teacher/staff retention (62%) 
4. The percentage of students who have reached “proficiency” on PARCC ELA/math 

assessments (60%) 
 
The four least popular indicators were: 

1. 4-year graduation rate (33%) 
2. Student re-enrollment (35%) 
3. A measure of a well-rounded curriculum (38%) 
4. School climate indicator (42%) 

 
Question 17 – Indicators That Should be Included in the STAR Rating or Publicly Reported That 
Would Provide an Accurate Picture of Their School’s Quality 
Asked which indicators should be included in the STAR Framework and Rating that would provide 
an accurate picture of their school’s quality, 20 principals provided one, or a combination, of the 
following top three indicators: 
 

1. Student-centered indicators (i.e., individual education plan (IEP) progress, language 
immersion, etc.) (50%)  

2. Student/parent satisfaction (30%) 
3. Resources and services available at the school (i.e., wraparound services, structural 

integrity of the building, etc.) (25%)  
 

Sample Quotes 
 “I think the condition of the building should be of public record as well. Some schools have 

been modernized while others are waiting on the list. School environment matters.” 
 “Quantitative measures are always an incomplete picture of human endeavors, like 

education. I am wary of checking the box to include any of these in a quantifiable STAR 
Rating because they inherently leave out part of the picture. Perhaps family feedback via 
Panorama survey could be valuable to add.” 

 “I'm not sure how to capture this, but our school is a community school, and we provide 
significant services and supports through our wraparound partnership. This is invaluable 
to families. I do think leadership and teacher retention numbers are important. Having 
worked in charter and district schools, I see the major difference in schools that have a 
majority of teachers in the first three years of their career versus more diverse teams.” 

 “A more thorough description of the school demographics, as well as qualitative 
descriptions of offerings, activities and outcomes.” 

 
Question 18 – Indicators that Help Principals Focus on Supporting Their School's Specific 
Population/Community and their Needs 
Asked specifically which indicators should be included in the STAR Framework and Rating that 
help principals focus on supporting the needs of their school and specific student 
populations/community needs, 23 respondents shared the top three indicators:  
 

1. Student/family satisfaction and school climate metrics (52%) 
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2. Growth on academic assessments (48%) 
3. Quality and training amongst school staff (22%) 

 
Sample Quotes 

 “I think there should be some measure for SEL growth and support. We are in a pandemic. 
We would be remiss if we did not seize this moment to measure how effective we are as 
educational practitioners if we do not measure our growth and effectiveness in SEL.” 

 “Indicators around breadth of experiences, joy to be in school, supports available, would 
all be helpful.” 

 “As long as PARCC remains the main indicator, it will be what my school is pressured to 
improve (at the expense of more holistic experiences). Including more metrics that focus 
on cross-curricular work, additional subjects, special subject areas, etc., will help push 
the district to align resources and accountability around those areas as well.” 

 “Indicators that highlight the growth specific student groups are making—student A's 
growth from year 1 to 2, rather than comparing student A's growth in 2019 to student B's 
growth in 2020.” 

 
Question 19 – Metrics that Detracted from Helping Principals Focus on Focus on Supporting 
Their School's Specific Population/Community and their Needs 
Out of 26 responses, 15 principals (58%) shared that academic achievement indicators detracted 
from helping them focus on supporting the needs of their school and specific student 
populations/community needs. Five principals (19%) shared attendance and enrollment indicators. 
Few other indicators were noted by respondents. 
 

Sample quotes 
 “Overall, PARCC test scores are a frustrating metric. While important for the work we do 

as a school, it often is over-weighted in the public's view. It sends the wrong message to 
parents and is more reflective of socio-economic status than the work going on in the 
school.” 

 “Test scores detract from overall quality of school view—some only concentrate on that 
metric—not improvement, not culture, safety, etc.” 

 “Schools cannot control attendance, especially when students are in self-contained classes 
and miss the bus, or when parents often don't bring their elementary-age students to school. 
In addition, student re-enrollment should be removed as gentrification is a thing, and many 
families are being forced out their homes/neighborhoods. Lastly, teacher retention should 
be eliminated as teachers retire, change careers, and vision.” 
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Question 20 – Weighting of Academic Proficiency Scores in the STAR Framework 
A majority of respondents (66%) agreed that a students’ proficiency level9 on math and ELA tests 
should not be an important part of a school rating because it depends more on how many of the 
school’s students have already reached proficiency or are close to it than on how effective the 
school is. (see Figure 5 below). 
 

Figure 5 - Question 20: Weighting of Academic Proficiency Scores in the STAR Framework 

 
 

 
9 Proficiency level, also known as academic achievement, is focused on test scores, rather than academic growth on 
test scores. 
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Question 21 – Supports Received Based on the 2019 STAR Rating 
Most principals (68%) disagreed that their school received supports (e.g., extra funding, teacher 
training, materials/supplies, tutors) based on their schools 2019 STAR Rating. Over a third (35%) 
completely disagreed with this (see Figure 6 below).  
 

Figure 6 - Question 21: Supports Received Based on the 2019 STAR Rating 

 
 
 
Question 22 – How, if at all, do you recommend connecting a school’s rating to its getting 
assistance? 
Out of 21 responses, the top two themes that clearly stood out regarding tying a schools STAR 
Rating to assistance were: 
 

1. Tying supports to indicators, regardless of the school’s STAR Rating (29%) 
2. Use the STAR Framework student subgroups to identify areas of need (24%) 

 
Sample Quotes 

 “All schools should receive support based on areas that need support, not just schools with 
lowest overall performance.” 

 “Excessive funding is often given to schools that receive a STAR Rating of a 1 and 2, and 
schools that perform well are left to figure it out with limited resources.” 
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  “Our student population and demographics should be an indicator for supports. Because 
of our star rating, we did not receive additional funding to support other initiatives. We 
still need support in our special education department as well as with social emotional 
learning.” 

 “Access to programmatic support in an area that a school may be struggling (ELL for 
example)” 

 
Question 23 – Please share any thoughts you have on creating a better connection between a 
school’s STAR Rating and the assistance it would get (from OSSE, the school’s LEA, etc.) 
 
Out of 18 responses, the top two themes that clearly stood out regarding creating a better 
connection between a school’s STAR Rating and the assistance it would get were: 
 

1. Decouple from the STAR Rating (22%) 
2. Include input from school leaders, staff, and families (22%) 

 
Sample Quotes 

 “Because the STAR Rating does not accurately reflect how a school serves its students, 
tying it to funding is extremely unfair.” 

 “Individual schools need individual support.” 
 “Support should look more like listening to school leaders and teachers and families to 

identify needs and truly understand the school community rather than outside support 
providers assigning compliance tasks that may not meet the needs of the community.” 

 “The STAR Rating does not reflect the thoughts of Black and Brown families. Make a 
conscious effort to get their input.” 

 
Question 24 – What, if any, impact has the STAR Rating had on your school’s actions, behaviors, 
and/or school policies, if any, for better or worse. [Open-ended] 
The STAR Rating mostly made little to no impact on a respondent principal’s school’s actions, 
behaviors, and/or school policies, according to 11 out of 27 respondents (41%), or negative impacts 
according to another 11 principals (41%). Five principals (19%) cited added pressure to market 
their schools to communities and brace for enrollment issues. 
 
Seven out of 27 respondents provided positive impacts, including five principals (21%) sharing 
that it motivates their school to improve student achievement and close opportunity gaps. 
 

Sample Quotes 
 “The STAR Rating has had the impact of putting additional pressure on the school, without 

any visible benefits.” 
 “It tarnishes our community reputation. Who wants to attend a school rated as two star?” 
 “Motivates us to receive five stars and pushes us to eliminate achievement gaps.” 
 “I think it has offered families an opportunity to compare/rank my school with others, 

including [public charter schools], which has some positive effect. Otherwise, it hasn't 
changed our actions or behaviors as a school community.” 
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Question 25 – Please note any thoughts you have and what, if anything, can be done to improve 
the STAR Rating or its use. 
Out of 20 responses, the top two themes that stood out for improving the STAR Rating were: 
 

1. Decrease weighting on academic achievement indicators (40%) 
2. Include input from school leaders, staff, and families (20%) 

 
Sample Quotes 

 “There is too much of an emphasis on PARCC scores as the ratings are calculated now.” 
 “More balanced focus on things beyond test scores.”  
 “More sessions to train families on how to use STAR rating as one set of data, combined 

with other information to understand a school community and how family priorities can fit 
in to the school selection process.” 

 “There needs to be a parent opinion on the framework and one for the students” 
 “Find a way to ensure that the label does not deter families near the schools from enrolling 

because of the rating.” 
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Principal Survey Methodology 
Surveys were distributed to DC Public School (DCPS) and public charter school principals in all 
eight wards via email on July 19, 2021; the survey closed on September 13, 2021. The email 
contained a link to a 25-question Survey Monkey Principal Survey.  

Principal Respondent Demographics 
School Level10 

 Elementary school – 23 principals (55%) 
 Middle school – 9 principals (21%) 
 High school – 5 principals (12%) 
 Education Campus – 5 principals (12%) 

 
School Type 

 DC Public School (DCPS) – 22 principals (52%) 
 DC public charter school – 20 principals (48%) 

 
Title I Status 

 Title I school – 34 principals (81%) 
 Non-Title I school – 8 principals (19%) 

 
Ward 

 Ward 1 – 7 principals (17%) 
 Ward 2 – 2 principals (5%) 
 Ward 3 – 2 principals (5%) 
 Ward 4 – 9 principals (21%) 
 Ward 5 – 5 principals (12%) 
 Ward 6 – 5 principals (12%) 
 Ward 7 – 7 principals (17%) 
 Ward 8 – 7 principals (17%) 

 
Years Experience as a Public School Principal in D.C. 

 Two years – 3 principals (7%) 
 Three years – 3 principals (7%) 
 Four years – 5 principals (12%) 
 5–10 years – 23 principals (55%) 
 11–20 years – 3 principals (7%) 
 20+ years – 2 principals (5%) 

 

 
10 Pre-K 3-4 grades was not an option in this survey. 
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Race/Ethnicity 
 American Indian or Alaskan Native – none 
 Asian – 1 principals (2%) 
 Black or African American – 22 principals (54%) 
 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander – none 
 White – 13 principals (32%) 
 Preferred not to say –3 principals (7%) 
 Selected Hispanic, Latino/a, or Spanish origin – 2 principals (5%) 

 
Gender 

 Female – 29 principals (69%) 
 Male – 10 principals (24%) 
 Preferred not to say – 3 principals (7%) 

 
2019 STAR Rating Status 

 1 Star – 2 principals (5%) 
 2 Stars – 8 principals (19%) 
 3 Stars – 8 principals (19%) 
 4 Stars – 12 principals (29%) 
 5 Stars – 4 principals (10%) 
 Did not recall or not applicable – 8 principals (20%) 
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TO: D.C. State Board of Education Members  
FROM: SBOE Staff 
RE: STAR Framework Teacher Survey Report 
DATE: November 24, 2021 
 
Executive Summary 
This STAR Framework Teacher Survey Report is the second in a four-part series of reports on 
input and feedback received from principals, teachers, families, other D.C. residents, and experts 
on D.C.’s school accountability system (i.e., STAR Framework and Rating). The purpose of this 
report and survey was to understand teachers’ experiences with the STAR Framework and Rating, 
as well as gather feedback on changes teachers would like to see in D.C.’s school accountability 
system. Key highlights and recommended changes to the D.C. school accountability system are 
provided below and are based on findings from the 2021 STAR Framework Teacher Survey. 
 
Teacher Survey Key Highlights 
The following are major themes and highlights from selected open-ended and multiple-choice 
Teacher Survey items on the STAR Framework and Rating:1 
 
Fairness in Assessing School Performance and Quality 
Most teachers disapprove of the STAR Rating. When asked about overall ways to improve the 
STAR Framework, 77 out of 90 (86%) open-ended responses from teachers pointed to some form 
of disapproval of the rating.  
 
Teachers view school performance and school quality differently. When framing whether the 
STAR Rating provides a fair assessment of their school’s performance, teachers were nearly split 
(50%) on agreeing/disagreeing with this notion. Whereas when framing whether the STAR Rating 
provides a fair assessment of their school’s quality, more teachers (57%) disagreed with this 
notion. 
 
Middle school teachers are most likely to regard the rating as fair, and elementary teachers the 
least fair. About 58 percent of middle school teachers agreed that the STAR Rating was fair in 
assessing both least agreeing with this notion.  
 
Most teachers don’t believe the STAR Rating tells the whole story of a school’s performance 
to families. Nearly three quarters of respondents (73%) disagreed with the notion that information 
conveyed by the STAR Rating provides a complete picture of their school’s performance to 
families choosing schools for their children. A third (32%) strongly disagreed with this.  
 
 
 

 
1 Key findings are based on responses from the 267 teachers who completed the survey. A full demographic 
breakdown and limitations are further explained in the Findings section of this report. 
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Impacts on the School/Teachers  
Educators are more likely to provide negative impacts the STAR Rating has on their ability 
to teach, compared to positive impacts. Out of 172 open-ended responses, 67 teachers (39%) 
described negative impacts the STAR Rating made on their ability to teach (e.g., added pressure 
from school leaders to increase or maintain STAR Rating stature), compared to 46 teachers (27%) 
sharing positive impacts (e.g., building pride among staff on their support of students). 
 
Most teachers agreed the STAR Rating impacts the amount of attention paid to English 
language arts (ELA) and math at the expense of other subjects like art and social studies. 
Asked whether the STAR Rating affects the amount of attention paid to ELA/math at the expense 
of other subjects (e.g., science, art, social studies, etc.), 65% agreed with this notion, and over a 
quarter (26%) strongly agreed. 
 
Significantly more elementary school teachers (71%) agreed that the STAR Rating affects the 
amount of attention paid to ELA/math at the expense of other subjects, compared to middle school 
(62%) and high school (56%) teachers. Most Title I teachers (70%) were also more likely to agree 
or strongly agree with this notion, compared to non-Title I teachers (48%). 
 
School Accountability Indicators 
Most teachers selected school quality indicators over academic performance indicators2 
when asked what they generally wanted to see reflected in the STAR Framework. Asked to 
select from a list of indicators teachers would want to see included in the STAR Framework, the 
top four most popular were: 

1. Teacher/staff retention (71%) 
2. Student safety (71%) 
3. A well-rounded curriculum (68%) 
4. School climate (68%) 

 
The four least popular indicators were: 

1. AP/IB participation (high school only) (39%) 
2. Percentage of students who have reached “proficiency” on PARCC ELA/math assessments 

(36%) 
3. Suspension rates (34%) 
4. Students’ SAT scores (high school only) (25%) 

 
 
 
 
 

 
2 See footnote 9 under Question 16 in Findings for a full list of indicators and distinction between academic and 
non-academic indicators. 
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When asked which indicators would most help teachers support the needs of specific 
students/communities, and whether those indicators should be included in the STAR Rating 
or on a school report card, the plurality of teachers believed that measures of teacher 
retention and well-rounded education should be included in both, while academic 
achievement metrics should be reported on the report card.  In an open-ended question asking 
teachers to provide the most important indicators to include in the STAR Framework that would 
support the needs of specific student populations and/or communities, 141 responding teachers 
provided the following top three indicators: 

1. Teacher retention (31%) 
2. Academic growth metrics (22%) 
3. Well-rounded education metrics (21%) 

 
When framed as the most important indicators to publish in the DC School Report Card, 118 
respondents shared the top three indicators: 

1. Academic growth metrics (20%) 
2. Academic achievement metrics (19%),  
3. Teacher retention (12%) 

 
Academic achievement metrics were by far the top indicator teachers felt detracted from 
supporting the needs of specific student populations and/or communities. When asked in an 
open-ended question which indicators detract from helping educators focus on supporting the 
needs of specific student populations/communities, 128 respondents shared the top three 
indicators: 

1. Academic achievement metrics (34%) 
2. Attendance (7%) 
3. Student discipline (5%) 

 
School Support Systems 
Introducing a more whole child/holistic approach to holding schools accountable was by far 
the most popular response teachers provided on improving the STAR Framework’s ability 
to steer resources to address specific needs of their school, student population, and 
community. Out of 100 responses from teachers, the top three ways to improve the STAR 
Framework to better steer resources to their school to help address the specific needs of their 
school, student population, and community were: 

1. Introduce a more whole child/holistic approach to the STAR Framework (21%) 
2. Put more weight into student growth and less weight on academic achievement (16%)  
3. Improve how student sub-groups (i.e., English-language learners (ELL), students with 

disabilities, etc.) are weighted (11%)
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Teacher Respondent Overview 
A total of 494 teachers responded to the survey, with 54% (n=267) completing the entire survey. 
In order for teachers’ responses to be considered, participants needed to have at least 2 years of 
experience serving as an educator in D.C.  
 
Of the 267 respondents who fully completed the survey, elementary school teachers, had the 
largest representation, making up over half of respondents (n=154).3 4 Most respondents (n=240) 
serve at DC Public Schools (DCPS)5; 26 responding teachers serve at public charter schools.6 Most 
respondents (n=184) reported serving at Title 1 schools. Lastly, nearly half of respondents (n=116) 
had 5–10 years of experience teaching. Table 1 below provides a demographic breakdown of 
teacher respondents. 
 

Table 1- Teacher Respondent Demographic Breakdown 

 

Findings 
The following are findings from each of the 13 survey questions and reflect only those respondents 
who fully completed the survey (n=267 teachers).7  
 

 
3 Elementary school teachers were overrepresented, compared to slight underrepresentation from middle and high 
school teachers. 
4 Over/under-representation notes are based on the Office of the State Superintend of Education’s (OSSE) 2019 
Teacher Workforce Report, which can be viewed here: 
https://osse.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/osse/publication/attachments/DC%20Educator%20Workforce%20Rep
ort%2010.2019.pdf. 
5 D.C. public charter school teachers were significantly underrepresented in this survey, with only a 10 percent of 
the respondents identifying as a public charter school teacher—a more representative sample should include 40% 
public charter school teachers. 
6 The State Board recognizes the limitations of this survey’s findings; however, this report, as mentioned in the 
Executive Summary, will accompany three other reports based on feedback from principals, school accountability 
experts, general D.C. residents, State Board members, and further feedback from teachers engaged in D.C. State 
Board of Education outreach events/public meetings. 
7 For this report, teachers were disaggregated by school level (i.e., elementary, middle, high school) and Title I 
status because there were at least 30 respondents to provide a statistically significant comparison compared to other 
groups, such as STAR Rating level and ward, who had too few respondents to provide a more confident comparison 
across categories. 
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Question 9 - Teachers’ Definition of School Performance 
Of the 211 open-ended responses from teachers, the top three responses when asked about their 
definition of school performance were: (1) evaluating a school using some combination of 
academic (i.e., ELA/math test proficiency, academic growth, etc.) and non-academic metrics (i.e., 
student satisfaction, social-emotional learning, etc.) (49%), (2) evaluating a school using 
academic-only metrics (21%), and (3) measures of how well schools serve their communities and 
families (9%). 
  
Of the respondents who defined school performance as including academic and non-academic 
metrics, about a tenth (9%) applied the term “social-emotional” in their definition of school 
performance. Another common response (6%) was that school performance meant meeting some 
form of a goal.  
 

Sample Quotes 
 “I believe school performance is based on test scores. In my classroom, I choose to frame 

performance as improvement.”  
 “School performance means measuring student learning, growth and social emotional 

development within schools.” 
 “It means how well a school is doing academically, socially, and community-based 

outreach.” 
 “How well your school progress towards yearly goals.” 

 
Questions 11 & 12 – Fairness the STAR Rating Provides in Assessing School 
Performance/Quality  
Analyzing questions 11 and 12 together, teachers view school performance and school quality 
differently. When framing whether the STAR Rating provides a fair assessment of their school’s 
performance, teachers were nearly split (50%) on agreeing/disagreeing with this notion. Whereas 
when framing whether the STAR Rating provides a fair assessment of their school’s quality, more 
teachers (57%) disagreed with this notion. 
 
Overall, when asked whether teachers believe the STAR Rating8 provides a fair assessment of 
their school’s performance, teachers were nearly split on whether they agreed or disagreed with 
this sentiment, although about twice as many teachers strongly disagreed with this notion (18%), 
compared to those that strongly agreed (9%) (see Figure 1 below).  
 
When asked whether the STAR Rating provides a fair assessment of their school’s quality, teachers 
disagreed with this notion (~57% either strongly disagreed or disagreed). Again, over half of 
teachers (21%) strongly disagreed with this notion, compared to 8% strongly agreeing (see Figure 
2 below).  

 
8 The “STAR Framework” and “STAR Rating” are two separate terms and should not be used interchangeably. 
Some survey items specifically asked for either the STAR Framework (D.C.’s accountability framework), while 
other items specifically used STAR Rating (calculated using the STAR Framework and publicly shared as a 
summative rating).  
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Figure 1- Question 11: Fairness the STAR Rating Provides in Assessing School Performance 

 
 

Figure 2- Question 12: Fairness the STAR Rating Provides in Assessing School Quality 
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Comparing teacher demographics, significant differences existed between school-level responses 
for both Question 11 (school quality) and Question 12 (school performance). About two-thirds of 
middle school teachers (67%) agreed that the STAR Rating provides a fair assessment of their 
school’s performance, compared to elementary (48%) and high school (43%) (see Figures 4 and 
5 below). 
 

 
Figure 3- Question 11: Fairness the STAR Rating Provides in Assessing School Performance (Disaggregated by School Level) 
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Figure 4- Question 12: Fairness the STAR Rating Provides in Assessing School Quality (Disaggregated by School Level) 

 
 

Significant differences also existed between teachers who teach at Title I schools versus those who 
do not for both Questions 11 and 12. More Title I teachers (51%) agreed or strongly agreed the 
STAR Rating is a fair assessment, compared to non-Title I teachers (40%). On the other hand, 
there was less of a difference between these two groups’ responses when asked about school 
quality. For Title I teachers, 43% agreed or strongly agreed with this statement, compared to 40 
percent of non-Title I teachers (see Figures 5 and 6 below). 
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Figure 5- Question 11: Fairness the STAR Rating Provides in Assessing School Performance (Disaggregated by Title I Status) 

 
 

Figure 6- Question 12: Fairness the STAR Rating Provides in Assessing School Quality (Disaggregated by Title I Status) 

 



 
 

 
State Board of Education of the District of Columbia 

441 4th Street, NW ~ Suites 530S & 723N ~ Washington, DC 20001 ~ (202) 741-0888 
www.sboe.dc.gov ~ sboe@dc.gov ~ facebook.com/dcstateboard ~ @DCSBOE 

 

11 

Question 13 - Attention Paid to ELA/Math at the Expense of Other Subjects 
Nearly two-thirds (65%) of respondents agreed the STAR Rating affects the amount of attention 
paid to ELA/math at the expense of other subjects and over a quarter (26%) strongly agreed with 
this notion, while less than 10% strongly disagreed (see Figure 7 below).  
 

Figure 7- Question 13: Attention Paid to ELA/Math at the Expense of Other Subjects 
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Comparing across grade levels, elementary teachers (71%) were most likely to agree or strongly 
agree that the STAR Rating affects the amount of attention paid to ELA/math at the expense of 
other subjects, followed by middle school teachers (62%) and high school teachers (56%) (see 
Figure 7 below).  
 

Figure 8- Question 13: Attention Paid to ELA/Math at the Expense of Other Subjects (Disaggregated by School Level)  
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Significant differences across Title I status groups were also apparent, with twice as many Title I 
teachers (31%) strongly agreeing that the STAR Rating affects the amount of attention paid to 
ELA/math at the expense of other subjects, compared to non-Title I teachers (16%). Further, most 
Title I teachers (70%) agree or strongly agree with this notion, compared to non-Title I teachers 
(48%) (see Figure 9 below). 
 
Figure 9- Question 13: Attention Paid to ELA/Math at the Expense of Other Subjects (Disaggregated by Title I Status) 
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Question 14 - STAR Rating Provides a Complete Picture of a School’s Performance to Families 
Nearly three quarters of respondents (73%) did not agree that information conveyed by the STAR 
Rating provides a complete picture of their school’s performance to families who are choosing a 
school for their children (see Figure 10 below). 
 

Figure 10- Question 14: STAR Rating Providing a Complete Picture of a School’s Performance to Families 
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Comparing Title I status, significantly more Title I teachers (28%) either agreed or strongly agreed 
that information conveyed by the STAR Rating provides a complete picture of their school’s 
performance to families who are choosing a school for their children, compared to non-Title I 
teachers (19%), who were more likely to disagree with this notion (see Figure 11 below. 
 
Figure 11- Question 14: STAR Rating Providing a Complete Picture of a School’s Performance to Families (Disaggregated by 
Title I Status) 

 
 
Question 15 - Impacts of the STAR Rating on Educators’ Ability to Teach 
Out of 172 respondents, 67 teachers (39%) provided negative examples of impacts the STAR 
Rating had on their ability to teach, the top three themes were: 

1. The STAR Rating has an imbalance in weighting towards testing, while offering an unfair 
assessment of what occurs in the classroom (8%) 

2. Puts more pressure on teachers from leadership focused on increasing or maintaining their 
STAR Ratings (8%) 

3. Exacerbates inequality in schools (6%) 
 
Respondents also provided positive experiences with the STAR Rating, with 46 teachers (27%) 
sharing the following top three themes: 

1. Building pride in themselves for their work educating and supporting students (5%) 
2. Building pride for their schools in the hard work of teachers for students and their 

communities (5%) 
3. Increasing the level of rigor offered to students at their school (3%) 

 
A third of responding teachers (34%) either said there was no impact, did not know of the STAR 
Framework, or only briefly heard of it in passing. 
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Question 16 - Indicators Teachers Want to See Included in the STAR Framework 
Asked to select indicators9 teachers would generally want to see included in the STAR Framework, 
the top four were: 

1. Teacher/staff retention (71%) 
2. Student safety (71%) 
3. Well-rounded curriculum (68%) 
4. School climate (68%) 

 
The four least popular indicators were: 

1. Students’ SAT scores (high school only) (25%) 
2. Suspension rates (34%) 
3. Percentage of students who have reached “proficiency” on PARCC ELA/math 

assessments (36%) 
4. AP/IB participation (high school only) (39%) 

 
Question 17 - Indicators to Include in the STAR Framework and Rating that Serve 
Students/Community Needs 
Asked specifically which indicators should be included in the STAR Framework and Rating that 
help schools/educators focus on supporting the needs of their school and specific student 
populations/community needs, 141 respondents shared the top three indicators: (1) teacher 
retention (31%), (2) growth on academic assessments (22%), and (3) well-rounded education 
(21%). 
 

Sample Quotes 
 “A measure of a well-rounded curriculum, including a curriculum rich in social 

studies, sciences, and the arts.” 
 “I believe that teacher and staff retention is one of the best ways to see how well a 

school is run.” 
 “Standardized test scores are important, as imperfect as they are because they show 

growth, however metrics need to be sure to capture if schools are skimming or 
excluding students to boost their scores.” 

 
9 Indicators that respondents could choose from were color coded, with blue text indicators offering currently used 
in the STAR Rating, and orange text offering indicators not currently used in the STAR Rating. Blue text indicators 
(featured in the current STAR Framework) included: The percentage of students who have reached “proficiency” on 
PARCC ELA/math assessments, Annual test score growth of students in ELA and math (ES/MS only), Progress of 
students most in need, Growth in English language proficiency (for English Language Learners), Students’ SAT 
scores (HS Only), Proportion of students who have re-enrolled at the school in the following year, Attendance rates, 
AP/IB performance (HS only), AP/IB participation (HS only), 4-year graduation rate (HS only). Orange text 
indicators (not currently in the STAR Framework) included: Growth in reading achievement at 1st and 2nd grades, 
A validated indicator of school climate, Suspension rate, A measure of a well-rounded curriculum, including a 
curriculum rich in social studies, sciences, and the arts, Teacher/staff retention, Student safety, A validated  measure 
of socio-emotional learning. Note that the first five blue text indicators were considered academic indicators, as well 
as the first orange text indicator listed. 
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Question 18 - Indicators to Include in the DC School Report Card that Serve 
Students’/Community Needs 
Asked specifically which indicators should be included in the DC School Report Card—and not 
the STAR Framework and Rating—that help schools/educators focus on supporting the needs of 
their school and specific student populations/community needs, 118 respondents shared the 
following top three indicators: (1) academic growth metrics (20%), (2) test scores (19%), (3) 
teacher retention (12%), and (4) school climate (11%) stood out as the top indicators teachers 
listed as important to include in the DC School Report Card (but not in the STAR Framework) to 
help schools/educators focus on supporting the needs of their school and specific student 
populations/community needs. 
 

Sample Quotes 
 “Growth and retention are equitable measurements. Behavior and safety isn’t 

equitable- the data is qualitative based on who creates the data.” 
 “Standardized test performance and growth, emphasizing growth scores” 
 “Test scores do not need to be part of the STAR Rating.” 

 
Question 19 - Metrics that Detract from Educators Supporting Students/Community 
Out of 128 responses, test scores (34%) stood out prominently as the top metric that detracted 
from supporting a school's specific population/community and their needs. Attendance (7%), and 
measures around discipline (5%) were the next two most popular themes. 
 

Sample Quotes 
 “Focus on test scores. There is so much more to a community than how the children 

preform on tests.” 
 “Also, achievement scores have to do with so much more than what happens inside the 

school building, and I feel like it puts too much pressure on schools to have their 
students perform even when they are many years below grade level.” 

 “Pre-K shouldn't be included for attendance. It isn't mandatory, and it isn't reflective 
of excused absences. Including attendance just encourages schools to pressure families 
to send sick kids to school.”  
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Question 20 - Weighting of Academic Proficiency Scores in the STAR Framework 
A majority of respondents (88%) agreed that a school’s proficiency rate on statewide standardized 
tests should not be weighted heavily in the state’s accountability system because it depends more 
on the number of students already at or close to proficiency and less on how effective the school 
is (see Figure 11 below). 
 

Figure 12- Question 20: Weighting of Academic Proficiency Scores in the STAR Framework

 

Question 21 - Impacts of STAR Rating on School Actions, Behaviors, Policies 
Out of 144 respondents, half of teachers (51%) shared that the STAR Rating made no impact, or 
they were unsure of any impacts the STAR Rating made on their school’s actions, behaviors, and 
policies. 
 
52 teachers (36%) reported negative impacts the STAR Rating made on school actions, behaviors, 
and policies, including: 

 The STAR Framework does not accurately, nor holistically, evaluate schools that reflect 
the reality of students, teachers, and school curricula (7%) 

 The STAR Framework is hyper-focused on tests data and surface level statistics (6%)  
 The design of the STAR Framework is ineffective in allocation of funding and resources 

to different wards (3%) 
 
Of the positive remarks from teachers (13%), the top three themes include: 

 The STAR Framework propels and motivates educators to perform their best and elevate 
the level of rigor of coursework offered to students (6%) 

 The STAR Framework sets tangible goals and expectations for educators, administration, 
and schools to work towards which makes creating change more achievable. It has 
validated current instructional practices and effectiveness of intervention strategies (2%) 

 The STAR Framework is an avenue for not only educators but parents and the rest of the 
community to be involved in the education of our students (1%)  
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Sample Quotes 

 “With so much emphasis being place on math and ELA, I have concerns about the effect 
that STAR scores have on special subject classes such as art, music, library & P.E. 
[physical education]. We need these classes to produce well-rounded students who ‘want’ 
to learn. Some of them need these classes to support them, to excite them about learning in 
their required subject areas.”  

 “Negative. Negative. Negative. Schools are hyper-focused on test data. We spend a lot of 
money trying to game the system instead of actually investing in the long-term education 
of our students. It is extremely surface level, leads to spending on endless consultants and 
contractors and is overall a mockery of high-quality education.” 

 “It handicaps my school from retaining good teacher or hiring potential good teachers.” 
 “It is important to administrators, and we are reminded of it. We also go over the data and 

what it means for our school. Some policies are also affected by it.” 
 “It has given us as a school a rubric we could use to help better our school. The specific 

areas help us to know what specifically to grow in.” 
 
Question 22 - Improvements to STAR Framework Regarding Steering Resources to Schools 
Out of 100 responses from teachers, the top three ways to improve the STAR Framework to better 
steer resources to their school to help address the specific needs of their school, student population, 
and community were: 

1. Introduce a more whole child/holistic approach to the STAR Framework (21%) 
2. Put more weight into student growth and less weight on academic achievement (16%)  
3. Improve how student sub-groups (i.e., English language learners (ELL), students with 

disabilities, etc.) are weighted (11%) 
 

Sample Quotes 
 “Including elements that could measure the school culture and the investment in the social-

emotional aspect of teachers will avoid teachers being overworked to support STAR 
Ratings.” 

 “Parent satisfaction, student satisfaction, and longitudinal growth should be emphasized. 
Then families will know whether their school is warm and welcoming and capable of high 
quality instruction.” 

 “Focusing on how students are growing and the environment in which they are growing 
within.”  

 “We have a high [special education] SPED and [English-language learner] ELL 
populations and I think that gets overlooked when it comes to STAR ratings and how it 
compares to other schools with little to no SPED/ELL populations.”
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Question 23 - Final Thoughts 
Of the 90 responses to this final survey item on teachers’ overall thoughts of the STAR Framework, 
19 teachers called for the STAR Framework to be eliminated. The main pattern that emerged across 
responses was disapproval of the STAR rating (77%). Other suggestions included those related to: 
 

 Completely overhauling the STAR Framework (7%) 
 Less testing and more growth metrics (6%) 
 Make the STAR Framework more holistic (4%) 

 
Sample Quotes 

 “Add more items to the STAR Rating that address the whole child, not just academics 
because we teachers do a lot more than what is used to rate the school and would like that 
to be represented.” 

 “We need to be careful that changes in demographics and other factors don't 
unintentionally impact the data and drive the rating down or up. Sometimes the data of test 
scores or improvement tell only a partial story. Schools that consistently score well should 
have that reflected. Schools that are making consistent, significant progress should have 
that reflected.” 

 “I don't think stars should be [displayed] so prominently. The website should help families 
identify strengths and weaknesses of schools. But that can also lead to segregation by class. 
So, the design of how the data is presented must be designed in a way that weighs those 
risks.” 

 “As a parent, I send my kids to an elementary school that is safe, full of joy, full of educators 
I trust [are growing] my scholars and their STAR Rating does not reflect that. As an 
educator, I work in a school with a high rating and problematic culture. We have to figure 
out a way to flip this and make every school a quality place.” 
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Teacher Survey Methodology 
Surveys were distributed to DC Public School (DCPS) and public charter school teachers in all 
eight wards. The surveys were shared via State Board social media and emails to DCPS and public 
charter school principals asking them to share the link with teachers. Education organizations and 
agencies10 were also notified via email on October 1, 2021; it closed on October 18, 2021. The 
email contained a link to a 22-question Survey Monkey teacher survey.  

Teacher Respondent Demographics 
School Level11 

 Elementary school – 147 teachers (55%) 
 Middle school – 43 teachers (16%) 
 High school – 65 teachers (24%) 
 Education Campus – 11 teachers (4%) 

 
School Type 

 DC Public School (DCPS) – 240 teachers (90%) 
 DC public charter school – 26 teachers (10%) 

 
Title I Status 

 Title I school – 184 teachers (69%) 
 Non-Title I school – 58 teachers (22%) 
 Unsure of Title I status – 23 teachers (9%) 

 
Ward 

 Ward 1 – 20 teacher (8%) 
 Ward 2 – 11 teachers (4%) 
 Ward 3 – 37 teachers (14%) 
 Ward 4 – 53 teachers (20%) 
 Ward 5 – 31 teachers (12%) 
 Ward 6 – 31 teachers (12%) 
 Ward 7 – 30 teachers (12%) 
 Ward 8 – 46 teachers (18%) 

 
 
 

 
10 The Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE), the Deputy Mayor of Education (DME), the 
Washington Teachers’ Union (WTU), EmpowerK12, EmpowerEd, Parents Amplifying Voices in Education 
(PAVE), Senior High Alliance of Parents, Principals and Educators (SHAPPE), Coalition for DC Public Schools 
and Communities (C4DC), and D.C. Public Charter School Board (PCSB) Wednesday Bulletin.  
 
 
11 Pre-K 3-4 grades was not an option in this survey. 
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Years Experience as a Public School Teacher in D.C. 
 Two years – 13 teachers (5%) 
 Three years – 23 teacher (9%) 
 Four years – 26 teachers (10%) 
 5–10 years – 116 (43%) 
 11–20 years – 54 (20%) 
 20+ years – 33 (12%) 

 
Race/Ethnicity 

 American Indian or Alaskan Native – none 
 Asian – 3 teachers (1%) 
 Black or African American – 107 teachers (41%) 
 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander – none 
 White – 118 (41%) 
 Preferred no to answer – 35 teachers (13%) 
 Selected Hispanic, Latino/a, or Spanish origin – 21 teachers (8%) 

 
2019 STAR Rating Status 

 1 Star – 28 teachers (13%) 
 2 Stars – 31 teacher (14%) 
 3 Stars – 21 teachers (9%) 
 4 Stars – 53 teachers (24%) 
 5 Stars – 16 teachers (7%) 
 Did not recall or not applicable – 74 teachers (34%) 
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TO: D.C. State Board of Education Members  
FROM: SBOE Staff 
RE: STAR Framework Expert/Public Feedback Report 
DATE: December 3, 2021 
 
Executive Summary 
This STAR Framework Assessment and Accountability Expert/Public Feedback Report is the third 
in a four-part series of reports on input and feedback received from principals, teachers, other D.C. 
residents, as well as school accountability experts on D.C.’s school accountability system (i.e., 
STAR Framework and Rating). The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of expert and 
public witness testimony on the STAR Framework and Rating over the past year, following the 
publishing of the State Board of Education’s (State Board) Interim Report on STAR Rating in 
December 2020. 
 
All summaries in the following section are based on notes collected during expert panels, public 
testimony during public meetings, and State Board members engaging with and presenting to the 
public on the STAR Framework in 2021. Among public feedback, testimony came from 11 public 
witnesses and 11 Student Advisory Committee (SAC) members.1 Listed below are meetings and 
contexts where expert witnesses and the public provided testimony and feedback. A timeline of 
meetings and public engagements can be found in Appendix A. 
 

● October 20, 2021 Public Meeting- Rethinking Accountability Panel 
o Etai Mizrav- Senior Consultant and doctorate student for Educational Inequality, 

IBG Consulting Group and The George Washington University 
o Robert Simmons- Scholar in Residence and Scholar of Antiracist Praxis, School 

of Education, American University 
o Rashida Young- Chief School Performance Officer, DC Public Charter School 

Board (PCSB) 
● October 8, 2021- Student Advisory Committee (SAC) STAR Framework Presentation 
● June 16 Public Meeting- Accountability Panel 

o Elaine Allensworth, Lewis-Sebring Director, UChicago Consortium on School 
Research 

o Lynn Jennings, Senior Director, National and State Partnerships, The Education 
Trust  

o Deborah Temkin, Vice President, Youth Development & Education Research, 
Child Trends 

● May 20, 2021- Assessment and Accountability Committee Meeting 
o Stephen Pruitt, President, Southern Regional Education Board  
o Jack Schneider, Assistant Professor, Leadership in Education Ph.D. Coordinator  

● May 19 Public Meeting- Supporting Schools from the State Level Panel 
o Lane Carr, Director of Accountability, Nebraska Department of Education 

 
1 An updated version of this report, to be published in late December, will reflect notes from the November 15, 2021 
State Board Fall Engagement #1 Assessment and Accountability Session, as well as the December 4, 2021 State 
Board Fall Engagement #2 Assessment and Accountability Session. 



 
 

 
State Board of Education of the District of Columbia 

441 4th Street, NW ~ Suites 530S & 723N ~ Washington, DC 20001 ~ (202) 741-0888 
www.sboe.dc.gov ~ sboe@dc.gov ~ facebook.com/dcstateboard ~ @DCSBOE 

 

2 

o Russell Johnston, Senior Associate Commissioner, Massachusetts Department of 
Education 

o Quentina Timoll, Chief of Staff and Operations, Louisiana Department of 
Education 

o Shirley Vargas, School Transformation Officer, Nebraska Department of 
Education 

 
Key Highlights from Expert and Public Testimony and Feedback in 2021 
The following are major themes and highlights from expert and public witness testimony and 
feedback on the STAR Framework and Rating, broken into the following four categories: 
 

1. Accountability System Summative Ratings and Alternatives 
2. School Accountability Indicators 
3. School Support Systems 
4. Implementing a Revised Accountability Systems 

 
Accountability System Summative Ratings and Alternatives 
Concerns and criticisms about summative ratings like the STAR Rating, such as furthering 
segregation within schools and negative perceptions tied to low ratings. 

 Mizrav shared concerns that the STAR Framework is a form of discriminatory signaling 
policies, exacerbating school segregation by acting as a mechanism that impacts decisions 
of where high quality educators decide to teach and where families send their students.  

 Similar to Mizrav, Schneider’s criticisms of the STAR system lies in its divisions created 
when middle-class white people are steered towards homogenized schools matching their 
demography, while stigmatizing schools with high concentrations of students from low-
income households. 

 Simmons shared that the STAR Rating does not tell the whole story of a school. He was 
not against getting rid of the STAR Rating, explaining stakeholders like parents or 
guardians use the STAR Rating to help them choose a school to send their child. What is 
lacking is a way to counteract negative perceptions of schools that have lower stars but are 
doing well in serving and educating children. 

 At least six out of 11 public witnesses shared testimony critical of the STAR Framework 
and requesting the STAR Rating be eliminated altogether, for reasons such as not offering 
recommendations for improvement to school and adding to inequitable realities between 
schools.  
 

Warnings of too much information or complexity to a lay audience with a dashboard. 
 Mizrav recommended getting rid of the STAR Rating to focus on a dashboard approach—

with more measures—to improve school accountability. 
 Dashboards can provide more information publicly about schools to parents, but 

drawbacks include making accountability more difficult and confusing. Temkins, as a data 
scientist, felt more data is better than a single rating. Allensworth pointed to tradeoffs of 
using a dashboard—it gets more information to parents, while making it difficult to know 
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which direction to go in, as well as softens accountability. If the goal is improvement, 
there should be more information; but you need more support to know how to use that 
data.  

 Three of the 11 public witnesses requested the STAR Framework be replaced with a 
dashboard. 

 
School Accountability Indicators 
Ensuring qualitative indicators play a larger role in the STAR Framework (Simmons).  

 Simmons shared that while quantitative data such as test scores might have a faster 
turnaround time for collection, qualitative data such as teacher, student, and family 
experiences provide a more holistic picture of the school, lending itself to both as a signal 
to families choosing schools and school leaders who want to improve their school. This 
means increasing weights to non-academic, qualitative indicators in the framework. 
Psychometricians strongly advise against using standardized test measurements to be the 
singular measure of teacher ability. Qualitative data should assess experiences inside the 
school, including those of staff, and whether they have the resources to teach. 

 
Concerns about the use of academic proficiency scores in accountability systems and 
preferences for increasing academic growth metrics.  

 Mizarav warned that judging a school based on proficiency scores will ensure schools with 
high rates of students designated at-risk will continue to be labeled as low-rated schools— 
he called for zero percent academic proficiency weights and 100 percent growth, noting 
that how these two are weighted should partly answer the question of what the purpose of 
the education system is. 

 Jennings, Schneider, Allensworth, and Pruitt shared similar testimony on the importance 
of growth scores serving as a spotlight for schools and having value in accountability 
systems. Allensworth shared that standardized tests are a narrow measure of student 
achievement when striving for an equitable accountability system. Jennings shared her 
concern that accountability systems should be much more than just performance tests. 

 The overwhelming majority of public witnesses who spoke on the STAR Framework at 
State Board public meetings over the past year were critical of the STAR Framework and 
Rating—10 out of 11 provided criticisms including the weighting of proficiency scores 
was too heavy in its assessment of school quality. It should be noted that the one public 
witness who testified in favor of the STAR Framework expressed that changes needed to 
be made to the metrics it uses, most notably recommending the shortening of the PARCC 
test.  

 
The concept of “Big A” versus “little a” accountability arose amongst experts and the public, 
where “little a” describes data collected from schools that provide transparency and 
information to schools and families, but has no negative, state-level ramifications for those 
schools. 

 Schneider made the case for using “little a” accountability indicators to see how they 
correlate/predict students’ performance and behavior (i.e., choosing fine arts). Such 
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indicators would then go into building a school profile (i.e., what is offered at the school, 
rates at which students are using resources and participating in what is offered, etc.). 

 
Experts urged for ensuring validity across school accountability metrics. 

 Schneider urged that in accountability systems—from a psychometric sense—agencies 
should ensure that what they are measuring is what they intend to measure. For example, 
chronic absenteeism as an ESSA non-academic indicator is easy to collect and measure 
but does not do a good job of truly measuring the quality of a school.  

 Simmons warned against the use of re-enrollment, sharing it is not a reflection of school 
quality or students’ experience by itself. 

 
School climate surveys can be both valid and useful in going beyond test scores to measure 
school performance; however, such an approach takes time to introduce to communities and 
build their trust.  

 Temkin warned against less valid climate surveys that are built in white suburbia, 
explaining such elements of quality might not be translatable in D.C. She recommended 
getting a pulse in D.C. and understanding there is a balance in the views and needs of the 
community. 

 Allensworth explained that in creating school climate surveys, one of the questions her 
research team asks is “do we see the same patterns in our survey responses as we do with 
our standardized tests in regard to economic status correlations to outcomes?” measures 
that exhibit differences with measures that are strongly related to school improvement 
(i.e., student feelings of safety in the school)—those measures are what parents and 
families care a lot about. 

 Schneider pointed to his study Adding “Student Voice” to the Mix: Perception Surveys 
and State Accountability Systems”, which observes that student survey data shift school 
accountability ratings in small but meaningful ways and appear to enhance functional 
validity. Student survey results introduce information about school quality that is not 
captured by typical accountability metrics, correlate moderately with test score growth, 
and are not predicted by student demographic variables. 

 Pruitt suggested making a conscious effort to work directly with schools and celebrate 
those having high (e.g., 100 percent) response rates on teacher surveys. 

 
Add dropout rates, industry-recognized credentials, on-track rates for 9th graders, and/or 
dual enrollment opportunities in the STAR Rating. 

 Jennings recommended the inclusion of the following metrics in a school accountability 
system: dropout rates, industry-recognized credentials, on-track rates for 9th graders, dual-
enrollment opportunities. Temkin noted many of the metrics collected by the U.S. 
Department of Education’s Civil Rights Data Collection (CRDC) are helpful to 
understanding opportunity 

 SAC members shared many different input-type metrics like: outreach programs, 
extracurricular and sports offerings, availability and enrollment at their schools, and 
student/teacher satisfaction. 
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 A few of the public witnesses who spoke critically of the STAR Framework—4 out of 
10—expressed that there should be more holistic metrics and indicators that are included 
in school assessment. Suggestions made by these witnesses include emphasizing growth 
over proficiency, as well as including supports for student success after graduation and 
including measures of equity in school assessment.  

 
School Support Systems 
Tie the D.C. accountability framework to teacher supports and recruitment. 

 Simmons urged for changes to D.C.’s funding mechanism and accountability around 
schools having a diverse teacher force. 

 Johnston, Vargus, and Timoll all described ways of leveraging evidence-based 
requirements in the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) to unlock Title I funds and support 
the science of reading initiatives within schools. For example, Timoll described pre-K–3 
focus areas in the school system to gain access to federal funds to help hire literacy coaches. 

 One public meeting witness who expressed criticism of the STAR Framework suggested 
that D.C. schools should move away from a focus on testing and instead place a heavier 
emphasis on other education initiatives, including increased attention to teacher training 
and professional development. 

 
Fund schools based on data coming from schools and ensure funds go towards specific school 
needs. 

 Simmons said funding should be tied to specific needs of the school. 
 Vargas urged that when talking about equity, people should also think about who is 

benefitting and who is not from the educational experience; it is a fact that not every child 
is accessing equitable resources in each district. 

 Allensworth described “little a” accountability2 with parent/public perceptions, which 
influences school choice and determines movement of both people, and resources to and 
from schools. 

 Vargas urged that when talking about equity, people should also think about who is 
benefitting and who is not from the educational experience; not every child is accessing 
equitable resources. 

 
More targeted supports to schools based on students’ groups/historical performance and 
enrollment behavior, grade level, and performance on different metrics. 

 Jennings explained that while schools in D.C. should have received targeted assistance, 
but this is not happening. She acknowledged that parents may look across D.C. for better 
schools, which speaks to the need to getting resources to lower-rated schools to ensure 
equity and thusly raising the ratings of such schools. 

 
2 “Little a” accountability in this report refers to data collected at a school that provides transparency and actionable 
information, but with little sanctions tied to them, unlike “Big A” accountability that are tied to metrics like high-
stakes testing. 
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 Temkin stated accountability by nature is a stick—what is needed are carrots, not a fear 
tactic, but a useful tool. She added that identifying schools for supports is different from 
providing data to parents. Both are important and both have different needs. 

 Schneider shared that schools are accountable for providing things like a rich curriculum, 
safety, etc. In return, state education systems should be held accountable for getting 
schools those resources, with parents serving as allies/advocates, calling for a trigger 
system in place. 

 Timoll shared that a gap in Louisiana’s accountability system—there was nothing for early 
childhood (K–2). Louisiana is now focusing on observation and screeners to see where 
students in early grades are starting and how they are progressing. Growth metrics are 
something Louisiana is trying to implement more strongly for in grades 3–8. 

 Johnston described one way Massachusetts is providing targeted support to low 
performing schools is by accounting for students who are in a particular school for more 
than one year, at least two years and are scoring the lowest 20 percent; this is to better 
ensure schools are attentive to these groups of students. Massachusetts takes all schools 
and places them into four quartiles and sets targets for schools based on historical 
performance. 

 Vargas described Nebraska’s Department of Education visiting schools and engaging in 
conversations with local school boards, families, students, school staff (i.e., teachers, 
school leaders, custodians, etc.), and community members to get a better sense of the needs 
and quality of the school. 
 

Implementing a Revised Accountability Systems 
Build public trust/knowledge and capacity within schools when implementing a school 
accountability framework. This includes listening to a broad range of voices for both the 
planning and implementation of a new accountability system, allowing for a gradual roll out 
of the accountability system rather than a sudden policy shift, and following through with 
schools throughout the implementation process. 

 Jennings shared it takes work to build trust, using Colorado as an example of working with 
communities and schools. Instead of just sharing data, there needs to be training to conduct 
engagement and information-sharing with communities and schools.  

 Temkin shared that in D.C., building trust in schools took work, and showing schools data 
and helping them through this data is part of ensuring their understanding and 
acknowledgement for areas of growth.  

 Allensworth recommended a gradual rollout, which is easier with public buy-in. 
 Pruitt also recommended for D.C. to start with a slow rollout when changing an 

accountability system, starting with “little a” accountability metrics and build up to both 
more solid psychometrics using slow roll out, as well as buy-in from education community 
implementing new items/indicators. Pruitt shared that part of building trust, buy-in, and 
compliance to an accountability system, then the system needs to be easily understood; he 
used the idea that the system should be able to be explained within the time it takes to stand 
in a grocery check-out line. He further suggested on this point that at the very beginning of 
improving an accountability system, being able to define the purpose of it, why the State 
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Board cares about it, and why the community should care about it, then get input from the 
community is crucial. 

 Schneider recommended respecting and taking more seriously the community and its 
values (especially lay residents), empowering educators, and scaffolding 
supports/information such that they can understand the new system.  

 Johnston explained the importance of following through when implementing an 
accountability system, using early literacy and dyslexia intervention as an example; this 
entails staying on message and defining concepts (i.e., early literacy) and being clear 
through professional development opportunities and guidance on areas like intervention 
for dyslexia; this includes promoting collaboration with teachers on shared goal to address 
literacy and dyslexia. 

 Johnston shared that a critical component to accountability systems is focusing on engaging 
families as decision makers, providing critical info on their child’s learning process. This 
entails effective and ongoing communications.  

 Johnston stated school systems must own what they implement, which translates to the 
need for new initiatives based on clear data analysis so they can own policy decisions.  

 Vargas pointed to Nebraska working with education leaders to help them understand both 
how to look at data to understand areas of growth within their school. She too urged for 
consistent communication and messaging to families, educators, and school leaders around 
education policy. 

 Timoll described going beyond buy-in from communities but having a shared collaborative 
posture—this entails creating insight stakeholder groups used to inform topics (e.g., special 
education, providing equitable educational experiences for English-language learners). She 
shared Louisiana building a coalition of support (i.e., facilitating teachers working with 
parents) and also informing initiatives. 

 Carr explained it is not enough to facilitate engagement sessions for feedback, engagement 
needs to be meaningful from the beginning. Nebraska, for example, aims to center student 
voice in policy decisions like supporting schools. 

 Johnston stated that it matters who is at the table when building out education policy, 
adding that Massachusetts is working on a racial equity tool, making sure to employ racial 
equity at the core of policy-making, being mindful who is participating and who will be 
impacted. 

 
Ensure high quality instructional materials. 

 Vargas explained that variability in student outcomes was, to some extent, reflected in the 
variability of learning materials being used across Nebraska; teachers use hubs such as 
Nebraska’s open education resource (OER) to upload their lessons. This serves to help 
track whether teachers are using high quality education materials. This form of 
transparency would then help identify areas where schools might need support. 

 Johnston described the importance of not just high quality education materials but having 
a dedicated team to track their usage and alignment with state standards. 

● Timoll described teachers being empowered to help with choosing resources and materials, 
participate in the writing of their school’s intervention plans, as well as receive professional 
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development to reinforce the integrity of the program to be implemented at their school. 
She also described having roundtables and two-way dialogues as part of important 
approaches to stakeholder engagement. 

 
Leverage evidence-based requirements in ESSA (e.g., science of reading initiatives). 

 Johnston, Vargus, and Timoll all described ways of leveraging evidence-based 
requirements in the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) to unlock Title I funds and support 
the science of reading initiatives within schools. For example, Timoll described pre-K–3 
focus areas in the school system to gain access to federal funds to help hire literacy coaches. 
 

Avoid schools gaming the system. 
 Pruitt described an “unidentified consequences committee” whose charge was to find ways 

to game the system being proposed and to help thing through how people might 
misuse/misconstrue the system. 

 
Be mindful of student sub-groups. 

 Pruitt described instances where the number of students that were counted in each sub-
group, and how such a requirement impacted the validity and unintended consequences of 
those students who might negatively impact other schools they matriculate to. 
Accountability systems should be designed to account for the movement into—and away 
from schools and how this impacts schools’ ratings, rankings in accountability systems, 
and funding. 

 Vargas described Nebraska targeted improvement schools that were performing well but 
had specific student groups that were struggling, which meant providing those schools with 
specific supports based on what student sub-groups needed. 
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Appendix A3 
 

 
 

3 Black arrows indicate past State Board milestones regarding the STAR Framework, blue arrows indicate public meetings with expert and public witnesses 
speaking on accountability systems, green arrows indicate other meetings where expert and public input was collected, and the blue/green arrow at the end 
indicates the public meeting where the school accountability system resolution will be voted on. Arrow heights have no significance.   
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TO: D.C. State Board of Education Members  
FROM: SBOE Staff 
RE: STAR Framework Family/General Public Survey Report  
DATE: November 24, 2021 
 
Executive Summary 
This STAR Framework Family/General Public Survey Report is the fourth in a four-part series of 
reports on input and feedback received from families, principals, teachers, D.C. residents, and 
experts on D.C.’s school accountability system (i.e., STAR Framework and Rating). The purpose 
of this report and survey was to understand parents’, guardians’ and other District residents’ 
experiences with the STAR Framework and Rating, as well as gather feedback on changes they 
would like to see in D.C.’s school accountability system. A summary of findings is provided below 
and are based on findings from the 2021 STAR Framework Family/General Public Survey. 
 
A total of 567 people completed the survey, 465 of which identified as a parent or guardian of a 
District student; 102 identified as other (i.e., District resident (non-parent, school staff, District 
student, etc.)). Anyone could take the survey.1 
 
Key Findings 
 

 Parents are not familiar with the STAR Rating - Only about a third of parent 
respondents (34%) were moderately to very familiar with the STAR Rating. Parent 
respondents in Wards 3, 7, and 8 were the least familiar with the STAR Rating. Parent 
respondents of elementary students were most familiar with the STAR Rating. 
 

 Parents do not use the STAR Rating when selecting a school nor see it as important 
when making a school selection - Two-thirds of parent respondents (68%) did not use the 
STAR Rating to choose a school for their child. Parent respondents in Wards 5, 7, and 8 
showed higher rates of using the STAR Rating to choose a school for their child, as did 
parent respondents of students enrolled in Pre-K3–4 schools. On importance of the STAR 
Rating in choosing a school for their child, a plurality of parents (38%) said it was not 
important at all, and about 30% shared that it was moderately to very important 
 

 Parents feel that the STAR Rating is reflective of the quality/effectiveness of their 
child’s school - Most parent respondents (64%) agreed or strongly agreed that the STAR 
Rating reflects the quality/effectiveness of their child’s school. Parent respondents who 
indicated they were either somewhat or moderately familiar with the STAR Rating showed 
significantly higher rates of agreeing or strongly agreeing with the STAR Rating reflecting 
quality/effectiveness of a school. 

 
1 This report includes 36 respondents to the Spanish version of the Family/General Public Survey. These responses 
were manually entered and transcribed for open-ended survey items and survey items that invited respondents to 
choose “other”. 
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 There is no agreement on whether to completely eliminate a summatiave rating or 

make the current STAR Rating less biased – When presented with visual examples of 
school report cards, 41% of parent respondents selected the image/option where “each 
school receives a single, overall rating”. However, when asked with words about 
summative rating preferences, a plurality of parents (44%) want a single, summative rating 
to be eliminated, 33% want to keep the STAR Rating but make it less biased, and only 6% 
chose no change to the STAR Rating. 
 

 Parents want student progess in math and ELA, student satisfaction, and teacher 
turnover/retention data to be used in evaluating a school’s quality/effectiveness. 
Parent respondents felt that indicators like: welcoming to parents, teachers’ access to 
training, and attendance rates should not be used.
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Parent/Guardian Findings 
The following items are responses from parents/guardians, broken down by ward of residence, 
familiarity with the STAR Rating, school level, and school type where statistically significant 
differences were found. 
 

Question 8 – Familiarity with the STAR Rating 
Only about a third of parents (34%) were moderately to very familiar with the STAR Rating (see 
Figure 1 below). 
 

Figure 1- Question 8 – Familiarity with the STAR Rating 
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Significant differences were found when comparing familiarity of the STAR Rating by ward. 
Wards 3, 4, 7, and 8 were less familiar than Ward 1, 2, 5, and 6 (see Figure 2 below). 
 

Figure 2- Question 8 – Familiarity with the STAR Rating (Disaggregated by Ward) 
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Significant differences were found when comparing familiarity of the STAR Rating by school 
level. Parents of elementary students were more likely than Pre-K3–4, middle, and high school 
parents to be familiar with the STAR Rating (see Figure 3 below). 
 

Figure 3- Question 8 – Familiarity with the STAR Rating (Disaggregated by School Level) 
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Question 9 – Using the STAR Rating When Choosing Schools 
Two-thirds of parents (68%) did not use the STAR Rating to choose a school for their child (see 
Figure 4 below). 
 

Figure 4- Question 9 – Using the STAR Rating When Choosing Schools 
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Significant differences were found when comparing the extent to which parents used the STAR 
Rating to help them choose a school for their child by school level. Parents in Wards 5, 7, and 8 
showed higher rates of using the STAR Rating to choose a school for their child compared to 
parents in Wards 1, 3, 4, and 6 (see Figure 5 below). 
 

Figure 5- Question 9 – Using the STAR Rating When Choosing Schools (Disaggregated by Ward) 
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Significant differences were found when comparing the extent to which parents used the STAR 
Rating to help them choose a school for their child by familiarity with the STAR Rating. Parents 
who were somewhat to very familiar with the STAR Rating showed higher rates of using the STAR 
Rating to choose a school for their child compared to parents who indicated they were not at all 
familiar with the STAR Rating (see Figure 6 below). 
 

Figure 6- Question 9 – Using the STAR Rating When Choosing Schools (Disaggregated by Familiarity with STAR Rating) 
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Significant differences were found when comparing the extent to which parents used the STAR 
Rating to help them choose a school for their child by school type. Parents of students enrolled in 
public charter schools showed slightly higher rates of using the STAR Rating to choose a school 
for their child compared to parents who indicated their child is enrolled in a DCPS school (see 
Figure 7 below). 

 
Figure 7- Question 9 – Using the STAR Rating When Choosing Schools (Disaggregated by School Type) 

 
 



   
 

 
 

 
District of Columbia State Board of Education 

441 4th Street NW, Suites 530S & 723N | Washington, DC 20001 
(202) 741-0888 | sboe.dc.gov | sboe@dc.gov | @DCSBOE

Significant differences were found when comparing the extent to which parents used the STAR 
Rating to help them choose a school for their child by grade level. Parents of students enrolled in 
Pre-K3–4 schools showed higher rates of using the STAR Rating to choose a school for their child 
compared to parents whose children were enrolled in higher grade bands. This trend decreased as 
grade level increased (see Figure 8 below). 
 

Figure 8- Question 9 – Using the STAR Rating When Choosing Schools (Disaggregated by School Level) 
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Question 10 – Where Families Go For Information on the STAR Rating 
 
The top three places parents indicated they got information on the STAR Rating were (see Figure 
9 below):  

1. My School DC (44%) 
2. DC School Report Card (35%) 
3. None of the options provided (27%) 

 
Figure 9- Question 10 – Where Families Go For Information on the STAR Rating 
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Question 11 – Importance of the STAR Rating in Choosing a School 
 
On importance of the STAR Rating in choosing a school for their child, a plurality of parents 
(38%) said it was not important at all, and about 30% shared that it was moderately to very 
important (see Figure 10 below). 
 

Figure 10- Question 11 – Importance of the STAR Rating in Choosing a School 
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Significant differences were found when comparing the importance of the STAR Rating when 
choosing a school for their child by ward of residence. Ward 5, 7, and 8 parents showed 
significantly higher rates of choosing the STAR Rating as moderate to highly important when 
choosing a school for their child, compared to parents residing in Wards 1, 3, 4 and 6 (see Figure 
11 below). 
 

Figure 11- Question 11 – Importance of the STAR Rating in Choosing a School (Disaggregated by Ward) 
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Significant differences were found when comparing the importance of the STAR Rating when 
choosing a school for their child by familiarity with the STAR Rating. Parents who indicated they 
are moderately to very familiar with the STAR Rating showed higher rates of choosing the STAR 
Rating as moderate to highly important when choosing a school for their child, compared to parents 
who indicated they were not at all familiar with the STAR Rating (see Figure 12 below). 
 

Figure 12- Question 11 – Importance of the STAR Rating in Choosing a School (Disaggregated by Familiarity with STAR 
Rating) 
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Significant differences were found when comparing the importance of the STAR Rating when 
choosing a school for their child by the type of school. Parents who indicated their child attends a 
D.C. public charter school showed higher rates of choosing the STAR Rating as moderate to highly 
important when choosing a school for their child, compared to parents who indicated their child 
attends a DCPS school (see Figure 13 below). 

 
Figure 13- Question 11 – Importance of the STAR Rating in Choosing a School (Disaggregated by School Type) 

 
 



   
 

 
 

 
District of Columbia State Board of Education 

441 4th Street NW, Suites 530S & 723N | Washington, DC 20001 
(202) 741-0888 | sboe.dc.gov | sboe@dc.gov | @DCSBOE

Significant differences were found when comparing the importance of the STAR Rating when 
choosing a school for their child by school level. A positive trend in increasing importance of the 
STAR Rating when choosing a school for their child was found as grade bands increased (see 
Figure 14 below). This is in line with Question 9’s comparison, where lower grade level families 
were more likely to use the STAR Rating to choose a school for their child. 

 
Figure 14- Question 11 – Importance of the STAR Rating in Choosing a School (Disaggregated by School Level) 
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Question 12 – STAR Rating of Child/Children in Household 
 
Most respondents of the survey have kids at higher-rated schools (schools rated 4-5 stars). While 
a plurality of parents (38%) did not know their child’s school’s STAR Rating, 29% indicated their 
child attends a 5-star school and 28% a 4-star school. Only 1% of responding parents noted their 
child attending 1-star rated schools. There did not seem to be a drop off of respondents to the 
question asking parents what the STAR Rating for their child’s school was, despite offering a link 
to DC School Report Card (see Figure 15 below). 
 
Figure 15- Question 12 – STAR Rating of Child/Children in Household 
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Question 13 – STAR Rating as a Reflection of School Quality/Effectiveness 
 
Most parents (64%) agreed or strongly agreed that the STAR Rating reflects the 
quality/effectiveness of their child’s school (see Figure 18 below). 
 

Figure 16- Question 13 – STAR Rating as a Reflection of School Quality/Effectiveness 
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Significant differences were found when comparing the level of quality/effectiveness the STAR 
Rating reflects for a school by ward of residence. Parents who indicated they reside in Wards 1, 3, 
and 6 showed significantly higher rates of agreeing or strongly agreeing with the STAR Rating 
reflecting quality/effectiveness of a school, compared to parents residing in Wards 4, 5, 7 and 8 
(see Figure 19 below). 
 

Figure 17- Question 13 – STAR Rating as a Reflection of School Quality/Effectiveness (Disaggregated by Ward) 
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Significant differences were found when comparing the level of quality/effectiveness the STAR 
Rating reflects for a school by familiarity with the STAR Rating. Parents who indicated they were 
either somewhat or moderately familiar with the STAR Rating showed significantly higher rates 
of agreeing or strongly agreeing with the STAR Rating reflecting quality/effectiveness of a school, 
compared to parents indicating they were not at all familiar or were very familiar with the STAR 
Rating (see Figure 20 below). 
 
Figure 18- Question 13 – STAR Rating as a Reflection of School Quality/Effectiveness (Disaggregated by Familiarity with STAR 

Rating) 
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Significant differences were found when comparing the level of quality/effectiveness the STAR 
Rating reflects for a school by school level. Parents who indicated their child is enrolled in middle 
or high school showed significantly higher rates of agreeing with the STAR Rating reflecting 
quality/effectiveness of a school, compared to parents of students in Pre-K3–4 and elementary 
school (see Figure 21 below). 
 

Figure 19- Question 13 – STAR Rating as a Reflection of School Quality/Effectiveness (Disaggregated by School Level) 

 
 

Question 14 – Examples of Other State School Report Cards [Open-ended] 
 
Out of 229 responding family respondents, the following three choices are ranked from most to 
least popular (based on write-in answers, multiple selections optional): 
 

 Choice 1: In this example, each school receives a single, overall rating. (41%) 
 Choice 2: In this example, the school does not get a single rating, but each indicator (e.g., 

student achievement in English language arts) gets a rating. (30%) 
 Choice 3: In this example, the single, overall rating is not shown on the front page of the 

at-a-glance school report card. Information on school quality/effectiveness is provided. 
(28%) 

 
Family members who described none were helpful were in the minority (7%). 
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Question 15 – Indicators that Should Support the Evaluation of a School’s 

Quality/Effectiveness 
 
Of the listed indicators2 parents believed should be part of evaluating a school’s 
quality/effectiveness: 

 The top three (highest ranked) were:  
1. Progress students have made in math and reading (78%) 
2. Student satisfaction (67%) 
3. Teacher turnover/retention (67%) 

 The bottom three (lowest ranked) were: 
1. Welcoming to parents (39%) 
2. Teachers’ access to training (40%) 
3. Attendance rate (45%) 

 
Question 16 – Summative Rating Preference 

 
A plurality of parents (44%) want a single, summative rating to be eliminated and instead provide 
needed information on a school in an easy-to-read way. About 33% wanted to keep the rating but 
make it less biased. Only 6% choosing no change to the STAR Rating (see Figure 22 below).3 
 

 
2 Indicators that respondents could choose from were color coded, with blue text offering indicators currently used 
in the STAR Rating, and orange text offering indicators not currently used in the STAR Rating. Blue text indicators 
(featured in the current STAR Framework) included: The percentage of students who have reached “proficiency” on 
PARCC ELA/ and math assessments, Annual test score growth of students in ELA and math (ES/MS only), Growth 
in English language proficiency (for English Language Learners), Proportion of students who have re-enrolled at the 
school in the following year, Attendance rates, Progress of students most in need, Students’ SAT scores (HS Only), 
AP/IB participation and/or performance (HS only), 4-year graduation rate (HS only). Orange text indicators (not 
currently in the STAR Framework included: Suspension rate , Growth in reading achievement at 1st and 2nd grades, 
A validated indicator of school climate, A measure of a well-rounded curriculum, including a curriculum rich in 
social studies, sciences, and the arts, Teacher/staff retention, Student safety, A measure of socio-emotional learning. 
3 Note: This is divergent from Question 14, asking family respondents to review a list of examples from other states 
and write in their responses.  



 

 
 

 
State Board of Education of the District of Columbia 

441 4th Street, NW ~ Suites 530S & 723N ~ Washington, DC 20001 ~ (202) 741-0888 
www.sboe.dc.gov ~ sboe@dc.gov ~ facebook.com/dcstateboard ~ @DCSBOE 

 

24 

Figure 20- Question 16 – Summative Rating Preference 

 
 
The majority of Ward 4 parents responded they wanted to eliminate a single summative rating. 
More parents (i.e., Wards 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8) want to see the elimination of the single summative 
rating rather than making the single rating less biased. (see Figure 23 below). 
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Figure 21- Question 16 – Summative Rating Preference (Disaggregated by Ward) 
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Significant differences were found when comparing preferences of a summative rating by 
familiarity with the STAR Rating. First, family respondents’ rates of choosing “I don’t know” 
decreased as familiarity with the STAR Rating grew stronger. Those who identified as being 
moderately to very familiar with the STAR Rating were more likely to select the options that either 
eliminated the single rating or make no changes to the STAR Rating, compared to those who 
indicated they were not at all familiar to somewhat familiar with the STAR Rating (see Figure 24 
below). 
 

Figure 22- Question 16 – Summative Rating Preference (Disaggregated by Familiarity with STAR Rating) 
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Question 24 – Recommendations to Improve the STAR Rating [Open-ended] 
 
Out of 215 responses from family and general public respondents, the top four themes that stood 
out for improving the STAR Rating were: 
 

1. Less focus on academic proficiency scores and more on school quality indicators (23%) 
2. Get rid of the STAR Rating/summative rating (18%) 
3. Make STAR Rating less biased (10%) 
4. Growth (7%) 

 
Sample Quotes 

 “The STAR rating shouldn’t be used until the schools in the District are equitable.” 
 “The bias needs to move away from only test scores and measure the overall growth of the 

student, family environment and overall social and emotional growth.” 
 “It does seem biased toward inequity, and if there is a way to shift the existing score to be 

more inclusive that would be preferred. If the score goes away, I fear that it will become 
complex for parents with little time to select schools that might benefit for their child 
quickly. I also worry that there will become an underground ‘in the know’ parent network, 
that will exclude under resourced parents, particularly in Wards 7 and 8.” 

 “Please ensure that parents are able to see how students from different demographics both 
achieve and also grow at each school. Too often we deem schools ‘good’ schools without 
considering education and income level of their parents. The strength of a school should 
show us evidence about how students are doing that might not start out with an advantage 
but thrive with excellent instruction.” 

 “I agree that the STAR system negatively impacts schools with large low income 
populations. It, like all school rankings, reflects socioeconomics and not school quality. 
Parent, student, and teacher satisfaction and teacher turnover should be more heavily 
weighted. Also measuring progress/improvement on testing is a better indication of a 
schools success than just scores.”  
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General Public Findings 
The following are responses from public respondents (non-parent/guardians). 
 

Question 20 – Familiarity with the STAR Rating 
 
A plurality (40%) indicated they were not familiar with the STAR Framework and Rating (see 
Figure 25 below). 
 

Figure 23- Question 20 – Familiarity with the STAR Rating 

 

Question 21 – Indicators that Should Support the Evaluation of a School’s 
Quality/Effectiveness  

 
Of the listed indicators general public respondents believed should be part of evaluating a school’s 
quality/effectiveness: 

 The top three (highest ranked) were:  
1. Progress students have made in math and reading (71%) 
2. School safety (67%) 
3. Student satisfaction (66%) 

 The bottom three (lowest ranked) were: 
1. Percent of students scoring proficient on PARCC ELA/math tests (36%) 
2. Welcoming to parents (43%) 
3. Attendance rate (53%) 

Note that the general public’s responses were different from parent/guardian responses to these 
indicators.
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Question 22 – Summative Rating Preference 
 
Most public (non-parent/guardian) respondents (52%) indicated they prefer the single rating to 
be eliminated and instead be provided with needed information on schools in an easy-to-read 
way. The second highest preference was to keep the rating but make it less biased (28%) (see 
Figure 26 below).  
 

Figure 24- Question 22 – Summative Rating Preference 

 

Question 23 – Examples of Other State School Report Cards [Open-ended] 
 
Out of 57 responding general public respondents, the following three choices are ranked from most 
to least popular (based on write-in answers, multiple selections optional): 
 

 Choice 1: In this example, each school receives a single, overall rating. (42%) 
 Choice 3: In this example, the single, overall rating is not shown on the front page of the 

at-a-glance school report card. Information on school quality/effectiveness is provided. 
(40%) 

 Choice 2: In this example, the school does not get a single rating, but each indicator (e.g., 
student achievement in English language arts) gets a rating. (25%) 

 
Family members who described none were helpful were in the minority (2%). 
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Family/General Public Survey Methodology 
The purpose of this survey was to understand the experiences of family members and other D.C. 
residents’ experiences with the STAR Framework and Rating, as well as gather feedback on 
changes they would like to see in D.C.’s school accountability system. Aside from sharing on their 
social media sites, the State Board asked D.C. Public Schools (DCPS) and D.C. public charter 
school principals in all eight wards to help distribute the survey, as well as education organizations 
and agencies4 via email on October 18, 2021; it closed on November 22, 2021. 

Parent/Guardian Respondent Demographics5 
 
School Level of Child/Children 

 Pre-K3–4 – 108 parents/guardians (23%) 
 Elementary school – 184 parents/guardians (40%) 
 Middle school – 114 parents/guardians (25%) 
 High school – 239 parents/guardians (51%) 

 
School Type of Child/Children 

 DC Public School (DCPS) – 345 parents/guardians (74%) 
 DC public charter school – 144 parents/guardians (31%) 
 DCPS Alternative – 3 parents/guardians (1%) 
 DCPS Selective – 33 parents/guardians (7%) 
 Other School Types – 12 parents/guardians (3%) 

 
Ward of Residence 

 Ward 1 – 38 parents/guardians (8%) 
 Ward 2 – 11 parents/guardians (2%) 
 Ward 3 – 81 parents/guardians (18%) 
 Ward 4 – 94 parents/guardians (20%) 
 Ward 5 – 64 parents/guardians (14%) 
 Ward 6 – 81 parents/guardians (18%) 
 Ward 7 – 44 parents/guardians (10%) 
 Ward 8 – 44 parents/guardians (10%) 

 
 
 

 
4 The Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE), the Deputy Mayor of Education (DME), the 
Washington Teachers’ Union (WTU), EmpowerK12, EmpowerEd, Parents Amplifying Voices in Education 
(PAVE), Senior High Alliance of Parents, Principals and Educators (SHAPPE), Coalition for DC Public Schools 
and Communities (C4DC), and D.C. Public Charter School Board (PCSB) Wednesday Bulletin, and the Ward 6 
Public School Parents Organization. 
5 Demographic questions, like survey items, were optional for survey participants to respond to. 
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Race/Ethnicity of Parent/Guardian 

 American Indian or Alaskan Native – 4 parents/guardians (1%) 
 Asian – 24 parents/guardians (5%) 
 Black or African American – 146 parents/guardians (32%) 
 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander – 1 parents/guardians (1%) 
 White – 253 parents/guardians (55%) 
 Preferred not to say – 34 parents/guardians (7%) 
 Selected Hispanic, Latino/a, or Spanish origin – 49 parents/guardians (11%) 

 
2019 STAR Rating Status of Child/Children’s School 

 1 Star – 2 parents/guardians (5%) 
 2 Stars – 8 parents/guardians (19%) 
 3 Stars – 8 parents/guardians (19%) 
 4 Stars – 12 parents/guardians (29%) 
 5 Stars – 4 parents/guardians (10%) 
 Did not recall or not applicable – 8 parents/guardians (20%) 

General Public Respondent Demographics6 
 
Ward of Residence 

 Ward 1 – 7 respondents (4%) 
 Ward 2 – 4 respondents (4%) 
 Ward 3 – 24 respondents (25%) 
 Ward 4 – 18 respondents (19%) 
 Ward 5 – 12 respondents (12%) 
 Ward 6 – 8 respondents (8%) 
 Ward 7 – 7 respondents (8%) 
 Ward 8 – 8 respondents (8%) 

 
Race/Ethnicity 

 American Indian or Alaskan Native – none 
 Asian – 3 respondents (3%) 
 Black or African American – 32 respondents (32%) 
 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander – none 
 White – 52 respondents (52%) 
 Preferred not to say – 13 respondents (13%) 
 Selected Hispanic, Latino/a, or Spanish origin – 9 respondents (9%) 

 
6 Demographic questions, like survey items, were optional for survey participants to respond to. 
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When current social studies standards 
in the District of Columbia were last 
revised in 2006, President Barack Obama 
had not yet been elected as the first 
African American president of the United 
States, the landmark Supreme Court case 
Obergefell v. Hodges had not been decided, 
and Black Lives Matter protests and anti-
Asian rhetoric and attacks had not begun 
to press American society to confront 
what it means to be antiracist. Despite the 
strengths of DC’s existing standards—
their clarity and breadth—a revision was 
long overdue. 

In 2019, the DC State Board of 
Education began to explore how it would 
review and revise its preK-12 social 
studies standards. Its elected members 
asked several questions: How often should 

State board tees up a 
revision process and 

standards characterized 
by civic engagement and 
cultural responsiveness.

Jessica Sutter and Alexander Jue 

District of Columbia Embeds 
Antiracist Lens in Update of Social 
Studies Standards 

state standards be reviewed and updated? 
How have states designed standards 
review processes that best engaged key 
and marginalized stakeholders and the 
public? How does a state embark on a 
standards review process in the absence of 
codified practices in state statute? 

The board saw this process as an oppor-
tunity for DC to be progressive and bold. 
It affirmed its priorities and direction by 
stating at the outset of the process that the 
revised social studies standards would be 
“culturally inclusive and antiracist, impart 
important social studies content in the 
early grades, strengthen student knowl-
edge of democratic principles and values, 
and promote civic engagement.”1  At the 
same time, members knew the task ahead 
would not be easy. 
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The initial work plan and discussions predated 
the Black Lives Matter protests that peaked in 
the summer of 2020 after the deaths of George 
Floyd, Breonna Taylor, Ahmaud Arbery, and 
many others. In 2019 and into early 2020, the 
state board convened a Social Studies Standards 
Committee to discuss the process by which it 
would update the standards and how key and 
marginalized stakeholders and the public would 
be engaged. Because many citizens in the nation’s 
capital and around the world were discussing 
what it means to be antiracist, Black Lives 
Matter served to amplify the importance of this 
standards revision work.

The committee’s first step in July 2020 was to 
convene a diverse, representative Social Studies 
Standards Advisory Committee (SSSAC) and to 
set a timeline for the state board to collaborate 
with OSSE and its Technical Writing Committee 
on moving toward final standards. The SSSAC 
was charged with drafting guiding principles 
and making recommendations to the state board 
and OSSE on how the state standards should be 
revised and updated to reflect the needs of DC 
students and teachers.

Unlike most other states, DC does not have 
locally elected school boards with direct oversight 
of local school policies and personnel. The state 
board serves as the only directly elected body 
responsible for public education in DC. Thus it 
was important for the state board to ensure that 
a diverse set of community voices, engagement, 
and participation was forefront in the revisions 
process.3  That meant seeking a membership that 
was diverse in many ways: by wards of resi-
dence and work, race, ethnicity, and gender, as 
well identity: parents, preK-12 teachers, school 
leaders, students, and curriculum and content 
experts. By the end of the open application 
process, the state board had received over 100 
applications for its 26-member advisory commit-
tee. The state board conducted a deidentified 
review of applicants, ranking applicants based on 
responses, and then checked to ensure that the 
selected committee was representative based on 
the demographic diversity factors listed above.

The SSSAC conducted community stake-
holder outreach, providing two opportunities for 
feedback. The first was a three-question survey 
that asked the public to rate its satisfaction with 
the current social studies standards and provide 
thoughts on what students should know by the 

Past Standards Revision Processes
DC is a unique “state” in many regards. First, 

it only established a state education agency, the 
Office of the State Superintendent of Education 
(OSSE), in 2007 as part of the Public Education 
Reform Amendment Act.2  When OSSE was 
established, DC was home to just over 71,000 
public school students in DC Public Schools 
and 15 public charter schools. Today, there are 
nearly 95,000 public school students across 68 
local education agencies (LEAs)—each with the 
flexibility to develop and implement its own 
curriculum. Consequently, there are no state-
wide textbooks or curriculum tools that are used 
across all of the public schools in DC, and there 
is no clarity around requirements for all LEAs to 
select curriculum that meets the standards that 
the state board adopts. 

Over the last 10 years, DC has seen some 
changes to its statewide standards. For instance, 
in 2010, DC was awarded $75 million in 
federal Race to the Top funds and adopted the 
Common Core State Standards for mathematics 
and English language arts as a condition of the 
award. In December 2013, DC adopted the Next 
Generation Science Standards, and in April 2016, 
the state board and OSSE adapted and then voted 
to adopt the Young Women’s Project Health 
Education Standards. The state board has since 
adopted physical education standards. Yet DC 
has not written learning standards from scratch, 
and there is no guidance in state statute about 
how standards should be reviewed or how often 
they should be reconsidered.

Beginning a New Process
In the absence of codified guidance on how 

state standards of learning should be updated, 
the state board in July 2019 began a multiyear 
work plan under the leadership of Ward 6 
Representative Jessica Sutter, a former middle 
school social studies teacher. The plan to 
update and revise the social studies standards 
included extensive collaboration with OSSE 
and the convening and engagement of a 
diverse set of stakeholders. The goal is to revise 
social studies standards for implementation 
at the beginning of the 2022–23 school year, 
and the work is ongoing (table 1). The state 
board hopes these revised standards will be 
implemented in all LEAs across DC.

Thus it was important 
for the state board to 
ensure that a diverse 
set of community 
voices, engagement, 
and participation was 
forefront.
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(i.e., Advisory Neighborhood Commissioners, 
Ward Education Councils, DC Public School 
and public charter school leadership teams). 
Most survey respondents shared that they were 
moderately dissatisfied with DC social studies 
classes and learning. 

The second opportunity for community 
stakeholder outreach was when the SSSAC asked 
for public comment after the guiding principles 
were drafted. A 10-day public comment period 
was open at the end of November 2020. Sixty 
people—representing teachers, parents, students, 

time they graduate from a public school in DC. 
The three-question survey was open for a three-
week period in the fall 2020 and received nearly 
270 responses from residents with children in 
DC Public Schools, public charter schools, and 
private and parochial schools, as well as indi-
viduals without children in DC schools.  
To ensure equity of access, flyers with QR codes 
were posted at school meal distribution sites 
and community locations, and the electronic 
survey link was widely distributed via email, 
social media, and various community contacts 

TIMEFRAME PHASE KEY 
STAKEHOLDERS

December 2019– 
March 2020

Brainstorm
State board frames initial direction for revision. state board

April–June 2020

Planning

   OSSE and state board presents plan at state 
board working session.
   State board develops process for SSSAC 
selection.
   State board convenes SSSAC.
   OSSE and state board secure personnel to work 
on social studies standards. 

OSSE, 
state board

July–December 
2020

Establishing Guiding Principles

   SSSAC convenes to build knowledge base 
on social studies standards, develop plan for 
engaging the public on guiding principles, obtain 
public feedback, and draft guiding principles.
    State board approves adoption of guiding 
principles. 

SSSAC, public, 
state board

January–
November 2021

Revision

   OSSE develops process for Technical Writing 
Committee selection.
   OSSE convenes committee.
    Writing Committee reviews existing standards, 
assesses standards against guiding principles, 
revises, issues revised draft to OSSE and state 
board.

Technical 
Writing  

Committee

December 2021– 
March 2022

Approval

   Public provides comments on revised standards.
   Incorporate revisions as needed.
   OSSE submits standards and resolution to state 
board for approval.
   State board votes to approve standards and 
resolution.
   OSSE introduces revised standards to educators 
and supports instructional implementation.

state board, 
OSSE, public

Table 1. DC Social Studies Standards Revision Process and Timeline

Most survey 
respondents 

were moderately 
dissatisfied with DC 

social studies classes 
and learning. 
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and inclusion, and (4) instruction flexibility 
and equity. Below are key themes from the 
guiding principles:

  fewer, higher, clearer, rigorous standards that 
will be coherent, developmentally appropriate, 
and vertically aligned across preK-12;

  expansion of the types of skills and knowledge 
to which all DC students should be guaranteed 
access (e.g., digital literacy, student agency, 
active participation in a democratic society, 
analysis of power, and bias in history); and

  recognition that the world in which DC 
students are growing up in is—more than 
ever before—globally interconnected and 
culturally and racially diverse.

Building on the state board’s call for antiracist 
and culturally inclusive standards, the preamble 
of the guiding principles implores the authors of 
the new standards to move beyond a “heroes and 
holidays” treatment of history content and states 
that “no District student should graduate without 
authentic interracial, intercultural, international 
exchange and experience.” 

In DC, 64 percent of students identify as 
African American/Black (non-Hispanic), and 
20 percent of students identify as Hispanic or 
Latinx. In addition, OSSE has designated 47 
percent of public school students as at risk,7 
and 12 percent of students receive English 
learner services.8  Because educational policy-
makers tend to be removed from the students 
directly affected by their work, the SSSAC 
also recommended that OSSE seek standards 
writers who would reflect the demographics 
and experiences of DC students and commu-
nities (e.g., LGBTQ+ writers, advocates 
for people with disabilities, and Black and 
Indigenous people of color, or BIPOC). 

The SSSAC also recommended that the 
writers encourage teaching Black history 
through the words of Black people and giving 
agency to BIPOC rather than discussing history 
only in relation to white people. One member 
of the SSSAC, Lamar Bethea, a teacher at 
Statesman College Preparatory Academy for 
Boys, shared his perspective on this: “If history 
is only taught through a Eurocentric lens, every 
other race becomes ‘other.’ Eurocentric ideals 
become the default view of teaching the mate-
rial, so authentic teaching of BIPOC becomes 

and interest-based organizations—submitted 
public comment, and an additional five people 
and interest-based organizations submitted formal 
letters. The majority of respondents applauded 
the SSSAC’s work, process, and efforts in drafting 
the guiding principles. Global perspectives, DC 
history, antiracism, and human rights guiding 
principles were consistently appreciated. Eighty-
three percent of respondents also agreed with 
the proposed preamble as written, awarding an 
average score of 3.13 out of 4.

At monthly meetings from July to December 
2020, the SSSAC hosted expert panels4 on the 
importance of civics education, teaching “hard 
history,”5 and addressing social science concepts 
in early grades. Experts also drew the SSSAC’s 
attention to understanding critical race theory 
and the benefits of having the standards take a 
local and global approach.

Drafting and Framing Guiding Principles
The SSSAC defined a “guiding principle” as 

a statement that would provide OSSE and their 
Technical Writing Committee with information 
on how to revise and rewrite the existing 
standards. Each statement is intended be clear 
and actionable for standards writers. Because the 
SSSAC knew it would ultimately generate a long 
list of guiding principles, it decided to narrow 
down the list, through internal discussions and 
with public input, to 15 to 20 principles for 
eventual state board adoption.

Beginning in July 2020, the SSSAC met 
monthly for two-hour sessions in which 
members discussed the current standards, the 
interests of the state board, and the SSSAC’s own 
hopes for updated standards. Over six months, 
during public meetings and via individual 
worksheets and  surveys, SSSAC members 
brainstormed and crafted a draft list of Guiding 
Principles. Members had the chance to vote 
individual principles up or down, and the 
SSSAC engaged in facilitated discussion to arrive 
at consensus on the final Guiding Principles 
presented to the board for adoption.  

In December 2020, the SSSAC delivered 
a final list of 19 guiding principles to the 
state board, which adopted them during 
its December meeting.6  The principles are 
categorized into four groups: (1) structure and 
content, (2) knowledge and skills, (3) diversity 
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frameworks such as the National Council 
of the Social Studies “College, Career, and 
Civic Life (C3) Framework” versus creating 
something unique to DC; and

  creating and ensuring that a first effort at 
a statewide, community advisory panel 
is diverse, representative, and promotes 
equitable participation.

The state board learned a few key lessons as 
well, which will be applicable to future state 
standards work in DC and could be considered 
by other state boards embarking on this type  
of work:

  Plan ahead. Have an idea of the work you 
want to accomplish—with a rough timeline 
and milestones (mutually negotiated with 
partners)—before the process begins. There 
will likely be continuous improvement, 
collaboration, and partnership as the work 
gets started, but without an initial set of 
guardrails and foundation, the work may 
never feel truly grounded in purpose. 

  Build a team. Have a core group of dedicated 
staff, partners, and community members 
to ensure that the work moves forward. 
Designating a series of point persons and 
co-chairs to help define meeting agendas and 
goals is key.

  Less is more. Honor timelines and deadlines 
that you have set for yourself, and know when 
you may need to close or end a particular part 
of the process so that the work stays grounded 
and moves forward. It is okay to leave some 
unanswered questions on the table, and it may 
be necessary to cut back or limit items for 
inclusion in, for example, the guiding prin-
ciples drafted by the SSSAC.

DC’s state board has designed and coordinated 
a collaborative process to revise social studies 
standards that will ideally facilitate learning the 
long, interconnected arcs of history, econom-
ics, politics, and geography that run through the 
American past, helping students make connec-
tions between history and the present, where 
they are active agents of civic change. While the 
new standards will not be implemented until the 
2022–23 school year, the state board has planned 
these revisions with a rapidly changing world in 
mind and prioritized the critical examination of 
history as an essential skill for all DC students. 

more of an offshoot or elective/alternative 
history. We need to make the shift into giving 
BIPOC agency in history lessons because it can 
help remove the feeling of ‘otherness.’ ” Another 
committee member, Jessica Rucker, a teacher at 
E.L. Haynes Public Charter School, reflected: “In 
my courses, US History no longer simply means 
‘United States History.’ It means ‘US’ history: 
us and our stories. In this way, students’ voices 
and words and the words of the broader BIPOC 
community, is the curriculum.” 

From Principles to Standards
The Technical Writing Committee began 

work in February 2021. It comprises preK-12 
social studies educators from DC Public Schools 
and public charter schools, as well as local and 
national technical experts. Five members of 
the SSSAC are also on the writing committee, 
providing continuity between the state board and 
OSSE working groups. 

The work of the writing committee is ground-
ed in the guiding principles. As part of the 
collaborative process, the writing committee is 
providing the SSSAC several outlines and drafts 
for feedback during the writing year. The SSSAC 
conducted its first review of the writing commit-
tee’s work in April 2021. They considered content 
strands, cross-cutting concepts, core ideas, and 
skills. Additional opportunities for feedback 
from the SSSAC occurred in June 2021, focused 
on the structure of the standards and brief course 
descriptions by grade, and in mid-August 2021, 
when the SSSAC reviewed a full draft of the 
revised standards. 

This fall, OSSE hopes to present a revised draft 
of standards to the state board. The board will 
then seek public feedback on the draft during 
winter 2021 and schedule a vote to adopt the new 
standards next spring.

Challenges, Lessons Learned, and Next Steps
To date, and through this multiyear process, 

the state board managed a number of challenges:

  balancing the relative weight of priorities of the 
elected state board and its members (i.e., demo-
cratic principles) versus the priorities raised by 
a community advisory panel (i.e., SSSAC);

  managing decisions about whether to adopt or 
incorporate existing social studies and civics 

Jessica Sutter is Ward 6 
Representative on the DC 
State Board of Education, 

and Alexander Jue is a senior 
policy analyst for the agency.

You may need to close 
or end a particular part 

of the process so that 
the work stays grounded 

and moves forward.
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Committee Name Activity $ / # Lead Status Apr-21 May-21 Jun-21 Jul-21 Aug-21 Sep-21 Oct-21 Nov-21 Dec-21 Jan-22 Feb-22 Mar-22 Apr-22 May-22 Jun-22 Jul-22 Aug-22 Sep-22 Oct-22 Nov-22 Dec-22
Student Advisory Alex/Shayla
Student Advisory Prepare proposal for SAC/Student Representatives Alex/Shayla Complete X
Student Advisory State Board to vote on proposal Alex/Shayla In Progress X
Student Advisory Engagement plan for proposal Alex/Shayla Not Started X X
Student Advisory Application Process for new Student Representatives # # Alex/Shayla Not Started X X X
Student Advisory Year End Report Alex/Shayla In Progress X X

Accountability & Assessment Ruth/Jacque
Accountability & Assessment Charge 1/Phase 1 - Improve Accountability Framework Ruth/Jacque In Progress X X X
Accountability & Assessment Develop Materials for Member Discussion/Public Engagement Ruth/Jacque In Progress X X X
Accountability & Assessment Develop engagement plan for public/leadership # Ruth/Jacque Not Started X X X
Accountability & Assessment Execute engagement plan for proposed improvements to AF # Ruth/Jacque Not Started X X
Accountability & Assessment Draft/adopt proposals for improving AF # Ruth/Jacque Not Started X X
Accountability & Assessment Engage with OSSE to gain USED approval of proposed improvements Ruth/Jacque In Progress X X X X X X X X X
Accountability & Assessment Charge 2: Advocate for connecting AF indicators to school assistance Ruth/Jacque Not Started X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Accountability & Assessment Charge 3 - Explore/recommend new/innovative assessments assessments Ruth/Jacque Not Started X X X X X X X X X X X X

Advocacy & Outreach Carlene
Advocacy & Outreach Committee Planning $ Carlene In Progress X
Advocacy & Outreach Process Flow for Addressing Areas of Outreach & Advocacy Carlene Not Started
Advocacy & Outreach Addressing "Open" Resolutions # Carlene Ongoing X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Advocacy & Outreach Develop Advocacy Agenda Carlene Not Started
Advocacy & Outreach Parent Advisory Committee # # Emily Not Started

Education Standards Jessica
Education Standards Committee Planning Jessica In Progress X
Education Standards Establishing State Process for Review & Revision of Standards # Jessica Not Started X X X X
Education Standards Literacy (in partnership with OSSE Literacy Plan) $ or # Allister In Progress X X X X X X
Education Standards Homeschool standards [exploratory] Carlene Paused X
Education Standards Standards around virtual/digital learning [exploratory] Carlene Not Started
Education Standards HS Grad Recs: Community Service/Service Learning [exploratory] Carlene/Frazier Not Started
Education Standards Social Studies Standards (SEE OTHER TAB) # Jessica In Progress X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Teacher Practice Frazier
Teacher Practice Committee Planning Frazier Ongoing X

Teacher Practice Establishing recommendations/actions based on findings from 
SBOE teacher retention research Full Cmte In Progress X X X X X

Teacher Practice Updated Teacher Retention Report 3.0 (Mary Levy) $ Frazier Not Started X X
Teacher Practice Teacher Certification and Preparation Programs: Literacy Allister Not Started X X X
Teacher Practice Teacher Advisory Committee # # Full Cmte Not Started X X X X X

Board Governance Eboni-Rose

Board Governance Phase 1 - Initial Information Gathering (literature review, expert 
discussions/panels)

# $ Eboni-Rose In Progress X X X

Board Governance Phase 2 - Engagement & Initial Recommendations # Eboni-Rose Not Started X X
Board Governance Phase 3 - Engagement & Final Recommendations $# Eboni-Rose Not Started X X
Board Governance Phase 4 - Communication & Advocacy $# Eboni-Rose Not Started X X

Reopen Zachary/Allister
Reopen Draft survey $ or # Full Cmte In Progress X
Reopen Finalize survey by April 13 $ or # Full Cmte In Progress X
Reopen Launch survey on April 12 and close survey on April 30 $ or # Staff Not Started X
Reopen Reflect on findings during May 5 Working Session Full Cmte Not Started X
Reopen Produce report (by June 14) $ or # Full Cmte Not Started X

Symbol/Color Meaning
X Activity
# Staff Resources Needed
$ Funding Needed
X Completed
X In Progress / Ongoing
X Not Started / Paused
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Fall 2021 Engagement Session – Feedback 
 

Highlights 
● There were 42 attendees (not including walk-in attendees) at both fall engagement 

sessions; 13 attendees responded to the feedback survey. 
● Both fall engagement sessions were rated 3.3 out of 4 by the 13 survey respondents 

attending either the Deanwood session (8 respondents) or the MLK Library (5 
respondents) session. 

● The Education Governance session was rated the highest with an average rating of 3.5 
out of 4 from nine (9) total attendee respondents. 

● The Deanwood session was rated higher (3.4 out of 4) than the MLK Library session 
(3.2 out of 4); all three sessions were rated higher at the Deanwood session than they 
were at the MLK Library session, too. 

● The lack of time was cited as what was liked the least across both sessions. 
● The Appendix (below) provides all responses for each session, which can also be 

accessed at this link. 
 
Feedback from the Deanwood Fall Engagement Session (November 15) 

● Overall, this event was rated 3.4 out of 4 by 8 survey respondents. 
● Attendees appreciated that almost all the Board members were in attendance, the 

interactions with other stakeholders, and the topics covered. Attendees appreciated that 
food was provided, too. 

● Attendees wished they could have attended all 3 sessions and noted that sessions 
assumed a certain level of knowledge that not all attendees may have had. One attendee 
remarked that presenters were taking off their masks (while speaking, not eating). 

● The Social Studies session was rated 4 out of 4 by 3 attendee respondents. 
● The Education Governance session was rated 3.7 out of 4 by 6 attendee respondents. 
● The School Accountability session was rated 3.3 out of 4 by 7 attendee respondents. 
● Attendees expressed interest in future discussions on: high school graduation 

requirements (x2), COVID and school reopening, technology equity, and social 
emotional wellness. 

 
Feedback from MLK Library Fall Engagement Session (12/4) 

● Overall, this event was rated 3.2 out of 4 by 5 survey respondents. 
● Attendees appreciated the opportunity to interact with the Board members and fellow 

community members.  
● Attendees wished there was more time for conversation in each session and that the 

sessions lasted longer.  
● The Social Studies session was rated 2.3 out of 4 by 4 attendee respondents. 
● The Education Governance session was rated 3.3 out of 4 by 3 attendee respondents. 
● The School Accountability session was rated 2.7 out of 4 by 3 attendee respondents.  
● One attendee expressed interest in future discussions on teacher retention and diversity, 

equity, and inclusion work in schools 



 
 

 
District of Columbia State Board of Education 

441 4th Street NW, Suites 530S & 723N | Washington, DC 20001 
(202) 741-0888 | sboe.dc.gov | sboe@dc.gov | @DCSBOE 

Appendix A 
Figure 1- Deanwood Fall Engagement Session Feedback (11/15/21) 
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Figure 2 - MLK Library Fall Engagement Session Feedback (12/4/21) 
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TO:  Advocacy & Outreach Committee 
FROM: State Board Staff 
RE:  2021 State Board Call Log Analysis 
DATE:  January 26, 2022 
 
Executive Summary 
During 20211 the State Board of Education recorded 1,071 phone calls (42 percent increase over 2020)2 
through its main line number (i.e., 202-741-0888). The State Board received calls over 192 business days, 
averaging at 5.6 calls per day. 
 
Calls were answered during the State Board’s normal business hours (9 a.m. - 5:30 p.m.) by staff and 
fellows; calls were routed through staff cell phones due to COVID-19 and the work-from-home posture. 
Staff and fellows recorded information from calls using a call log form that asks for details of the concern, 
outcome of the call, issue topic of the call, and caller demographic (i.e., name, ward of residence, school, 
phone number, email address). 
 
Calls received fell into the following issue topics (listed in order of number of calls received). See Appendix 
A and B for a more detailed breakdown of issue topics. 
 

Issue Topic Number of Calls 
Records request 347 
School complaint 200 
District-wide education systems and operations 70 
Enrollment/finding a school 68 
COVID-19 60 
SBOE-specific 50 
Employment in a District school 45 
SPED, IEPs, and 504s 33 
Postsecondary/higher education 20 
Home schooling 17 
Other (e.g., Professional/occupational licensing, employment verification 
of previous employee, non-DC-based education information request, 
non-education information request, tuition, scholarships, and vouchers, 
US Department of Education) 

161 

 
Given that only 5 percent of calls were SBOE-specific, the outcome of calls resulted in transfers or referrals 
out to other agencies or service providers. See Appendix A for the outcome of calls by issue topic. 
 

Outcome of Call Percentage/Number of Calls 
Transferred to DCPS 20.4%  (218 calls) 
Transferred to Student Advocate 20.3%  (217 calls) 
Transferred to OSSE 13.6%  (146 calls) 

 
1 January 5, 2021 to January 10, 2022 
2 In 2020, the State Board received 751 calls to its main line. From June 2018 to October 2018, State Board staff received 296 calls over 110 business days, 
averaging 2.7 calls a day; from June 2019 to October 2019, State Board staff received 272 calls over 106 business days, averaging 2.6 calls a day. 
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Transferred to Ombudsman 12.8%  (137 calls) 
Referred to DCPS online records request portal 2.9%  (31 calls) 
Referred to PCSB 2.6%  (28 calls) 
Other 27.4%  (293 calls) 

 
About 25 percent of callers provided their ward of residence (as this was an optional demographic item); 
the majority of calls received were for non-district residents (32.7 percent) followed by Ward 8 and 7 (21.3 
percent and 16.9 percent respectively). 
 

Ward of Residence Percentage/Number of Calls 
Ward 1 2.8%  (7 calls) 
Ward 2 2.0%  (5 calls) 
Ward 3 1.2%  (3 calls) 
Ward 4 7.9%  (20 calls) 
Ward 5 6.7%  (17 calls) 
Ward 6 8.7%  (22 calls) 
Ward 7 16.9%  (43 calls) 
Ward 8 21.3%  (54 calls) 
Non-District resident 32.7%  (83 calls) 

 
Highlights and Summaries of Issue Topics 
Records request (347 calls) 

● Of the calls regarding records requests, 80 percent were first-time requests for records (i.e., 
diplomas, transcripts, and GEDs), while 20 percent of callers reported making multiple attempts 
to request records that were unsuccessful.  

● Of the schools named in the 71 calls regarding multiple unsuccessful attempts, there were seven 
(7) schools3 where three or more callers reported having issues with retrieving records from. 
 

School complaint (200 calls) 
● Nearly a fifth of the calls to the State Board pertained to complaints about schools. Complaint 

types were broken into five categories. Teacher, staff, or policy complaints (94) were among the 
top type of complaint, followed by unspecified/other (58), bullying or violent incidents (32), 
safety and building maintenance (9), and credits, credit recovery, retention, and graduation (7). 

● Teacher, staff, or policy complaints included grading and graduation issues, unfair treatment of 
students by their teachers and/or other school staff, and technical issues surrounding enrollment. 
Under this category, about 21 of the callers noted that they had communicated with the school 
principals with little to no results. 

● Across all five categories, about a quarter (48) complained about DCPS (i.e., general complaints, 
complaints about specific DCPS schools and their staff/policies, grade promotions, etc.). 

 
3 The schools were Randle Highland ES (3), McKinley Technology HS (3), Garfield ES (3), Dunbar HS (3), Ballou STAY (3), Ballou HS (4), and 
Anacostia HS (5). 
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● While 68 of the 200 calls did not specifically provide the name of the school subject to 
complaints, DC Scholars PCS had the highest frequency of calls, with five out of six regarding 
complaints about teachers, staff, or policy.4 
 

District-wide education systems and operations (70 calls) 
● Calls related to District-wide education systems and operations included, but were not limited to:  

○ Data requests (health literacy among Ward 1 residents and free-and-reduced-school-lunch 
(FRPL) rates) 

○ Questions about school scheduling 
○ Requests for OSSE’s main number 

Questions related to school curriculum and education governance 
○ Folks expressing condolences for former Washington Teachers’ Union (WTU) President 

Liz Davis 
● Several callers were retired teachers or relatives of retired teachers asking about pension plans. 

 
Enrollment /finding a school (68 calls) 

● 15 percent indicated that they were seeking to transfer their children from one D.C.-based school 
to another D.C.-based school. 

● Four (4) callers were asking specifically about transfers to a DCPS school. 
● Nine (9) callers had recently moved or were planning to move to the D.C. area and were seeking 

information about the enrollment process. 
● One school (Friendship PCS - Collegiate Academy) was mentioned at least three (3) times by 

callers asking about enrollment or finding a school. 
● The majority of these calls (45) resulted in the caller being transferred to the Office of the Student 

Advocate. 
 
COVID-19 (60 calls) 

● The majority (32 percent) of COVID-19 related calls were transferred to DCPS, while 17 percent 
went to the Ombudsman, 12 percent went to OSSE, 8 percent went to the Office of the Student 
Advocate, and the remainder were coded as “other”. 

● The following were frequently reported COVID-related concerns among callers: 
○ The need for more virtual learning options  
○ Schools not following COVID-19 protocols (e.g., no social distancing and inappropriate 

mask usage (Ballou HS was reported twice)) 
○ Student safety concerns due to COVID-19 outbreaks (Stanton ES reported three times) 
○ Confusion and frustration around COVID-19 testing, quarantining, and attendance 

procedures (Plummer ES was reported twice) 
● Four (4) callers had technology-related concerns (e.g., broken and unfixed devices, devices not 

received). 
● Of schools with COVID issues identified, four (4) were PCS and 29 were DCPS schools.  

 
SBOE-specific (50 calls) 

● Most of these calls were requests to get in contact with staff and members of the State Board.  

 
4 Other repeat schools included: Ballou High School (5 complaints per school); McKinley Technology High School, Kelly Miller Middle School, H.D. 
Woodson High School, Wilson High School (4 complaints per school); Leckie Elementary School, Eastern High School, Duke Ellington School of the Arts 
(3 complaints per school). 
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● Eight (8) callers inquired about testifying or watching public meetings or working sessions.  
● Five (5) callers asked to be connected directly to the Ombudsman or the Student Advocate. 

 
Employment in a District school (45 calls) 

● 42 percent of callers asked about licensing and credentials (i.e., general teacher, special 
education, and school psychologist) in the District.  

● The majority of callers are teachers or former teachers asking about their benefits, employee 
records, W-2, or payment questions. 

● Several inquiries regarding substitute teaching, in-school volunteer opportunities, and school 
donations requests.  

● There was no indication of whether the employment inquiries were mostly for DCPS or PCS; 
nine (9) callers were non-district residents, with several asking about how to transfer their 
teaching credential to be certified in the District. 

 
SPED, IEPs, and 504s (33 calls) 

● About half (16) were transferred to the Student Advocate after asking for information on IEPs, 
enrolling their children in schools that support students with special needs, and advocacy support 
for their children attending schools they felt were not providing accommodations for their 
children. 

● Seven (7) callers were transferred to OMB, with caller complaints about lack of accommodations 
being provided to their child. 

 
Postsecondary/higher education (20 calls) 

● The majority of calls were in regards to colleges and universities in the D.C. area (e.g. 
Georgetown, UDC, Gallaudet).  

● Minor trends among the remaining calls included five (5) callers that were attempting to verify 
the records of another person and three (3) seeking records from now-closed institutions. 

 
Home schooling (17 calls) 

● Most of these calls were requests for general information about homeschooling. 
● The majority of these calls (11) took place from September to December 2021 (after school 

opened for the fall semester). 
● While no major trends emerged, two (2) callers mentioned that they were seeking information 

about homeschooling due to dissatisfaction (not related to COVID-19) with schools their children 
were attending. 

 
Other (161 calls) 

● Of the 88 calls pertaining to professional/occupational licensing, most (54) called for information 
on earning or renewing their cosmetology license and were referred to the Department of 
Consumer and Regulatory Affairs (DCRA). Another 13 callers in the professional/occupational 
licensing category asked for information on teacher licensure, and were referred to OSSE. 

● There were 31 callers who mistook the D.C. State Board of Education as the U.S. Department of 
Education (USED), half (15) of which pertained to federal student loan questions, the other half 
(16) with a variety of miscellaneous requests (i.e., USED contact information, state-level 
complaints intended for USED, etc.). Callers were referred to USED. 
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● Other, less frequent calls, included 16 non-education information requests (i.e., packages being 
delivered to the State Board, D.C. recreation questions, Board of Elections questions, etc.), 15 
non-D.C.-based education information requests (e.g., complaints/issues regarding school systems 
in Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Missouri, etc.), eight (8) employment verification calls, and three 
(3) callers had tuition, scholarships, and vouchers questions. 

 


	SBOE FY22 Performance Oversight Responses
	SBOE Responses

