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At-Risk Student Accountability Plans Guidance 
Presented to Education Funding Task Force – July 2, 2025  

Purpose of the Law 
K.S.A. 72-3574: This law establishes requirements to create at-risk student accountability plans, 
annually report on at-risk student performance, show longitudinal academic improvement for 
those students, and report annually to the State Board of Education on the progress of such 
plans.  
A pilot program will take place during the 2024-2025 and 2025-2026 school years, and all 
districts will be required to participate beginning in the 2026-2027 school year. 

Summary of the Process  
● Identify two cohorts of students 
● Establish a four-year quantitative academic improvement goal for each group  
● Identify targeted supports and interventions  
● Conduct a longitudinal academic evaluation for each group  
● Develop an at-risk student accountability plan 
● Submit an annual report  
● Post the plan and report publicly 
● The process must be repeated every four-years until the district achieves the State 

Board of Education (SBOE) goal to have 75% of all students who took the statewide 
assessments during the preceding school year score at performance level 3 or 4 on the 
state summative assessment in both ELA and Math.  

Purpose of this Document 
This document is intended to be used by the districts participating in the pilot program and will 
be updated throughout the pilot years.  

Cohort Formation Guidance 
1. During the pilot program, KSDE leadership is suspending the requirement for the 

cohort of students eligible for free meals. Communicating free lunch status to staff not 
involved with implementation of the free lunch program is a violation of federal 
regulations. 

2. A student should not be identified as a member of a cohort when the cohort is formed 
if they are not eligible for at-risk services pursuant to K.S.A. 72-5153. 
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3. If a district cannot create a cohort with a single grade due to size, the subcommittee 
recommends creating a cohort by grade band, with sequential grades if possible. The 
subcommittee recommends choosing grades that would ensure students in the cohort 
receive similar interventions and do not end up in different schools at the end of the 
four-year cycle, e.g. part of the cohort ends in middle school and part of the cohort 
ends in high school. 

4. Once a student has been removed from a cohort, they should not be added back to the 
cohort. 

Goal Setting- KSA 72-3574(c)(1) 

Goal Setting Guidance 
1. Consideration for which KAP metric is best to use. Districts could use the four 

performance categories, the eight API categories, or the scale score, each metric has 
pros and cons. 

Assessments for Goal Evaluation- KSA 72-3574(d)(4)(A)-(D) 

Summary Statute 

1) Use no more than two quantitative 
measures to evaluate whether the 
cohort has met the goal 

2) If the cohort will take the ELA and 
math state assessment during the 
evaluation year, the district must use 
the state assessment as a measure 

3) If the cohort will not take the state 
assessment during the evaluation year, 
the LEA shall use one or two measures 
from the following list: 

a) ACT or ACT WorkKeys 
b) Formative assessment 

approved by the SBOE 
c) Summative assessment 

approved by the SBOE 

Subject to the requirements of paragraphs 
(2) and (3), the quantitative measures that a 
school district may use to evaluate whether 
an identified student cohort group is 
achieving at a level that is sufficient to meet 
or exceed the quantitative academic 
improvement goal established for such 
cohort group shall only include the 
following:  

A. The English language arts and 
mathematics state assessments;  

B. a formative assessment approved 
by the state board of education;  

C. a summative assessment approved 
by the state board of education; or  

D. ACT or ACT WorkKeys assessments. 
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Assessments for Goal Evaluation Guidance 

1. The subcommittee does not recommend any additional assessments for approval by 
the State Board of Education at this time. 

2. If the cohort will not take the KAP summative assessment during the evaluation year or 
if the district wishes to use an additional quantitative measure that is not the ACT or 
ACT WorkKeys, the district should fill out a provisional application to have the 
assessment be approved by the State Board of Education. 

Progress Monitoring and Interventions- KSA 72-
3574(j)(1)(B) & (c)(2) 

 Progress Monitoring Guidance 

Districts must provide an estimate of whether they believe they are on track to meet or 
exceed the longitudinal academic improvement goals in the annual report to the state 
board of education. To fulfill compliance, this estimation does not require supporting 
evidence. However, districts may want to consider the guidance below. 

1. KSDE recommends that a data set or progress monitoring tool be used to give a 
realistic analysis based on evidence. The most accurate and reliable way to 
determine if a district is “on track” is through an assessment that measures 
academic improvement aligned to the goal. The assessment should also provide 
enough information to be instructionally useful to make changes in the 
classroom.   

2. For districts establishing a goal based on KAP summative assessment 
performance, within-year monitoring of progress as well as annual summative 
progress towards the goal may be the most effective way to assess progress and 
inform instruction. In this example, districts may employ KAP interim and mini-
test assessments throughout the year to inform instructional practice aligned to 
the Kansas state standards. In addition, an annual review of summative 
assessment performance, or change in performance relative to the established 
goal and historical performance, can assist the system in determining whether 
they are making adequate progress towards the goal. 
 



 

4 

3. Caution regarding screeners for risk: Many districts rely on at-risk screeners 
to monitor student progress. While these tools may show that a student has 
moved from "high risk" to "low risk," that shift does not necessarily indicate the 
student is proficient, as measured by the KAP summative assessment. At-risk 
screeners are designed to identify students who may need additional support 
based on risk indicators—they do not measure whether a student has achieved 
mastery of content or proficient ability to demonstrate knowledge and skills of 
grade level content standards. As a result, there is a potential that districts will 
use progress on at-risk screeners as evidence of academic growth, even though 
these tools are not aligned to state standards or predictive of progress toward 
the district’s longitudinal academic improvement goals. This can lead to over-
identification of mastery and a false sense of student growth or readiness. 
Districts should be cautious of choosing progress monitoring tools that measure 
skills and do not measure mastery of grade level content standards. 
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