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In January 2007, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) put forward a plan for reauthorizing the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB).  This plan, Building on Results, is designed to improve accountability by providing states and school districts with additional flexibility for innovation as they work toward grade-level proficiency for all students in reading/language arts and mathematics by 2014. While the discussion over reauthorization of NCLB continues, conversations with state and local leaders and policy-makers across the country make clear that some commonsense changes are needed to build upon those that have been implemented since 2005. In response to these discussions, Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings invited states to participate in a pilot to implement a differentiated accountability model – a more nuanced way of distinguishing between schools and districts in need of intensive intervention and those that are closer to meeting their goals – so that states and school districts can better direct resources to the schools that need them the most. 

Through this pilot, the Department hopes to discover various approaches to differentiation that produce more targeted and effective interventions for schools and school districts in need of improvement, ultimately resulting in all students reaching proficiency in reading/language arts and mathematics by 2014. In return for the additional flexibility offered through the pilot, states must strengthen their own capacity for school reform, take the most substantive and comprehensive interventions for the lowest-performing schools and school districts, and use student achievement data to determine the method of differentiation.
Differentiated accountability is not about lessening the focus on all students reaching grade level proficiency in reading/language arts and mathematics or lessening the imperative for all schools to ensure that all students attain subject mastery consistent with states’ academic content standards. State’s differentiated accountability models must maintain the current measurement of adequate yearly progress (AYP) under section 1111 of NCLB.

The Department desires to support states’ ingenuity in proposing a wide range of technically sound differentiated accountability models, consistent with the ten core principles set forth in Secretary Spellings’ letter. States may propose to develop a comprehensive system of differentiated accountability or develop a more targeted differentiated accountability proposal such as a model that differentiates only among schools in the restructuring phase of improvement or a model that more closely aligns the state system of accountability to the federal accountability system. A state may propose a model that applies to schools, school districts, or both schools and school districts. 
The Department will use a peer review process to evaluate state proposals similar to that used in the growth model pilot. This peer review process will help ensure that the states accepted into the differentiated accountability pilot have technically sound proposals and models that are consistent with the core principles of the differentiated accountability pilot. The peers will evaluate how the proposal meets each of the core principles including the educational and technical soundness of the model, how the state uses data to support the differentiated accountability model and the rigor of a state’s approach to differentiated accountability.
In addition to providing details for states about the peer review process and the criteria that will be used to evaluate the proposals, this document provides guidance for peer reviewers’ evaluation of state proposals. This guidance provides specific information any proposal should include to demonstrate it is consistent with the core principles while allowing each state to propose its own specific model for differentiated accountability. 
The guidance uses several unique terms to describe the complex ways states may propose to differentiate accountability.  

Phase of Improvement: Under NCLB there are five phases in the school improvement timeline: (1) School Improvement – Year 1; (2) School Improvement – Year 2; (3) Corrective Action; (4) Planning for Restructuring; and (5) Restructuring Implementation. There are three phases of school district improvement (1) Local Educational Agency (LEA) Improvement – Year 1, (2) LEA Improvement – Year 2, and (3) LEA Corrective Action. Through the differentiated accountability pilot, states may propose alternate labels for these phases of improvement. 

Category of Improvement: A state may propose to differentiate the interventions for schools and districts within a particular phase of improvement. For example, a state might propose to differentiate the schools in the restructuring phase into two categories with schools in the lowest quartile of student achievement grouped in to a “comprehensive” category and subject to substantive and comprehensive interventions and the remaining schools included in a “targeted” category with more focused interventions.  

Capacity Cap: For schools currently within the restructuring phase of improvement, a state may propose to limit the number or percentage of schools that will receive the most substantive and comprehensive interventions according to state and school district capacity. The state must provide a rationale or justification for the capacity cap as part of its differentiated accountability model. 

Review Process 

As states submit their differentiated accountability proposals, Department staff will evaluate whether a state is eligible to participate in the pilot. Only states that meet the minimum eligibility requirements (i.e., approved reading/language arts and mathematics assessment system administered in 2007-08; science assessments (including alternate assessments) administered to all students once in each grade span (3-5, 6-9 and 10-12) and documentation that the state reports science assessment results; approved highly qualified teacher plan; timely AYP determinations; compliance with NCLB and Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)) will advance to peer review. States with unresolved monitoring findings must provide evidence for how these issues will be resolved in the 2007-08 school year to be eligible for the differentiated accountability pilot. 
The peer review of state proposals will occur in late May 2008 in a series of steps. First, peer reviewers will consider each proposal independently. In addition to the independent review of proposal materials, the Department will facilitate a conference call between the state and the peer reviewers as necessary. Peers may ask clarifying questions as needed during this call. Following the independent review and conference call, peer reviewers will meet to discuss each proposal. Peers will use their evaluations of state proposals to guide the peer review discussion and write a report that provides the reasons why a state’s proposal is or is not recommended for approval. These recommendations will be due to the Secretary by mid-June 2008.

The Secretary will consider these recommendations in making a decision about which state proposals to approve for this pilot. As noted in the Secretary’s March 20, 2008 letter, priority for participation in the pilot will be given to the following:

· States that have at least 20 percent of their Title I schools identified as in need of improvement in the 2007-08 school year and that demonstrate a challenge in providing meaningful, intensive reform to all their identified Title I schools. States that do not meet this 20 percent threshold must provide a justification for why the state has a need for differentiated accountability.

· States that propose substantive and comprehensive interventions, such as those used in the restructuring phase, for the lowest-performing schools earlier in the improvement timeline (i.e., earlier than after five years of not making AYP).

· States that propose an innovative model of differentiation and interventions. Within the bounds of the core principles, the Department is interested in selecting a broad array of models for the pilot.  The Department will be looking for innovation, enhanced parental options, and strong educational accountability, combined with a rigorous approach to school or school district reform.

The Department intends to complete the approval process so that approved states may apply their differentiated accountability model in the 2008-09 school year for AYP determinations based on assessment results from the 2007-08 school year. 

Additional details about the process 

This peer review guidance is based on the ten core principles established for differentiated accountability pilot applications in the Secretary’s March 20, 2008, letter (http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/secletter/080320.html). In her letter, Secretary Spellings advised states to describe their proposal clearly and concisely with particular attention to providing evidence on how these proposals meet each of the core principles and to include any relevant evidence. The Department encourages states to develop complete and concise proposals addressing each question in the peer review guidance that directly relates to the state’s proposal. To the extent possible, the actual proposal (excluding the summary) should not exceed 30 pages and the summary should not exceed 5 pages. 

The Department expects states to provide data analyses to support the proposed model of differentiation and the best available evidence to support the state’s proposed interventions in schools and school districts in various phases and categories of improvement. Due to the timing of assessment administrations, states will most likely provide these analyses based on data with the most current information from the previous school year (2006-07). 

If the Department approves a state’s proposal, the state will need to submit electronically its final differentiated accountability model as part of its amended accountability workbook. After the amended accountability workbook is received and reviewed, the Department will notify the state that its proposal has been approved and will post this information on the Department’s website. 

States will be approved to implement their models for up to four years (for example, in the case of a four-year pilot, the 2008-09 through 2011-12 school years) unless reauthorization of NCLB changes the requirements on which those models are based. States will be required to report annually on their implementation of the differentiated accountability model, which the Department will review to ensure that the state’s differentiated accountability plan is implemented as proposed.  

For evaluation purposes, each state with an approved proposal will be expected to conduct analyses to support the validity of its differentiated accountability proposal and overall accountability system, as the data become available. For example, the Department will require each state selected for the differentiated accountability pilot to compare annually the results obtained through implementation of its differentiated accountability model with the results of school or school district identification for improvement in accordance with the current ESEA provisions and regulations. 
Section I: Accountability

The state maintains its current practice for determining AYP and identifying schools
 as in need of improvement. 

Core Principle 1: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) determinations consistent with state’s Consolidated Accountability Workbook 
The state makes annual AYP determinations for all public schools as required by NCLB and as described in the state’s accountability plan. The state’s accountability system continues to hold schools accountable and ensure that all students are proficient in reading/language arts and mathematics by 2013-14.

Introductory note: Peers will evaluate how a state’s differentiated accountability maintains the current measurement of AYP under section 1111 of NCLB. Differentiated accountability is about strengthening the focus on all students reaching grade level proficiency in reading/language arts and ensuring that all schools reach these goals. 
Peer Review Probe Questions

1.1 Has the state demonstrated that the state’s accountability system continues to hold schools and school districts accountable and ensures that all students are proficient by 2013-14? 

· Does the state provide an assurance that it will implement the elements outlined in its approved accountability plan as part of the differentiated accountability model?

1.2 Has the state demonstrated that it makes annual AYP determinations for all public schools and school districts as required by NCLB and as described in the state’s accountability plan?
· Does the state provide an assurance it will implement the elements outlined in its approved accountability plan as part of the differentiated accountability model?

Peer Reviewer Summary Notes on Core Principle 1: Proposal Strengths and Weaknesses

Core Principle 2: Transparent information about AYP calculations. 

The state provides the public with clear and understandable explanations of how the state calculates AYP for all its schools and school districts and how it includes all students in its accountability system.

Introductory note: The peers will evaluate how the model ensures the public has a clear and understandable explanation of AYP calculations.  
Peer Review Probe Questions

2.1 Has the state explained how it ensures that the components of its AYP calculations include all students?

2.1.1 Has the state documented its methods for validly and reliably including all students in AYP calculations (i.e., full academic year definition, minimum group size)?

· What amendments, if any, does the state plan propose regarding its methods for including students in AYP determinations in a valid and reliable manner for the 2007-08 school year or future school years
? 

2.1.2 Has the state clearly described its process for calculating AYP, including the use of averaging, performance index, confidence intervals, standard error of measurement, and any other statistical adjustments?

· What amendments, if any, does the state plan to propose regarding its system to calculate AYP for the 2007-08 school year or future school years? 
2.1.3 Has the state provided documentation that all schools and school districts receive AYP determinations?

· Does the state clearly describe its process for determining AYP for non-traditional schools and schools with small populations?
· Does the state provide data on the number and percentage of schools that received AYP determinations and an explanation for schools, if any, that did not receive AYP determinations?
2.2 How has the state provided the public with transparent and easily accessible information about how the state calculates AYP?

2.2.1 Has the state adequately explained to the public its process of calculating AYP in a manner that is easily understood and transparent?

2.2.2 How has the state provided the public with clear documentation if its accountability system under NCLB?

Peer Reviewer Notes on Core Principle 2: Proposal Strengths and Weaknesses

Core Principle 3: Title I schools continue to be identified for improvement as required by NCLB. 

The state continues to identify for improvement Title I schools and school districts as required by NCLB and as outlined in the state’s accountability plan. However, the state may change the identification labels (i.e., schools in need of improvement, corrective action, restructuring) to reflect how interventions are differentiated.

Introductory note: Peers will evaluate a state’s differentiated accountability model to ensure that it continues to identify schools and school districts for improvement. Differentiated accountability does not change how states identify schools or school districts for improvement. States must continue to identify school and school districts for improvement that miss annual measurable objectives in reading/language arts or mathematics or targets for the other academic indicator for two consecutive years, consistent with the state’s approved accountability workbook.  

Peer Review Probe Questions

3.1 Does the state identify schools and school districts for improvement and publicly report such determinations?

3.1.1 Has the state ensured that it will identify for improvement (or a new label) all schools and school districts receiving Title I funds after missing AYP for 2 years, as required by NCLB and as outlined in the state’s accountability plan?

· Note: A state shall not identify schools and school districts for improvement based solely on the same student group not meeting the annual measurable objective in the same subject for two consecutive years.
3.1.2 Has the state provided evidence that it annually reports to the public school and school district identifications?

· Does the state provide notice to the public regarding the results of AYP determinations before the beginning of the school year?

Peer Reviewer Notes on Core Principle 3: Proposal Strengths and Weaknesses 

Section II: Differentiation Model

The state clearly defines its process for categorizing schools in the differentiated accountability model. 

Please note that a state must also address Section IV, Data Analysis, with regards to its differentiated accountability model. 

Core Principle 4: Method of Differentiation  

The method for differentiation of identified schools is technically and educationally sound, based upon robust data analysis, and the state applies its method of differentiation uniformly across the state. The differentiation in the identification of schools for improvement is based primarily on students’ demonstration of proficiency in reading/language arts and mathematics.

Introductory note: Peers will evaluate the technical and educational soundness of a state’s method of differentiation and the use of data to support the differentiated accountability model.  
Peer Review Probe Questions

4.1 Has the state established technically and educationally sound criteria to distinguish between the phases (e.g., from “improvement” to “restructuring”) of differentiation? 
4.1.1 Has the state clearly described the criteria it will use to distinguish between the phases of improvement?

4.1.2 Has the state clearly identified the labels it will apply to schools or school districts for each phase of improvement? 

· Has the state provided, in its proposal, a comparison of the proposed phases to current law? 
· Has the state clearly identified the proposed labels and how they would apply to schools in the differentiated accountability model?
· Has the state explained how it will publicly report the proposed labels to ensure transparency, particularly as the state transitions schools from the existing model to the differentiated accountability model?
4.1.3 Has the state demonstrated that the phases of improvement are based substantially on students’ academic proficiency in reading/language arts and mathematics? 

· Has the state ensured that schools missing AYP will continue to progress through the phases of improvement? 

4.2 Has the state established technically and educationally sound criteria to differentiate between categories (e.g., between “targeted” and “comprehensive”) within a phase of improvement? 
4.2.1 Has the state clearly defined the technically and educationally sound criteria it will use to differentiate between identified schools?

· Does the state provide the criteria it will use to differentiate between categories including when and how they will be applied? Are the state’s procedures clear and consistently applied?
4.2.2 Has the state provided a justification or rationale for the criteria it will use to differentiate between categories and the procedures or methods for applying such criteria?

· Does the state model allow schools to move between various categories within a phase of improvement? If so, are the procedures clear and consistent?

4.2.3 Has the state provided evidence that the method of differentiation is not limited by the achievement of a particular student group? Note: A state shall not differentiate among schools based on the criteria of whether the schools missed targets in the students with disabilities or limited English proficient student group. 

4.3 Has the state provided a description and detailed examples of how schools could move between different categories and phases of improvement? 
4.3.1 Has the state provided a description of how a school may move between different categories of differentiation (e.g., between “targeted” and “comprehensive”) and phases of improvement over time?

· Does the state provide detailed examples of how schools can move through the school improvement timeline under the differentiated accountability model? 
4.3.2 Has the state clearly described how a school moves between categories of differentiation over time?

· Has the state clearly defined the criteria for moving between categories of differentiation over time? 

· Does the state’s proposal include information on whether and how it considers student achievement (either increasing or decreasing) when moving a school between different categories of improvement? What process does the state outline for the review?  Does the state provide the timeline for reviews and date by which results will become available?
· How has the state ensured the reform efforts for schools that move between categories of differentiation over time will be sustained or consistent? 

4.3.3 Has the state provided evidence that the proposed method of differentiation does not systemically allow for a school to repeatedly miss targets in a particular student group over time and remain in the least comprehensive category of differentiation?

4.4 Has the state proposed a technically and educationally sound process for using valid and reliable additional academic indicators (e.g., science assessments, academic improvement over time) to differentiate among identified schools or school districts? Are these additional academic indicators applicable to all students within a grade span?
Note: Guidance Question 4.4 pertains only to states that choose to include additional academic indicators
 (e.g., science assessments or improvement in assessment results over time) in their proposals to differentiate among schools or school districts. 

4.4.1 Has the state clearly listed all additional academic indicators that it will use to differentiate among schools?

· Do the proposed indicators measure academic achievement (e.g., science assessments or improvement in assessment results over time)? Note that school characteristics (e.g., school finance, attendance, and student or community demographics) are not acceptable indicators for a differentiated accountability model under this pilot. 
· Has the state clearly defined the annual achievement targets it will use for the additional academic indicators?  
4.4.2 Are the indicators valid and reliable measures of academic achievement? 
· Has the state provided all relevant technical quality information for any additional assessments used to differentiate among schools or school districts?  

· Has the state clearly described the data elements and methods for calculating any additional metrics proposed for inclusion in the differentiated accountability model?

· The proposal must maintain validity and reliability, minimize measurement error, and support empirical integrity in the accountability system. How does the model achieve these specifications? Please note that states may not apply confidence intervals to the additional academic indicators under this pilot. 

4.4.3 Are the additional academic indicators applicable to all students within a particular grade span (elementary, middle, or high school)?

· Has the state demonstrated that the additional academic indicators are available to all students within a specific grade? For example, states may not use Advanced Placement test results as additional academic indicators in the differentiated accountability pilot unless all high school students across the state are required to participate in Advanced Placement assessments.

· Has the state ensured that the additional indicators are available to limited English proficient students and students with disabilities? If the state has proposed additional assessments to differentiate among schools, does the state offer an alternate assessment and accommodations for students with disabilities as required by IDEA? 
· Does the state consistently apply the method and criteria for evaluating the additional academic indicators to all students? 
· Does the differentiated accountability model set the same achievement targets for all student groups on the additional academic indicators?

4.4.4 Has the state demonstrated that the additional academic indicators do not overly compensate for low achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics?

· Will the state only use the academic indicators to refine distinctions between schools with similar performance in reading/language arts and mathematics?
· Does the state’s model ensure that schools with the lowest reading/language arts and mathematics achievement within a particular phase of improvement receive the most substantive and comprehensive interventions?
4.4.5 Has the state demonstrated its capacity for entering, sorting, retrieving, and analyzing the large number of records on additional academic indicators that it would need to accumulate over time?
4.4.6 Has the state provided evidence that it will publicly report on the additional academic indicators on an annual basis in a format consistent with the results of reading/language arts and mathematics assessments? What information will the state and its school districts provide to schools, parents, and the public and in what format?

Peer Reviewer Notes on Core Principle 4: Proposal Strengths and Weaknesses

Core Principle 5: Transition 

When transitioning to the differentiated accountability model, the state considers the current status of schools, including interventions previously implemented in schools and services provided to students.

Introductory note: Peers will evaluate how the state’s proposal includes an educationally sound method for transitioning services provided to students and interventions offered to schools between 2007-08 and 2008-09 or later school years.   

Peer Review Probe Questions

5.1 How does the differentiated accountability model consider the current status of a school (e.g., how will a school transition from corrective action in 2007-08 to a new phase under the differentiated accountability model in 2008-09 without starting over in the intervention timeline)? 

5.1.1 Has the state ensured that schools previously identified for improvement will continue to be identified, although the label and interventions may differ? 

5.1.2 Has the state included in its proposal a plan to transition to the proposed interventions offered to schools between 2007-08 and 2008-09 or later school years?

· Has the state addressed how schools will transition the development and implementation of their school improvement plans between 2007-08 and 2008-09 or later school years?  

5.2 How will the state ensure students participating in public school choice (PSC) and supplemental educational services (SES) during the 2007-08 school year continue to have those options available to them during the transition, even if they would not be eligible under the state’s proposed differentiated accountability model? 

5.2.1 Does the state ensure that students participating in PSC and SES during the 2007-08 school year (and who would continue to be eligible under current practice) will continue to have those options available to them? 

· If a student is participating in SES for the 2007-08 school year, during the transition period a school district must continue to offer the student SES if the student remains enrolled in a school identified for improvement even if the student does not meet the state’s new eligibility criteria under the differentiated accountability model. For example, the state may decide to focus SES on non-proficient, low-income students. However, during the transition period, any low-income student currently receiving SES must be offered the option of participating in SES regardless of that student's proficiency status.

· If an eligible student has exercised the option to transfer to another public school in the 2007-08 school year, a school district must permit the student to remain in that school until he or she has completed the highest grade in the school even if the student does not meet the state’s new eligibility criteria under the differentiated accountability model. However, the school district is no longer obligated to provide transportation for the student after the end of the school year in which the student’s school of origin is no longer identified for school improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.

Peer Reviewer Notes on Core Principle 5: Proposal Strengths and Weaknesses

Core Principle 6: Transparency of differentiation and interventions

The process for differentiation and the resulting interventions for schools in different categories or phases of differentiation are data-driven, understandable, and transparent to the public.

Introductory note: Peers will evaluate how the state’s proposal establishes a process for differentiation that is data-driven and understandable and accessible to the public.   

Peer Review Probe Questions

6.1 How has the state ensured that the process for differentiation is data-driven and accessible to the public? 

6.1.1 Has the state described a method for differentiation that is data-driven?

6.1.2 Has the state described its plan to report results in a manner that parents and the public will easily understand? 
6.1.3 How does the state ensure that it will publicly report the status of identified schools and school districts under the differentiated accountability model?    

Peer Reviewer Notes on Core Principle 6: Proposal Strengths and Weaknesses

Section III: Interventions

The state clearly defines its system of interventions in the differentiated accountability model. 

Core Principle 7: Intervention Timeline

The state requires all identified schools receiving Title I funds to receive interventions and to progress through an intervention timeline in which interventions increase in intensity over time. The state describes its comprehensive system of interventions, including, if applicable, how its proposal aligns with its state accountability system.

Introductory note: Peers will evaluate the state’s proposal to ensure that the model establishes a comprehensive system of interventions which ensures that Title I schools and school districts identified for improvement that continue to miss AYP progress though an intervention timeline with interventions increasing in intensity over time.   
Peer Review Probe Questions

7.1 Has the state established a comprehensive system of interventions and clearly described how the interventions relate to the academic achievement of the schools? 
7.1.1 Has the state specified what interventions will take place in each phase and category of improvement?

· Has the state described the proposed interventions for each phase and category of improvement under the differentiated accountability model and compared them to those required under current practice? 

· Has the state ensured that all identified schools receiving Title I funds are subject to interventions?

· Has the state clearly explained its plans to focus, or “triage,” its school intervention efforts through the differentiated accountability model?

7.1.2 How does the differentiated accountability model ensure that schools in which a particular student group repeatedly misses targets are not systemically placed in the category of schools with the least comprehensive interventions? Note: A state shall not systemically place schools that repeatedly miss targets in the students with disabilities or limited English proficient student group in the category of schools receiving the least comprehensive interventions.  

7.1.3 Has the state explained how the proposed interventions are related to the academic achievement of the schools in each category and phase of improvement?

7.2 Has the state explained how its proposed differentiated accountability system of interventions aligns with and builds on current state interventions? 
7.2.1 Has the state explained, if applicable, how the differentiated accountability model aligns with and builds on its state system of interventions?

7.3 How does the state’s model ensure that Title I schools and school districts identified for improvement that continue to miss AYP progress though an intervention timeline with interventions increasing in intensity over time?
7.3.1 Has the state provided a clear description of its proposed timeline for the application of interventions?

7.3.2 Has the state clearly demonstrated that at least a subset of the lowest-performing schools not meeting annual measurable objectives in reading/language arts or mathematics or the target for the other academic indicator for five years will be subject to the most substantive and comprehensive interventions? 

7.3.3 Has the state explained how schools that do not increase achievement in reading/language arts or mathematics will progress through the intervention timeline?

· Does the state proposal ensure that schools in which a particular student group repeatedly misses targets are subject to increased levels of interventions?
7.4 How will the state and its school districts ensure that students in schools needing the most comprehensive interventions have access to teachers and principals with a demonstrated history of improving student achievement? How will the state and its school districts target resources to improve teacher and principal effectiveness?
7.4.1 Has the state provided evidence that the state and its school district will ensure an equitable distribution of teachers with a demonstrated record of improving student academic achievement across the state and within districts and schools, particularly those schools needing the most comprehensive interventions? 

7.4.2 Does the state or its school districts plan to improve performance-based incentives to ensure that schools needing the most comprehensive interventions have access to teachers with a demonstrated history of improving academic achievement? If so, has the state clearly described its plan and the steps the state has taken to implement the plan?

7.4.3 How does the state’s model target resources to improve the teacher and principal effectiveness?

· Does the state’s proposal take into consideration the particular needs of schools (e.g., teachers in schools with low reading/language arts performance would receive targeted professional development around reading instruction)?

7.4.4 Has the state included a plan to ensure that teachers and principals are trained in data-driven decision-making and using scientifically based research to improve instruction?

7.4.5 Has the state explained how it plans to improve professional development or teacher training to ensure that schools needing the most comprehensive interventions have access to teachers with a demonstrated history of improving student achievement?

· Has the state described the professional development programs provided or that will be provided to teachers in schools needing the most substantive and comprehensive interventions?

Peer Reviewer Notes on Core Principle 7: Proposal Strengths and Weaknesses
Core Principle 8: Types of Interventions

Interventions must be educationally sound. The state must provide a rationale, including evidence of effectiveness, for each intervention proposed. The state must also explain how it will leverage state and local resources along with federal resources (e.g., Title I school improvement funds, Title II funds) to promote meaningful reform in schools, provide educational options for parents and students, and improve teacher and school leadership performance.
Introductory note: Peers will evaluate the state’s proposal to ensure that the model includes interventions that are educationally sound and designed to promote meaningful reform in schools.  

Peer Review Probe Questions

8.1 Has the state proposed interventions that are educationally sound and designed to promote meaningful reform in schools?

8.1.1 Has the state provided a rationale for each proposed intervention? 

· Does the state provide data to support that the proposed interventions are linked to increased student achievement in similar schools?
· Does the state provide a rationale for innovative interventions proposed as part of the differentiated accountability model? 
· Has the state considered the length of time necessary to implement interventions and, if applicable, identified impediments to timely implementation of the interventions? How does the state or its school districts plan to overcome these impediments? 
8.1.2 How does the research or other evidence of effectiveness support the interventions proposed for the lowest-performing schools (in terms of students’ academic achievement)?

8.2 How will the state align its resources to increase state and local capacity to ensure substantive and comprehensive support for consistently underperforming schools including plans to leverage school improvement funds received under section 1003(g) of the ESEA, and Title II funds to provide targeted intervention, particularly to those schools subject to the most intensive interventions?

8.2.1 Does the state explain how the proposed plan will leverage school improvement funds received under section 1003(g) of the ESEA to provide targeted intervention, particularly to those schools requiring the most intensive interventions? To the extent practicable, has the state explained how it will use section 1003(a) of the ESEA to provide targeted intervention?
8.2.2 Does the state use or propose to use the transferability provision (section 6123 of the ESEA) to better target resources?

8.2.3 How does the state plan to use or improve its statewide system of support?

8.2.4 How does the state plan to strengthen its own capacity, as well as the capacity of its school districts, to work with low-performing schools?

· How has the state proposed to leverage resources, including its own resources, to improve and build the capacity of its school districts to put in place successful interventions for low-performing schools?
· How has the state proposed to build the state-level capacity to support low-performing schools?
Peer Reviewer Notes on Core Principle 8: Proposal Strengths and Weaknesses

Core Principle 9: Public School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services

The differentiated accountability model is designed to result in an increased number of students participating, in the aggregate, in PSC and SES at the state level even if the number of students eligible for these options decreases. If a state proposes to change the eligibility requirements for SES, these services are offered, at a minimum, to low-income, non-proficient students no later than the timeline required by NCLB.
Introductory note: Peers will evaluate how the state’s proposal establishes clear eligibility criteria for PSC and SES and an educationally sound model that is designed to result in an increased number of students participating in PSC and SES at the state level.  

Peer Review Probe Questions

9.1   Has the state established clear eligibility criteria for PSC and SES?

9.1.1 Has the state clearly articulated the student eligibility criteria for PSC and SES that would apply for each phase and category if different from the requirements in the ESEA?

· Does the state clearly articulate how it will tie eligibility criteria to school improvement efforts designed to ensure all students achieve grade-level proficiency in reading/language arts and mathematics by 2014?

· Does the state clearly describe how it will implement PSC and SES in each category and phase of improvement under the differentiated accountability pilot? 

9.1.2 How will the state, at a minimum, offer PSC and SES to all low-income, non-proficient students?  

· Does the state ensure PSC and SES is offered, at a minimum, to low-income, non-proficient students attending Title I schools identified for improvement?
· How will the state make PSC and SES available for schools identified for improvement which do not include grades assessed (i.e., schools that have students in grades K-2)?

9.2   Has the state established an educationally sound plan to increase the number of students participating, in the aggregate, in PSC and SES at the state level (even if the number of students eligible for these options decreases)? 

9.2.1 Has the state provided the statewide number and percentage of eligible students participating in PSC and SES and the steps the state plans to take to improve participation?

· Does the state or its school districts have plans to expand current PSC programs to ensure that students have more options to participate?

· Does the state provide information on the procedures to evaluate SES providers and plans to improve this evaluation?

· Does the state explain how it will work with school districts to increase participation in PSC and SES?

· Does the state have a plan to monitor PSC and SES participation throughout the school year in order to determine if an increasing number of students are participating?

9.2.2 Has the state provided a plan to increase the awareness of PSC and SES options to parents of eligible students?

· How does the state, or its school districts, ensure that parents have timely notice of PSC and SES options?  

· What efforts will the state and its school districts undertake to improve the timely notice of PSC to ensure that students have the ability to exercise their option to transfer to another public school before the beginning of the school year?  

· What efforts will the state and its school districts undertake to improve the timely notice of SES to ensure students are able to participate within the first few weeks of the start of school?  What efforts will the state and its school districts undertake to ensure students are able to continuously enroll and participate in SES throughout the school year? 
9.2.3 Has the state described plans to improve the delivery of PSC and SES? 

· How has the state proposed to improve the quality and availability of PSC and SES?

· Has the state developed plans to address current challenges or impediments to PSC and SES delivery? 
Peer Reviewer Notes on Core Principle 9: Proposal Strengths and Weaknesses
Section IV: Restructuring (or alternate label)

Core Principle 10: Significant and comprehensive interventions for consistently lowest-performing schools
There must be a differentiation of categories for at least a subset of the schools that have not met annual achievement targets for five years (currently the restructuring phase). This category of schools must be subject to the most substantive and comprehensive interventions.  

Introductory note: Peers will evaluate the state’s proposal to ensure that the model establishes an educationally sound timeline for the lowest-performing schools to receive the most substantive and comprehensive interventions.  

Peer Review Probe Questions

10.1  How does the state ensure that interventions for the lowest-performing schools are the most comprehensive?  

10.1.1 Has the state clearly described the substantive and comprehensive interventions for the consistently lowest-performing schools (in terms of students’ academic achievement)? 

· Has the state clearly defined the criteria and rationale that it would use to determine which schools receive the most substantive and comprehensive interventions (e.g., schools with significant achievement gaps, declining student performance, lowest quartile in terms of academic achievement)?

· Has the state clearly described the interventions that the state or its school districts will implement for the lowest-performing schools?

10.1.2 How has the state demonstrated that these interventions would be at least as substantive and comprehensive as the first four options listed in section 1116(b)(8)(B) (reopening the school as a public charter school, replacing all or most of the school staff, entering into a contract with an entity to operate the public school, and turning the operation of the school over to the State educational agency) or other options that are demonstrated to be as rigorous as these four options (e.g., closing the school or transferring authority of the school or school district to the mayor)?

10.1.3 What steps have the state and its school districts taken to ensure that the four options listed in section 1116(b)(8)(B) are readily available to schools?

· Has the state provided evidence of implementation for the four options listed in section 1116(b)(8)(B) by the state and its school districts? Have the state and its school districts attempted to implement the four options listed in 1116(b)(8)(B) since the enactment of NCLB?

· Has the state identified challenges or impediments to reopening schools as a public charter school? Does the state currently have charter school legislation? Does the state currently have a cap on the number of charter schools? How many additional charters can be established before the state or its districts reaches the maximum number of charter schools allowed by the cap?

· Does the state or its school districts have the authority to replace all or most of the school staff? Has the state identified challenges or impediments to replacing all or most of the school staff by either the state or its school districts? Are these challenges or impediments based on state law, district contracts, or capacity?  

· Does the state clearly articulate whether it has the authority to take over schools? Has the state identified challenges or impediments to turning over the operation of a school or school district to the State educational agency or to mayoral control? Are these challenges or impediments based on state law or capacity?  

· Does the state or its school districts have the authority to turn over the operation of a school to a private management company? Has the state identified challenges or impediments to entering into a contract with an entity to operate the public school? Are these challenges or impediments based on state law or capacity?  

10.1.4 Has the state provided a rationale for the substantive and comprehensive interventions it proposes to implement in the lowest-performing schools?

· Has the state provided research or other available evidence to support the interventions identified for the lowest-performing schools?

10.1.5 Has the state provided a justification and data for the number of schools in restructuring implementation for 2007-08 that would be subject to the most substantive and comprehensive interventions under its differentiated accountability model?
· Has the state provided data on the number of schools currently in the restructuring phase of improvement that would receive the most substantive and comprehensive interventions under the differentiated accountability model?
10.2 Has the state established an educationally sound timeline for schools to enter and exit the most comprehensive interventions?

10.2.1 Has the state ensured that the timeline for interventions would be at least as rigorous as outlined in NCLB (i.e., after five years of missing annual achievement targets)?

· Please note the Department will not accept a timeline for comprehensive interventions in consistently low-performing schools that begins more than 5 years after the schools do not make AYP for the first time.

10.2.2 Has the state sufficiently described how a school exits the category receiving the most comprehensive interventions?

· Does the state clearly delineate the criteria for exiting the category of schools receiving the most comprehensive interventions?

· Does the state clearly describe whether the substantive and comprehensive interventions would result in the constitution of a new school as defined by the state? Does the state provide a justification or rationale for how a school undertaking these comprehensive interventions will meet the state’s criteria for a new school?

10.2.3 If the state proposes to take substantive and comprehensive interventions (such as those listed in the statute for schools in the restructuring phase) for the lowest-performing schools earlier in the improvement timeline (i.e., earlier than after five years of missing annual achievement targets), does the state clearly describe that timeline?

10.3 Has the state proposed to limit the number of schools that receive the most substantive and comprehensive interventions?  If so, has the state provided an educationally sound justification or rationale for this capacity cap?
Note: Guidance Question 10.3 pertains only to states that choose to include a capacity cap in their proposals to differentiate among school or school districts. 

10.3.1 Has the state proposed to implement the capacity cap at the state or school district level? 

· Will the state implement the capacity cap across all school districts in the state?  If not, has the state provided a justification or rationale for the variation of the capacity cap among school districts?

10.3.2 Has the state justified any limits on its capacity, and the capacity of its districts, to implement the most substantive and comprehensive interventions?

· Does the state provide a plan to strengthen state and school district capacity to implement the most substantive and comprehensive interventions in the lowest-performing schools?

· Does the state include a plan to evaluate the capacity cap including evaluating whether the substantive and comprehensive interventions are resulting in increased academic student performance in the lowest-performing schools?

10.3.3 Has the state described how it will implement interventions and its timeline for doing so in schools that are outside that capacity cap? 

· Does the state clearly outline the interventions that it will implement for schools missing AYP for five years but not in the category of schools receiving the most comprehensive interventions due to the capacity cap? 

· Does the state provide evidence that these interventions are related to the academic achievement of the school? 

· Does the state ensure that these interventions are more substantive than those required for schools in earlier phases of school improvement?

· Does the state clearly articulate when schools must enter the most substantive and comprehensive interventions?

10.4 How has the state worked with its school districts to ensure that school districts are implementing interventions for the lowest-performing schools?
10.4.1 Has the state described plans to increase the capacity of its districts to implement interventions in lowest-performing schools? 

Peer Reviewer Notes on Core Principle 10: Proposal Strengths and Weaknesses
Section V: Differentiation Data Analysis

A state will be expected to provide data analyses to support the proposed model of differentiation. Due to the timing of assessment administrations, the most current data will most likely be from the previous school year (2006-07). Additionally, states submitting proposals for the differentiated accountability pilot should ensure that all student performance and accountability files
 have been submitted to EDFacts and that such data are accurate.

i. Has the state provided the data analyses that were used in developing the state’s proposed method of differentiation? 
ii. Has the state provided evidence, including any available statistical modeling, to support the rationale for the proposed method of differentiation? Has the state provided any available evidence to provide a justification for the method and need for differentiated accountability?
iii. Has the state provided the total number of schools that would be in each phase and category of improvement, using prior year data as necessary, under the differentiated accountability model?

iv. Has the state provided an analysis, using prior year data as necessary, on the overall academic achievement of schools in each phase and category of improvement?  

v. Has the state provided an analysis, using prior year data as necessary, on the academic achievement of schools in each phase and category of improvement disaggregated by the following:

a. Student groups (major racial/ethic groups, students with disabilities, limited English proficient, and economically disadvantaged)
b. Urban versus suburban versus rural schools

c. Large versus small schools
vi. Has the state provided evidence, including any statistical modeling, to demonstrate the rationale for the proposed method of differentiation; or provided any empirical evidence or data models to provide a theoretical justification for the method and need for differentiated accountability?
vii. Has the state provided the number of students eligible for PSC and SES, using prior year data as necessary, under the differentiated accountability model?

viii. Has the state provided data regarding teacher quality for schools in each phase and category of improvement? 

ix. Has the state provided the number of students enrolled in tested grades in the state disaggregated by student group and the number and percent of these students included in AYP calculations at the school and school district level? 

x. Has the state provided the total number of schools in the state and the number of schools for which AYP determinations were made?  
Section VI: Annual evaluation plan

i. Does the state describe how it will annually evaluate the implementation and outcomes of the proposed model? Is the data collection plan clear and achievable (and what is the evidence of that)? 

ii. Does the state include a description of the criteria it will use to evaluate the appropriateness and effectiveness of the proposed model and how it will analyze the effects of differentiating accountability on student achievement and school reform?

iii. Does the state evaluation plan provide for data analyses on how the proposed model would affect the identification of student groups, schools, and school districts as compared with the current system?
iv. Does the state evaluation plan include a review of identifications of schools and school districts under the differentiated accountability model as compared to school and school district identification for improvement in accordance with current statute and regulations? Does the evaluation plan also include a review of student achievement for schools in each category and phase of improvement under the differentiated accountability model?

v. Does the state include a plan to review school districts’ capacity to implement the substantive and comprehensive interventions for the lowest-performing schools? 
Appendix A

The School and LEA improvement guidance provides detailed information on the process for identifying schools and school districts for improvement (http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/schoolimprovementguid.pdf). Below is an example of the school improvement timeline under the current ESEA provisions: 
	End of Year 1
	School Misses AYP in Math(1)

	End of Year 2
	School Misses AYP in Math(2)

	Beginning of Year 3
	School Improvement I

	End of Year 3
	School Misses AYP in Math (3)

	Beginning of Year 4
	School Improvement II

	End of Year 4
	School Misses AYP in Math (4) 

	Beginning of Year 5
	Corrective Action

	End of Year 5
	School Misses AYP in Math (5)

	Beginning of Year 6
	Restructuring Planning

	End of Year 6
	School Misses AYP in Math (6) 

	Beginning of Year 7
	Restructuring Implementation


There are many possible ways a state may propose to differentiate accountability among schools. Below are three illustrative examples to define the terms used in the guidance. These examples are not meant to establish limitations or constraints on state proposals. 
Example #1

· [image: image1..pict]In this example, there are 4 phases of school improvement called (1) School Improvement I, (2) School Improvement II, (3) Corrective Action and (4) Restructuring.  
· Differentiation only occurs in the restructuring phase of improvement where schools grouped into two categories, “Targeted” or “Comprehensive” based on a series of criteria.

Example #2

[image: image2..pict]
· In this example, there are 2 phases of school improvement called School Improvement and Restructuring.
· Differentiation only occurs in the school improvement phase where schools are grouped into 3 categories, “Provisional,” “Targeted” or “Comprehensive.” 

Example #3

· [image: image3..pict]In this example, there are 3 phases of school improvement called (1) School Improvement, (2) Corrective Action, and (3) Restructuring.

· For each phase of school improvement, schools are groups into 2 categories of differentiation, “Targeted” or “Comprehensive.”

· In this example, a school is assigned to a particular category for each phase of school improvement. For example, a school could be designated as targeted in school improvement, but move to comprehensive for the corrective action phase if the school’s academic achievement does not improve. 

Appendix B

Below is a sample template outlining the phases and categories of the state’s differentiated accountability model.
	Phase of Improvement
	New Label (if applicable)
	Category of Improvement & Criteria
	Interventions

	School Improvement- Year 1
	
	A:
	

	
	
	B:
	

	School Improvement – Year 2
	
	A: 
	

	
	
	B: 
	

	Corrective Action
	
	A: 
	

	
	
	B:
	

	
	
	C: 
	

	Restructuring Planning
	
	A: 
	

	
	
	B: 
	

	
	
	C: 
	

	Restructuring Implementation
	
	A: 
	

	
	
	B: 
	

	
	
	C: 
	


� The state may propose to apply the differentiated accountability model to schools and/or school districts.  The same provisions for evidence shall be required for school districts as schools, unless specifically mentioned otherwise. Peer reviewers should evaluate the soundness of the proposal for school districts as well as schools.


� Please note that future amendments to a state’s accountability workbook must be submitted for review and approval by the Department. The Department will review any state’s proposed amendments in the context of the state’s participation in the Department’s pilot programs. 


� The additional academic indicators that may be used to differentiate schools are not necessarily the same as the “other academic indicators” used to determine AYP, as required in section 1111(b)(2)(C)(vi) and (vii) of ESEA.


� Student Performance and School and School District Accountability files include: Mathematics Participation: Data group 588 File N/X 081; Reading Participation: Data Group 589 File N/X 081; Mathematics Performance: Data Group 583 File N/X 075; Reading/Language Arts Performance: Data Group 584 File N/X 076, N/X 077, or N/X 078; School and School District Accountability: Data Group 32 File N/X 103; Title I School Accountability: Data Group 22 File N/X 101 and Data Group 32 File N/X 103; Accountability for School Districts that Receive Title I funds: Data Group 32 and 582 File N/X 103.
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