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I. Executive Summary

After six years of implementing No Child Left Behind (NCLB), thirty percent of Arkansas’ schools are in some stage of school improvement. Because these 325 schools look very different from each other – some are achieving with their students across the board except in one subpopulation on one test while others are not achieving with students across the whole population – Arkansas is pleased to submit a proposal for Differentiated Accountability. The proposed model will distinguish among schools by applying different labels and different consequences to schools appropriate to their actual school improvement status. Arkansas’ present system applies the same labels and consequences to schools if they have been in school improvement the same number of years.

Arkansas proposes a differentiated accountability system for initial implementation in the 2008-2009 school year using the 2008 Arkansas Benchmark Exam scores. This proposal will enhance current Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) recommendations and policies by recognizing the differences among schools placed in school improvement by proposing a labeling system that represents a more accurate description of school performance based on both the number of years and the extent to which schools fail to make adequate yearly progress and matches the labels to a tiered system of appropriate, research-based interventions. The proposal focuses on providing services to students and building the capacity of schools and districts through a systems approach based on standards of effective schools, with the most intensive efforts occurring at those schools that have remained in school improvement for four years or more.

In 2006, the Arkansas State Board of Education approved the adoption of the Arkansas Standards and Indicators of School Improvement. (ACTAAP Section 9.12), which was adapted from a model developed in Kentucky.  The Scholastic Audit (http://arkansased.org/scholastic_audit/pdf/sisi_041408.pdf) is a comprehensive review of a school’s academic performance, learning environment and efficiency. The research- and evidence-based audit (See Appendix A) serves as the foundation for this proposal. The audit standards and indicators define the elements of a systems approach to whole school improvement that schools should put into effect. The audit provides support as educators make decisions about how best to lead their schools. Kentucky has found the audit to successfully identify the school-related traits that separate high-performing schools from low performing schools, regardless of student demographic composition (http://www.prichardcommittee.org/Fort%20Study/FordReportJE.pdf ). Although Arkansas is now in the process of analyzing data from the Arkansas Scholastic Audit, preliminary findings replicate those of Kentucky. For this reason, ADE believes that by applying research-proven interventions based on Scholastic Audit findings, Arkansas will create a system that will enable students to reach proficiency.

The Arkansas Standards and Indicators for School Improvement are organized into the following nine categories:

Academic Performance

Learning Environment

Efficiency
1. Curriculum

4. School Culture


7. Leadership

2. Classroom Evaluation/Assessment

5. Student/Family/Community
8.Organizational Structure

3.Instruction

6. Professional Growth

9.Comprehensive/Effective Planning
Arkansas’ proposal for differentiated accountability expands participation in the audit and aligns a matrix of interventions to the audit standards. The purposes of the audit are to analyze strengths and limitations of the school’s instructional and organizational effectiveness and to make specific recommendations to improve teaching and learning. The goal is to have all schools meeting or approaching an exemplary level of development and implementation.  

The audit will serve as a primary data source for the revised Arkansas Comprehensive School Improvement Plan (ACSIP), Arkansas Comprehensive Testing and Accountability Program (ACTAAP) section 8.0 for each school and school district in either stage of “Whole School Improvement”. The standards represented in the audit focus on strategies that will move schools and school districts to building capacity of the system and each person in the system, rather than focusing on getting off and staying off the list. Data produced by the audit will lead schools and school districts away from a tendency to adopt short term strategies that produce false increases in test scores, often at the expense of longer term success.   
The ADE will increase the use of the state’s technology system to maximize its capacity to provide technical assistance to low performing schools. The Web-based ACSIP format allows the ADE to promptly provide technical assistance and monitor implementation of comprehensive plans. The differentiated accountability plan adds another layer of support to low performing schools by expanding access of the ACSIP plan and additional student intervention reports to regional design teams and approved providers. In addition, district level curriculum and assessment personnel will have access to all student plans within the district. These sites are password protected insuring the confidentiality of student information.

Arkansas qualifies for consideration of its plan because the state’s standards and assessment system received approval in 2006 and has no significant NCLB monitoring findings. Furthermore, Arkansas’ Highly Qualified Teachers plan was approved in 2006. Parents are alerted to schools’ adequate yearly progress (AYP) status by letter. In addition, ADE posts complete school-by-school AYP information on its Web site and notifies news outlets throughout the state of the release of the AYP list.

The proposal continues to apply the principles of Arkansas’ federally-approved NCLB Accountability Workbook to all Arkansas schools regardless of Title I designation. The proposal will allow the ADE to better align resources in order to provide assistance to schools and districts in most need without lessening accountability.  

The Differentiated Accountability proposal builds on the ACTAAP 

(http://arkansased.org/rules/pdf/current/ade_247_actaap06_current.pdf), which includes both state and NCLB requirements. The proposal strengthens the components of ACTAAP through a system of checks and balances to insure the integrity of implementation for those requirements.  

While these are explained in more detail in the proposal, the proposed plan adheres to the Core Principals of Differentiated Accountability:

1. The ADE has fully implemented all requirements of NCLB. The state standards and assessment system and the state Title II plan have received full approval and the agency has no significant outstanding monitoring findings.

2. Educators have access through a password protected site to a variety of analytical reports at the student, school and district levels as well as to documentation describing the methodology used in calculating AYP. Additionally, each year the school improvement list is released to the media and is posted on the ADE Web site.

3. The state assures that all Title I schools will continue to be identified for improvement based on the process described in the NCLB Accountability Workbook. 

4. The ADE contracts with the National Office for Research on Measurement and Evaluations Systems (NORMES) at the University of Arkansas at Fayetteville for technical assistance with NCLB. NORMES analyzed accountability data for Arkansas schools from 2005-2007 to determine the most common situation for schools in school improvement. This analysis determined that schools missed AYP due to several subgroups in both reading and math. Therefore, a threshold of meeting AYP in 75 percent of subgroups forms the division between those schools considered to require “targeted” versus “whole school” improvement. A further layer of intervention intensity is added for those schools that have remained in school improvement for four or more years.

5. Based on current school improvement processes, the state does not anticipate issues in transitioning to the Differentiated Accountability System.

6. ADE has created five categories for labeling that clearly signify a hierarchy from “Achieving Schools,” which are not in school improvement, down to “Intensive Improvement” schools.

7. Schools will advance in intensity of intervention based on percentage of subpopulations meeting AYP and the number of years in school improvement. Arkansas law currently provides incentives for teachers and administrators to work in low-performing schools.

8. Interventions will include required Supplemental Education Services (SES) and Public School Choice (PSC) for schools in early years of school improvement. Schools in Targeted and Intensive Targeted Improvement will develop, implement and evaluate strategies to address learning needs of specific sub-populations while schools in Whole School or Intensive Whole School Improvement will follow system-approach plans as recommended by regional design teams and approved providers using the Scholastic Audit process.

9. ADE will require schools to provide SES prior to PSC and will develop instruments and a communication plan to both inform and encourage parents to take advantage of SES.

10. ADE will prescribe appropriate support both for schools who miss AYP for a particular subgroup(s) for four or more years as well as for schools in need of systematic, whole school improvement. 

Arkansas believes this proposal for Differentiated Accountability will allow the state to more accurately label schools that are in various stages of school improvement, more adequately assess the needs of schools to increase student achievement and to implement the interventions most appropriate to address those needs. By basing interventions on the findings of the Scholastic Audit, schools will be able to target programmatic and systematic reforms to address needs specific to their students, thus enhancing the chances for success of all students. With the labels that differentiate among schools according to the level that they are not meeting AYP, the public will have a clearer understanding of the challenges facing their schools as well as a transparent view of the interventions that have been prescribed to their school. This should promote better understanding of where patrons’ schools are succeeding and where they need to focus efforts to ensure the success of all students.  These efforts will build on Arkansas’ previous successes in raising the performance levels of historically low-performing subgroups as exemplified in National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) mathematics, literacy and writing exams (as noted by Education Trust in April 2008). The proposed differentiated accountability system will allow Arkansas to continue efforts to close the achievement gap both in the classroom and on the Arkansas Comprehensive Assessment Program (ACAP).
II. Proposal: Encompassing Core Principals
1. Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Determinations Consistent With State’s Consolidated Accountability Workbook

The ADE has fully implemented all requirements of NCLB. The state standards and assessment system and the state Title II plan have received full approval. In addition, the agency has no significant outstanding monitoring findings. The ADE will continue to base AYP decisions as described in the approved NCLB Accountability Workbook (http://arkansased.org/nclb/pdf/accountability_wkbk_021507.pdf). In no way will the differentiated accountability proposal change the current process for determining AYP. Implementation of the differentiated accountability plan will allow the ADE to apply different labels to appropriately describe the degree of improvement required by a school and better align consequences to the school need (See Appendix B).
All Arkansas public schools will continue to be accountable for meeting the annual measurable objectives (AMO) denoted in the Workbook. Schools without tested grades will continue to be held to the feeder school requirements as detailed in the Accountability Workbook, Critical Element 1.1. All schools will continue to receive annual school improvement reports prior to the beginning of school.

2.  Transparent Information About AYP Calculations
The ADE partners with the (NORMES) at the University of Arkansas at Fayetteville for storing student achievement data, providing technical support for calculating AYP and delivering professional development on a variety of topics related to student assessment and achievement.  

NORMES maintains documentation describing the methodology used in calculating AYP.  The technical report includes the models used for calculating all components of AYP including but not limited to student mobility, minimum n, factors associated with first year limited proficient students and the 1 percent cap. 

The NORMES Web site houses a public and private site. All district and school private sites are password protected permitting access to individual student data only to those personnel designated by the district superintendent or principal, while protecting student confidentiality. Educators have access to a variety of analytical reports at the student, school and district levels. The district and school sites house all school and district improvement reports that include status, safe harbor and growth model calculations, the secondary indicator and the percent tested information. In addition, student level data are provided to schools and districts to allow for replication of the calculations and identification of the students comprising the calculations. This provides an unparalleled level of transparency for school and district leaders. The public site provides parents and communities with School and District Performance achievement data (Arkansas School Performance Reports), the Geographic Academic Policy Series illustrating results of analysis of achievement and factors that may be related to achievement, the Analyzing Learning Equity Research Trends site which provides interactive analysis of academic achievement gaps in Arkansas to answer closing the gap questions. The public and private sites are accessed from the NORMES home page at http://normes.uark.edu.

Each year the improvement list is released to the media and posted on the ADE Web site (http://arkansased.org/nclb/excel/ayp_si_2007_101907_rev121007.xls ). With the release of the improvement list, the ADE has hosted media conversations, inviting media representatives to engage in discussions related to NCLB and the state accountability system.  
The ADE has amended the NCLB Accountability Workbook as necessary to build a more robust system for reporting school improvement. ADE does not plan on amending the methodology for determining school improvement.  

Although the NCLB Accountability Workbook contains the explanation for the decisions that are made when determining AYP, the ADE and NORMES provide additional services that furnish educators and the public with a clear understanding of the state system for making school improvement decisions. Through the state’s teleconferencing system, all educators have access to presentations offering explanation of the AYP process and reports. ADE presents at all education conferences as well as various community meetings. In addition, NORMES produces and posts on the Web a wide selection of reports for a variety of users including an on line tutorial for AYP reporting.

3.  Title I Schools Continue To Be Identified For Improvement as Required By NCLB
The state assures that all Title I schools will continue to be identified for improvement based on the process described in the NCLB Accountability Workbook. As noted in the ACTAAP Rule, state law includes all Arkansas public schools and school districts in the accountability system. Title I and non-Title I schools receive a school improvement determination prior to the start of school. Title I and non-Title I schools are required to notify parents if the school is placed in improvement and offer SES, PSC and implement other required sanctions. Also, all districts are required to provide an Annual Report to the Pubic each year explaining their AYP status (ACA 6-15-2006).
4.  Method of Differentiation
Based on recommendations from public school personnel and public and business partners, ADE has selected five categories for labeling that clearly signify a hierarchy of accomplishment to intensive needs. 

Achieving Schools meet AYP and continue to work toward having all students proficient by 2013-14. 
Targeted Improvement schools will be selected on designation of School Improvement with 75 percent or greater of subpopulations meeting AMO. Targeted Improvement schools must provide SES and provide PSC for students to attend another school in the district not in improvement, when that is a viable option. All feeder schools will participate in the same consequence. Title I and non-Title I schools are required to notify parents if the school is placed in improvement.
.

Intensive Targeted Improvement schools will be selected on designation of school improvement with 75 percent or greater of subpopulations meeting AMO and one or more subpopulations failing to meet AMO for four or more years consecutively. Intensive Targeted Improvement Schools must provide SES and provide PSC for students to attend another school in the district not in improvement, when that is a viable option. All feeder schools will participate in the same consequence. Intensive Targeted Improvement schools must work with a regional design team to develop a 3-year school improvement plan to provide a specific intervention targeting the problematic subpopulation(s) that includes professional development and instruction. All feeder schools will participate in the same consequence. Title I and non-Title I schools are required to notify parents if the school is placed in improvement.

Whole School Improvement schools will be selected on designation of school improvement with combined populations not meeting AMO and/or less than 75 percent of subpopulations meeting and AMO one to three years of school improvement status. Whole School Improvement schools must provide SES and PSC if there is an option for students to attend another school in the district not in improvement. The schools must work with a regional design team to develop a comprehensive, systemic three-year school improvement plan to address areas of deficiencies as noted in a self-assessment using the Scholastic Audit Rubric. All feeder schools will participate in the same consequences. Title I and non-Title I schools are required to notify parents if the school is placed in improvement.

Intensive Whole School Improvement schools will be selected on designation of school improvement with combined populations not meeting AMO and/or less than 75 percent of subpopulations meeting AMO and four or more years of school improvement status. Intensive Whole School Improvement schools must provide SES or PSC if there is an option for students to attend another school in the district not in improvement. The schools will offer supplemental education services. The schools must work with an approved provider to develop a three-year school improvement plan to address areas of growth as noted in the ADE administered Scholastic Audit. All feeder schools will participate in the same consequences. Title I and non-Title I schools are required to notify parents if the school is placed in improvement.

Table 1. Arkansas Model  

	Label
	Selection Criteria
	Consequences

	Achieving Schools
	Meets Standards
	· Continue progress to meet AYP

	Targeted Improvement
	75 percent or greater of subpopulations meet standards and one or more subpopulations have failed to meet AMO.
	· Provide SES and/or PSC

	Intensive Targeted Improvement
	75 percent or greater of subpopulations meet standards and one or more subpopulations have failed to meet AMO for 5 or more years consecutively in the same subject
	· Provide SES and/or PSC

· Must work with regional design team to develop a 3-year school improvement plan to include a specific intervention targeting the subpopulation(s) that includes professional development and instruction

	Whole School Improvement
	Combined populations did not meet AMO and/or less than 75 percent of subpopulations meet AMO and 1-3 years of school improvement status
	· Provide SES 

· Provide PSC

· Must work with regional design team to develop a 3-year school improvement plan to address areas of deficiency as determined through a self-administered Scholastic Audit

	Intensive Whole School Improvement
	Combined populations did not meet AMO and/or less than 75 percent of subpopulations meet AMO and 4 years or more of school improvement status
	· Provide SES 

· Provide PSC

· Must work with approved provider to develop and implement a 3-year school improvement plan to address areas of growth as noted in ADE-administered Scholastic Audit


Theoretical Justification for Arkansas Model
The Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) recognizes that application of the current Arkansas accountability model, as with any measurement model, may not be perfect in identifying the schools most in need of improvement. The identification of schools that are performing well, but missing NCLB performance goals in one or two subgroups, may not be an ideal indicator of true need for school improvement or restructuring. Further, schools missing performance goals for the majority of subgroups need more intensive levels of intervention and support than schools missing for only one or two groups. The Arkansas Differential Accountability Model (ADAM) is a proposal to improve ALL schools in Arkansas through identification of differential performance and alignment of differential consequences and interventions. ADAM consists of five development steps designed to maximize identification of schools with the greatest needs for improvement and intervention. 


Step I: 

Among the schools currently in need of improvement, identify the schools most in need of intensive technical support in the form of systemic academic and professional development interventions. These schools will be identified by modeling three years of accountability data from 2005 – 2007 and determining differentiation criteria. Further, identify those school systems that warrant relief from NCLB sanctions via a differential accountability label and differentiated consequences. 


Step II:

Assess the capacity within Arkansas to provide the necessary technical assistance resources for academic and professional development interventions appropriate to identified levels of need for improvement of student performance. Assess the proportion of schools identified in need of most intensive assistance (Intensive Whole School Improvement), those requiring comprehensive intervention, Whole School Improvement, and those eligible for more flexible, targeted assistance (Targeted Improvement and Intensive Targeted Improvement) relative to state capacity to provide intensive technical assistance.  


Step  III:
Continue to provide comprehensive improvement diagnostics through the  NORMES public and private web sites to ALL school systems to help ensure that both schools meeting and not meeting NCLB requirements have the necessary analytics to increase performance. Enhance new administrator training to include orientation to basic school performance and AYP analytics.


Step IV:
Develop a continuum of technical assistance interventions ranging from flexible, targeted interventions for Targeted Improvement and Intensive Targeted Improvement schools-- to comprehensive school-system intervention’s for Whole School Improvement schools. These intensive interventions will employ systemic strategies in curriculum alignment, school improvement, and professional development aligned with practices that have been demonstrated to be effective for Intensive Whole School Improvement schools.


Step V:
Develop an integrated model to evaluate ADAM in order to continually inform effective differentiation of consequences and interventions. Employ this model in an iterative manner for continuous evaluation and improvement.

Preliminary Data Modeling of Arkansas Accountability Data
The analysis of accountability data in Arkansas from 2005 - 2007 has revealed some important patterns and trends. In contrast to much of the more national rhetoric of schools missing performance goals for NCLB due to one or two subgroup, the Arkansas data models suggest that missing for one or two subgroups is a more isolated situation (see Table 2). A much more common occurrence is schools missing NCLB due to several subgroups in both reading and math. More importantly, the configuration of the school district, size of the schools and total number of subgroups measured within a school system have a definite impact on the likelihood a school system meets all the requirements associated with NCLB.

Table 2. Number of Subgroups Missing AMO in Each of Three Years for Schools That Did Not Make AYP in 2007
	Number of Groups (Combined Population or Subgroups) Missed from Groups Eligible 
	Number of Schools in 2007
	Number of Schools in 2006



	Number of Schools in 2005

	0
	35
	22
	15

	1
	83
	99
	120

	2
	113
	118
	72

	3
	68
	62
	58

	4
	50
	43
	82

	5
	36
	18
	29

	6
	51
	56
	69

	7
	13
	11
	14

	8
	19
	19
	8

	9
	3
	1
	1

	10
	3
	1
	1

	12
	1
	0
	0


Total Enrollment in School
The more students enrolled in a school system, predicated on the location and the diversity of the student members, the greater number of NCLB subgroups a school will have that meet the Arkansas minimum N provisions to be included in NCLB computations. Thus the size of the school must be considered in the model by considering the number of subgroups for which a school is accountable. 

The inclusion of students from more subgroups in NCLB models does not, by itself, act as a punitive or negative impact on school systems. For example, Table 3 provides information on matched schools that have both made and not made NCLB requirements. This table illustrates that the number of subgroups for which a school is accountable is not the primary challenge in meeting AYP, rather the more likely challenge in schools not meeting NCLB requirements are systemic instructional, programmatic or administrative issues. As a result of this empirical evidence it is important that ADAM work to provide the comprehensive and intensive interventions necessary for those most needing to improve student performance, while providing greater flexibility for targeted interventions to schools that do not make AYP, but have a much greater demonstrated record of success with the majority of groups.

Table 3. Comparison of Three Middle Schools’ Status with Six or More Subgroups for Accountability in Literacy
	Group
	Literacy Status School 1
	Literacy Status School 2
	Literacy Status School 3

	Overall School Status
	School Improvement Year 2
	Met Standards for AYP
	School Improvement Year 1

	Combined Population
	Met AYP
	Met AYP
	Met AYP

	African Americans
	NA
	NA
	Met AYP

	Hispanic
	Did Not Meet AYP
	Met AYP
	Met AYP

	Caucasian
	Met AYP
	Met AYP
	Met AYP

	Economically Disadvantaged
	Did Not Meet AYP
	Met AYP
	Met AYP

	Limited English Proficient
	Did Not Meet AYP
	Met AYP
	Met AYP

	Students with Disabilities
	Did Not Meet AYP
	Met AYP
	Did Not Meet AYP


Understanding the “Feeder System” Elementary to High Schools
Schools exist within district systems and are situated in a manner for elementary schools to feed into middle and secondary schools in a manner that result in greater numbers of students in a single school system at the higher grade levels in the system. This feeder system must also be considered in the differentiated accountability model in order to target performance issues at an earlier, preventative level. For example, an Arkansas high school did not meet AYP for the first time in the 2008 academic year. This high school is the only high school in a district with over 8,000 students. The class size ratio of the high school to elementary schools is 6 to 1. The minimum N in Arkansas is 40. If each of the 9 elementary schools has only 5 Hispanic students they are not required to meet NCLB requirements in reading and math at the elementary level. Depending upon attendance zones, this subgroup may not be held accountable at the middle level. However, the high school will ultimately get all 5 students from each of the elementary schools resulting in 45 Hispanic students. At that point, the high school will be held accountable for this subgroup. If the high school is receiving these students from the “feeder system” and the students are not meeting performance in high school this may be representative of a greater systemic problem in the elementary and middle schools. This must also be addressed in ADAM. 

Proposed Measurement Model for Differentiated Consequences
The identification of schools in Arkansas warranting differential accountability involves several components. 

Number of Subgroups Missed
The use of only the number of subgroups where a school missed NCLB is too simplistic because it does not take into account the number of subgroups where a school was measured. For example, School A is measured on 10 subgroups while School B is measured on only two subgroups. However, both School A and School B missed meeting NCLB requirements due to one subgroup. If School A is meeting NCLB requirements in nine of 10 subgroups it is performing much better than School B who missed NCLB in one of two subgroups. Further School B would have missed NCLB due to the COMBINED category in either reading or math which indicates a greater systemic problem. Therefore, in the differentiation model, the number of subgroups missed must be measured with respect to the total number of subgroups measured. Arkansas proposes using the NCLB Performance Ratio (NCLB PR) which indicates the ratio of subgroups missed to the number of subgroups eligible. 

Several models were run using 2006-07 AYP data to determine an appropriate index for differentiating consequences. The goal of using the index is to establish a continuum of severity of student performance problems to differentiate the most problematic schools in need of improvement from the schools that are less problematic. Focusing the most intensive interventions on the most problematic schools would maximize the state’s technical assistance resources.  It is logical to conclude that schools who meet the AYP for a majority of the subgroups for which they are accountable are less problematic than schools for which less than the majority make adequate progress. For this reason a NCLB PR of 3:4, or 75 percent of subgroups meeting AYP, was selected for this model. 


The premise is that schools with a NCLB PR of 75 percent or higher are providing a comprehensively sound program for the majority of students, but are challenged by the special needs of one or two groups within their population. Providing flexibility for these schools to target their specific subgroup needs allows the ADE to focus comprehensive and intensive interventions on those schools where the issues are more systemic. The capacity of the ADE to provide technical assistance will be enhanced by differentiating the financial and personnel resources to support the varied needs of these schools. 

For the 2007 AYP determination cycle, 475 schools did not make AYP in either mathematics or literacy. A subset of 329 schools missed AYP for two or more years and were designated as Schools in Need of Improvement. Arkansas 2007 AYP status distribution is given in Table 4. An analysis of the number of subgroups that missed the AMO for these schools indicates 40 percent had an NCLB PR of 75 percent or higher, meeting AYP for at least three-fourths of the subgroups for which they were accountable. Table 5 indicates the percentage of schools that did not meet AYP with a minimum NCLB PR of 75 percent for 2005-2007.

Table 4. 2007 AYP Status Distribution for Arkansas
	 Overall AYP Status
	Number (Percent) Schools

	Met Standards (MS)
	560 (53.9%)

	Not Applicable
	3 (0.3%)

	Alert (Missed one year)

	146 (14.1%)

	School Improvement MS* (SI MS)
	79 (7.7%)

	School Improvement Year 1 (SI 1)
	81 (7.8%)

	School Improvement Year 2 (SI 2)
	50 (4.8%)

	School Improvement Year 3 (SI 3)
	44 (4.2%)

	School Improvement Year 4 (SI 4)
	54 (5.2%)

	School Improvement Year 5 (SI 5)
	18 (1.7%)

	School Improvement Year 6 (SI 6)
	2 (0.2%)

	School Improvement Year 7 (SI 7)
	1 (0.1%)

	Total
	1038


* Schools in Need of Improvement that met AYP for one year, but are not removed until met AYP two consecutive years. 

Table 5.  Subgroups Meeting AMO for Schools That Did Not Meet AYP

	
	Percentage of Schools Meeting AMO for 75% of Subgroups

	2007
	40.4

	2006
	40.4

	2005
	28.3


The 2005 percentage appears different, most likely due to the use of only grades 4, 6, 8 and End of Course examination data in 2005 compared to use of grades 3-8 and End of Course examination data for 2006 and 2007. Many schools had more subgroups meet the minimum n once the additional grade levels were added to AYP. 

For the 475 schools that did not meet AYP in 2007, Table 6 illustrates the breakdown of school status based on the NCLB PR.

Table 6. Longitudinal Patterns for Subgroup Performance of the 2007 Schools Missing AYP Using NCLB Performance Ratio

	Status
	Schools Meeting AMO for 75% of Groups 2007
	Schools Meeting AMO for 75% of Groups 2006
	Schools Meeting AMO for 75% of Groups 2005
	Schools Meeting AMO for Fewer Than 75% of Groups 2007
	Schools Meeting AMO for Fewer Than 75% of Groups 2006
	Schools Meeting AMO for Fewer Than 75% of Groups 2005

	Meets Standards
	NA
	113
	100
	NA



	3




	31

	Alert
	73
	63
	49
	73
	23
	74

	SI MS
	79
	21
	9
	0
	20
	12

	SI Year 1
	40
	46
	7
	41
	37
	31

	SI Year 2
	13
	5
	12
	37
	30
	95

	SI Year 3
	9
	19
	0
	35
	62
	28

	SI Year 4
	8
	0
	0
	46
	22
	4

	SI Year 5
	1
	0
	0
	17
	3
	1

	SI Year 6
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0

	SI Year 7
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Total
	192
	267**
	177
	283
	201**
	276


**More schools had subgroups eligible for accountability (minimum n of 40) in 2006 and 2007 compared to 2005 due to the addition of grades 3, 5, and 7 to the AYP calculations. 

Three years of AYP status data were used to model this differentiation of performance providing evidence for proposed differentiation of consequences for Arkansas schools. Note that the use of a 75 percent NCLB PR differentiates schools whose performance is improving for the majority of groups relative to schools continuing to have systemic poor performance with fewer than 75 percent of groups meeting the AMO. The majority of schools in the Restructuring phase (SI years 4-7) fall within the more systemic problem schools, or Intensive Whole School Improvement. These schools would be required to participate in intensive, systemic interventions. However, nine schools classified in the Restructuring Phase in 2007 appear to be less problematic, Intensive Targeted Improvement schools, thus potentially eligible for differentiated consequences within this phase. These schools would be further evaluated using the additional proposed differentiation criteria of 1) combined population status 2) school size and feeder systems issues. For example, of the restructuring schools meeting the 2007 AMO for 75 percent of the groups only four did not meet the AMO for combined population. The schools meeting the AMO for combined population would be eligible for more flexible, targeted interventions as noted in Intensive Targeted Improvement. The four schools whose combined population group did not meet the AMO for 2007 would not be eligible for the flexibility in the proposed model because missing AYP for the combined population is an indication that the performance issues are systemic, regardless of the subgroups that may exist at the school. These schools would maintain their classification as Intensive Whole School Improvement schools. 


Regarding capacity, investigation of NCLB PR trends over time indicates 42 percent of schools in SI 1, SI 2 or SI 3 had a NCLB PR of 75 percent or higher in 2007 compared to only 3.3 percent of the Restructuring Schools (Table 6). These are Targeted Improvement and Intensive Targeted Improvement schools. Table 7 illustrates the pattern for schools over time. Schools with fewer than 75 percent currently in the Restructuring Phase of sanctions will need the most intensive, systemic interventions requiring a greater proportion of technical assistance resources. Schools in SI:1-3 can be further differentiated between flexible, targeted intervention (Targeted Improvement) and comprehensive interventions (Whole School Improvement). 

Table 7 NCLB PR Trends for Schools Missing AYP for 2007

	Schools Missing AYP 2007
	NCLB Performance Ratio


	Schools in SI:1-3
	Schools in Restructuring (SI: 4-7)

	Higher Performing
	2007 NCLB PR >75%
	42.0%
	3.3%

	
	2006 NCLB PR >75%
	34.6%
	0

	
	2005 NCLB PR >75%
	14.1%
	0

	Lower Performing
	2007 NCLB PR < 75%
	34.4%
	20.0%

	
	2006 NCLB PR < 75%
	54.0%
	11.4%

	
	2005 NCLB PR < 75%
	83.0%
	2.5%


Evidence for the use of the NCLB PR in initial differentiation of consequences for schools proportionate to severity of performance issues is provided in Tables 6 and 7. Additional evidence to further support the 75 percent of subgroups criteria is provided in Table 8. Note that for schools that did not meet AYP for 2007, 34.3 percent and 19.4 percent did not meet the AMO for the combined population in literacy and mathematics, respectively. These schools would not be eligible for the flexible, targeted interventions designation (Targeted Improvement and Intensive Targeted Improvement). Further, of the schools missing for their combined population, 97.5 percent and 100 percent in literacy and math, respectively, were below the NCLB PR of 75 percent. This reinforces the notion that the NCLB PR set at 75 percent would capture the schools with the greatest needs for technical assistance and intervention, regardless of how many years the schools missed AYP. The performance of all other groups, except the Students with Disabilities (SWD) group, exhibits the same pattern. It is important to note that schools with a minimum N large enough to be accountable for SWD comprise only 33 percent and 38 percent of the 475 that did not meet AYP in 2007. Similarly, schools with a sufficient Limited English Proficient (LEP) subgroup comprised only 89 percent of these schools. Schools that would qualify for the flexible, targeted interventions (Targeted Improvement and Intensive Targeted Improvement) would be able to focus on their poorest performing subgroups, which may impact the performance of these groups more rapidly than a more comprehensive intervention. 

Table 8. Percentage of Alert and School Improvement Schools Missing AMO in 2007 for Groups Meeting Minimum N 


	
	Literacy
	Mathematics

	
	 Percent of All Schools Missing AMO
	 Schools Missing AMO for Group Percent with NCLB PR >= 75%


	Schools Missing AMO for Group Percent with NCLB PR < 75%
	 Percent of All Schools Missing AMO
	 Schools Missing AMO for Group Percent NCLB PR >= 75%


	Schools Missing AMO for Group Percent NCLB PR < 75%

	Combined  Population 
	34.3
	2.5
	97.5
	19.4
	0
	100.0

	African American
	61.3
	12.5
	87.5
	43.7
	5.1
	94.9

	Hispanic 
	58.8
	15.0
	85.0
	19.2
	0
	100.0

	Caucasian 
	6.6
	4.2
	95.8
	2.6
	0
	100.0

	Economically Disadvantaged
	56.3
	16.9
	83.1
	29.6
	6.6
	93.4

	Limited English Proficient
	84.0*
	16.7
	83.3
	51.0*
	0
	100.0

	Students with Disabilities
	93.6**
	56.6
	43.5
	67.0**
	41.8
	58.2


* 89 percent of schools were not accountable for LEP subgroup in literacy and math due to not meeting minimum N.

** 67 percent and 62 percent of schools were not accountable for SWD subgroup in literacy and math, respectively, due to minimum N.

Performance on Combined Subgroup for Math and Reading
If a school fails to meet the AMO (with or without growth) or Safe Harbor in the COMBINED group for either math or reading this is considered to more problematic than a school failing to meet AYP on a subgroup as this is indicative of a larger systemic problem. The COMBINED group provides information on the overall performance without regard to race, poverty or special educational needs. If a school system does not meet NCLB for math and reading for the COMBINED group it will not be eligible for flexible, targeted interventions in Targeted Improvement or Intensive Targeted Improvement.

Feeder System Issues
If a secondary school (middle, junior or high school) is in restructuring due to subgroups not measured in the elementary or middle schools as a result of minimum N issues, the elementary and middle schools will not be allowed flexible, targeted interventions in Targeted Improvement or Intensive Targeted Improvement if the percent of students proficient in these same subgroups does not meet the AMO, 
5.  Transition

As previously stated, the process of determining AYP as approved in the NCLB Accountability Workbook will continue to identify schools and school districts in improvement. 

Based on the current school improvement planning requirements and process, the state does not anticipate issues in transitioning to the differentiated accountability system. ACTAAP section 8.0 requires all schools and school districts to develop a comprehensive school improvement plan (ACSIP). The ACSIP serves as the application for a school and district to receive federal funds including Title I, II, III, IV and V. In addition, the ACSIP contains specific actions for using the state’s special needs funding provided to all school districts for the purpose of increasing opportunities for all students, including identifiable subgroups, to meet the expected performance levels. 

· Rule Governing the Distribution of Student Special Need Funding

http://arkansased.org/rules/pdf/current/ade_268_specneedsfund_0907_current.pdf
· The ACSIP is also monitored according to state law.  

http://arkansased.org/rules/pdf/current/ade_285_acsip_1207_current.pdf
The differentiated accountability plan requires targeted oversight in the development, implementation and monitoring of the ACSIP for schools in Whole School Improvement.  
Previously identified schools in improvement will be required to continue providing SES and PSC to all students currently receiving those services. Schools previously identified in Restructuring and required to participate in America’s Choice, the state’s turn around model, will continue in the program for the 2008-2009 school year.  

Please see Core Principal Four for the number of schools falling into each category under the Differentiated Accountability Plan.
6.  Transparency of Differentiation and Interventions
The new labels clearly and accurately reflect the situations of each school. The category for each school will be noted on the ADE Web site with links to subpopulation and intervention information specific to the categories. In addition, school improvement information is listed on the annual School Performance Reports mailed to each parent and also by state law must be included in each school district’s annual report to the pubic.

7.  Intervention Timeline  

Schools will advance in intensity of intervention based on percentage of subpopulations meeting AMO and the number of years in school improvement. All schools in school improvement will review the school ACSIP plan and establish professional development needs for faculty and staff. Schools in Targeted Improvement (75 percent or greater of subpopulations meet AMO) will provide focused intervention services for the targeted group(s) of students and provide professional development to meet the needs of school personnel as noted in the school ACSIP plan.  

Schools identified in categories Intensive Targeted Improvement, Whole School Improvement and Intensive Whole School Improvement must provide student intervention services as well as address systems needs within the school in the ACSIP plan based on the School level Performance Descriptors for Arkansas’ Standards and Indicators for School Improvement on the Scholastic Audit. The nine standards address academic performance, learning environment and efficiency. The school will utilize the indicators to examine the level of performance of the school systems and utilize this data to develop a focused ACSIP plan. Design teams, comprised of ADE, regional education cooperatives, and University Math/Science Centers, and mathematics, science and literacy specialists, will provide technical support including professional development and coaching to schools in Targeted Improvement, Intensive Targeted Improvement and Whole School Improvement as the schools develop, implement, and evaluate the three-year ACSIP plan. The ADE will monitor financial documentation in the school ACSIP plan and the alignment or reallocation of resources internally to build internal capacity through a systems approach.    

Using ADE Scholastic Audit results, approved providers will have oversight on the development, implementation and evaluation of the three-year ACSIP plan for schools in Intensive Whole School Improvement.  This oversight will include oversight in the financial allocation or reallocation of resources to build internal capacity through a systems approach. The state may consider reassignment or replacement of school staff and/or administration if an Intensive Whole School Improvement school continues to fail to meet AMO.

	ARKANSAS' PROPOSED DIFFERENTIATED ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL  

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Achieving 
	Continues progress to meet adequate yearly progress.

	Targeted
	Provides SES and PSC
	Provides SES and PSC; works with regional design team to develop, implement and evaluate a 3-year school improvement plan

	Whole School
	Proves SES and PSC; works with regional design team to develop, implement and evaluate a 3-year school improvement plan
	  Provides SES and PSC; and approved provider develops, implements and evaluates a 3-year school improvement plan

	
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Year 6

	
	Improvement
	
	Intensive Improvement


In order to help students in schools needing the most comprehensive interventions have access to teachers and principals with a demonstrated history of improving student achievement, the Arkansas Legislature enacted the following:

· Housing Assistance

Act 39 of the Second Extraordinary Session of 2003 created the Arkansas Teacher Housing Development Foundation to provide affordable housing and housing incentives to attract high-performing teachers to high-priority school districts. The Act is now codified as Arkansas Code Annotated § 6-26-101 et seq.

A “high-priority” school district is defined as one that has difficulty recruiting and retaining high performing teachers for grades K-12; has a critical shortage of teachers qualified to teach for any grades K-12; and has 50 percent or more of the students in the district performing below proficiency on any or all benchmark examinations.

The Arkansas Teacher Housing Development Foundation (ATHDF) assists Arkansas teachers by directing them to homeownership and rental opportunities available to teachers through local lenders and multifamily housing developments. The Foundation is also responsible for obtaining private and public sources of funding for those housing incentive programs.

ATHDF efforts focus on opportunities across the entire state. In addition, the Foundation will offer additional housing assistance and special incentives to qualified teachers who are serving or willing to serve in high priority school districts. Housing incentives may include home purchase down-payment assistance, low-interest rate mortgages and rental assistance.
· Master Principal Program
Act 44 of the Second Extraordinary Session of 2003 created the Master Principal program. The program is a voluntary, three-phase (approximately three years) series that will provide bonuses to practicing principals achieving Master Principal designation.

The program is administered by the Arkansas Leadership Academy. The Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) and the Arkansas Leadership Academy jointly determine the criteria for selection of candidates, review and modify, if appropriate, the areas of performance, and develop rigorous assessments.

Applicants to the program must be full-time, practicing principals with one year of experience, and hold a state principal certificate / standard building level administrator license. 

The curriculum for the program includes the following performance areas:

· Creating and Living the Mission, Vision and Beliefs 

· Leading and Managing Change
· Developing Deep Knowledge of Teaching and Learning
· Building and Maintaining Collaborative Relationships 

· Building and Sustaining Accountability Systems
The Arkansas Department of Education has promulgated rules to pay the following bonuses to principals that have completed the program: 
· $9,000 annually for five years to Master Principals serving as full-time principals in Arkansas public schools. 
· $25,000 annually for five years to Master Principals who are selected and agree to serve in a “high need” school as defined by the ADE. There is a longevity hold-back of $5,000 per year to be paid in lump sums at the end of the third and fifth years.

Master Principal designation will be made after successfully completing three phases of the program, passing extensive reviews of school results, and passing rigorous assessments.
Arkansas currently has four Master Principals, with two more to be named in May 2008.
· Incentives for Teacher Recruitment and Retention in High-Priority Districts
Act 1044 of 2007 created incentives to recruit and retain high-performing teachers to high-priority districts. A high priority district is defined as having:

1. 80 percent or more of the public school students eligible for the free or reduced lunch program under the National School Lunch Act.

2. A three-quarter average daily membership in the previous year of 1,000 or fewer students.

In order for a teacher to receive the incentives below they must be licensed by the State Board of Education, complete the entire current school year teaching in a high-priority district and complete his or her contracted teaching obligations. Beginning this year (2007-2008):

1. A newly hired teacher who has not previously taught in a high-priority district will be eligible to receive a one time signing bonus of $4,000 for the first year of service in the district to be paid upon completion of the full year of teaching. 
2. A newly hired teacher who meets the requirements of number 1, who continues to teach in the same high-priority district and who completes the second full year of contracted teaching obligations will be eligible to receive a new teacher bonus in the amount of $3,000. 

3. A teacher who meets the requirements of numbers 1 and 2, who continues to teach in the same high- priority district and who completes the third full year of contracted teaching obligations will be eligible to receive a new teacher bonus in the amount of $3,000. 
4. A teacher who meets the requirements of numbers 1, 2 and 3, who enters the fourth or subsequent year of service with the same high-priority district or begins employment with a high-priority district other than the high-priority district where he or she was employed when he or she received any previous bonuses above will receive a retention bonus in the amount of $2,000 for the fourth and each subsequent complete year of service in the high-priority district to be paid at the end of the school year after completing all contractual obligations 
5. A teacher employed in a high priority district who does not meet the requirements of number 1, 2 or 3 will receive a retention bonus in the amount of $2,000 for each complete year of service in the high-priority district to be paid at the end of the school year after completing all contractual obligations. 
8. Types of Interventions

Arkansas’ differentiated accountability model presents a system of interventions building on current policies and practices. However, the proposed changes will strengthen those practices and more precisely target available resources to those students who are in most need. Historically, regional education service cooperatives and math/science centers have provided professional development and technical assistance as requested by the schools. This proposal reallocates the use of the math, science and literacy specialists to be more aggressive in the intervention planning and implementation with schools. The proposal directs schools to enter into collaborative planning with these design teams.

Early in the school improvement process, schools will provide focused interventions based on the subpopulations of students who miss AYP. If a school continues to miss AYP, more comprehensive systems-level interventions are required in addition to the targeted interventions. Initially schools conduct self-assessments and have control of the decision making with increasingly more extensive technical assistance from ADE. If the school is not successful, ADE will conduct a Scholastic Audit using Arkansas Standards and Indicators for School Improvement and mandate specific intensive interventions in each area the audit identified as less than exemplary. The sequence is designed to allow the school to diagnose its own needs and give the community an opportunity to solve local problems. If the local community is not successful with extensive ADE assistance, ADE will mandate interventions. As a last resort, ADE will mandate restructuring, reassigning teachers and staff, or closing the school.  

The School Level Performance Descriptors for Arkansas’ Standards and Indicators for School Improvement, also called the Scholastic Audit Rubric, were developed in Kentucky and have a strong research-base as noted in Appendix A. Past literature suggests that school-level reform often occurs in a piecemeal, fragmented fashion and does not adequately account for the interconnectedness of the system (Datnow & Stringfield, 200; Hill & Celio, 1998; Sashkin & Egermeier, 1993). Ideally, all efforts in the educational system would be directed toward a common vision of improvement (Berman & Chambliss, 2000; Dana Center, 2000; Fullan, 2000, Newmann, King & Youngs, 2000). This attention to system alignment should be reflected in the work of the design team or approved provider and the school as they use data to determine appropriate interventions and actions for the ACSIP plan. As design teams or approved providers work with schools to understand the data from the audit, design a three-year improvement plan, implement the plan and evaluate the plan, it will be critical that the work remains focused on creating systems within the school culture that demonstrate success for all students. It turns out that “simple plans” work best – those with a direct focus on straightforward actions and opportunities (Collins, 2001, p. 177). Schmoker suggests the focus should be on a coherent curriculum and regular opportunities for teachers to continuously improve their instruction (2006). A “guaranteed and viable curriculum” has the most impact on student achievement (Marzano, 2003). 

The Report of the National Reading Panel recommended attention to the five essential elements of reading. Reading Next (2004) and Writing Next (2007) offered additional recommendations for quality literacy instruction. The Final Report of the National Mathematics Advisory Panel (2008) recommends the mathematics curriculum in grades PreK-8 should be streamlined and should emphasize a well-defined set of the most critical topics in the early grades. But Schmoker goes on to point out that you can’t “guarantee” what you don’t monitor. He recommends state departments randomly visit schools asking for standards maps, quarterly assessment results, and samples of student work. Regional design teams and approved providers will adhere to a state plan to provide on-site monitoring and technical support for schools in Intensive Targeted School Improvement and Whole School Improvement. 

Monitoring of implementation is enhanced with transactional web-based systems that aggregate input on the fly. NORMES provides ADE leadership and Arkansas schools a transactional system for monitoring compliance with the requirement for student academic improvement plans and intensive reading interventions. This site will be expanded to provide more administrative reports to assist ADE technical assistance personnel in monitoring implementation of intensive improvement interventions regardless of geographic location. These implementation data will supplement the on-site visits to provide a continuous flow of implementation information. 

Marzano purposely omitted leadership from the factors associated with student achievement but recognizes that leadership could be considered the single most important aspect of effective school reform (2003). He defines leadership as administrators and teachers involved in substantive decisions regarding changes that effect their day-to-day lives. Leadership will be a critical factor, also noted in the Scholastic Audit, for communicating and monitoring expectations for the school.

The intervention labels Targeted and Whole School accurately identify the types of interventions required at these schools. Each tier of intervention has two levels (regular or “Intensive”) which increase in intensity as a school continues to miss AYP targets.  Schools can enter at any level based on historical student achievement data. Schools that meet AYP can move from a level of more intensity to one of less. A brief description of each is below:

· Targeted Improvement. Schools in this category are those that have 75 percent or greater of their identified subpopulations of students meeting AMO targets, but have one or more subpopulations not meeting AMO for two to four consecutive years. The schools appear to have many successful systems-level practices in place, but need to develop layers of effective interventions with a focus on the targeted population(s). Schools are allowed to problem solve with support, professional development, and monitoring from ADE, but are free to develop plans to address student needs as long as they are within the guidelines developed for this category. Schools are required to provide students and parents with the choice of SES. Schools will move into Intensive Targeted Improvement, if the identified subpopulation continues to miss AMO targets for more than four years. 

· Intensive Targeted Improvement. Schools in this category will have 75 percent or greater of their identified subpopulations meeting AMO and have one or more subpopulations not meeting AMO for five or more years. This track is designed to increase student achievement in literacy and mathematics by focusing on the systems within a school that support student achievement with specific intervention services for students who are not proficient. Schools move into this tier if there is a pattern of the same subpopulations missing AMO targets for multiple years, multiple subpopulations missing AMO or the combined population missing AMO. Schools in Intensive Targeted Improvement must develop a three-year school improvement plan that includes implementation of  all interventions that are required for Targeted Improvement schools but must also increase the intensity of their core reading and math instruction.  

· Whole School Improvement. A school is in this category if the combined population does not meet AMO and/or fewer than 75 percent of their subpopulations meet AMO for two to four consecutive years. In Whole School Improvement the emphasis is a systems approach. This track is designed to increase student achievement in literacy and mathematics by focusing on the systems within a school that support student achievement with specific intervention services for students who are not proficient. Schools at this level will be self-directive but work in collaboration with regional teams consisting of ADE supervisors and content area specialists. The regional teams will assist schools to analyze data and design a multi-year plan of action for school improvement. The design team will periodically monitor the progress of the plan and provide technical support for implementation. Schools will utilize the Arkansas Standards and Indicators for School Improvement with the district taking responsibility for conducting the Audit as a self-assessment and using the data to guide the design of the plan for improvement through the ACSIP process. 
· Intensive Whole School Improvement. Schools will move into this category if the comprehensive interventions have failed to turn the school around after three years of being in Whole School Improvement ADE will assign an approved provider – a qualified team of specialists with documented expertise in a systems approach to school improvement -- to provide oversight in the development, implementation, documentation and evaluation of a multi-year, systems-level school improvement plan. ADE will conduct a Scholastic Audit using the Arkansas Standards and Indicators for School Improvement which will guide the work of the approved provider. At this level, a school must follow more prescriptive guidelines regarding organizational structure, professional development, curriculum and instruction, and use of resources. Curriculum, instruction and assessment are integral to a school improvement process. Upon classification of Intensive Whole School Improvement, schools will be required to utilize a curriculum aligned to Arkansas Curriculum Frameworks and therefore must provide appropriate curriculum documents as addressed in Standard One of the Arkansas Standards and Indicators for School Improvement or engage in approved alignment training. Further, these schools will be monitored for fidelity of the alignment of the instructional curriculum to the Frameworks using formative and summative assessment of student progress. 
9. Public School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services

In addition to ACTAAP public school choice section 9.06, Arkansas law provides several options for accessing inter- public school choice.


· Rules Governing the Guidelines, Procedures and Enforcement of the Arkansas Public School Choice Act (http://arkansased.org/rules/pdf/current/ade_275_schchoice1007.pdf)

· Rules Governing the Guidelines, Procedures and Enforcement of the Arkansas Opportunity Public School Choice Act

(http://arkansased.org/rules/pdf/current/ade_173_opportunity_school_choice.pdf)

Data indicates that 172 of the schools in improvement are unable to offer choice due to the district having a single school at the grade level. Many improvement schools are in rural locations making choice impractical 

The Differentiated Accountability proposal seeks to provide more options for students attending schools designated to be in improvement by requiring schools to provide SES prior to choice. The plan targets SES to low income students in subgroups not meeting the annual measurable objective. 

The ADE currently provides sample ideas for communicating with parents about the opportunities available through SES. In the future, districts will be required to use ADE-designed communication tools unless district-developed materials are approved by the ADE. The ADE will also develop a statewide communication plan to inform parents and the community as a whole about the educational services provided by SES, as well as provide a checklist to help parents select the appropriate SES for their child. 

10.  Significant and Comprehensive Interventions for Consistently Lowest Performing Schools

ADE, regional educational service cooperatives and math and science centers are proactive in meeting the needs of many schools by providing research-based professional development, on-site support, teleconference communication, state conferences, commissioner’s memos, and technical support. ADE recognizes some schools need assistance targeted for specific subpopulations to include review of the school’s plan for multi-dimensional intervention services including core instruction, targeted intervention and intensive intervention in math and/or literacy. 

ADE will use the following interventions to address consistently low-performing schools:

· Intensive Targeted Improvement. Schools in this category will have 75 percent or greater of their identified subpopulations meeting AYP. This track is designed to increase student achievement in literacy and mathematics by focusing on the systems within a school that support student achievement with specific intervention services for students who are not proficient. Schools move into this tier if there is a pattern of the same subpopulations missing AYP targets for multiple years, multiple subpopulations missing AYP or the combined population missing AYP. Schools in Intensive Targeted Improvement must develop a three-year school improvement plan that includes implementation of  all interventions that are required for Targeted Improvement schools but must also increase the intensity of their core reading and math instruction.  

· Intensive Whole School Improvement. Schools will move into this category if the comprehensive interventions have failed to turn the school around after three years of being in Whole School Improvement. ADE will assign an approved provider – a  qualified team of specialists with documented expertise in a systems approach to school improvement -- to provide oversight in the development, implementation, documentation and evaluation of a multi-year, systems-level school improvement plan. ADE will conduct a Scholastic Audit using the Arkansas Standards and Indicators for School Improvement which will guide the work of the approved provider. At this level, a school must follow more prescriptive guidelines regarding organizational structure, professional development, curriculum and instruction, and use of resources. Curriculum, instruction and assessment are integral to a school improvement process. Intensive Whole School Improvement schools will be required to utilize a curriculum aligned to Arkansas Curriculum Frameworks.  

III. Evaluation
The ADE will work with NORMES to implement an integrated model to evaluate implementation and outcomes of the differentiated accountability proposal in order to continually inform effective differentiation of consequences and interventions. NORMES will run the same models used to determine differentiation criteria with future student achievement data in an iterative manner for continuous evaluation and improvement. An annual state-level report on differentiated accountability will be prepared that will provide trend and longitudinal analyses of school performance and classification of schools based on the differentiated accountability proposal. 
NORMES will employ a categorical model to investigate patterns of school classification and movement or transition within the differentiated accountability system. These patterns will be used to inform ADE regarding the level of volatility/static in transition rates of schools among the different accountability levels using the differentiated system. The goal of this portion of the evaluation is to understand how schools in need of improvement transition through the accountability levels to determine impact of differentiated consequences on school improvement.

Targeted and Whole School Intervention plans will be documented in ACSIP, along with the financial resources allocated to support the interventions. These data will be examined for congruence with implementation data. Monitoring of implementation will consist of on-site  visits by ADE technical support personnel using observation protocols, interviews, and document analysis, as well as on-line documentation of implementation and student progress through NORMES’ Web-based Monitoring Academic Improvement System (MAIS). Professional Development data for teachers and school administrators will also be collected and included in the implementation evaluation.

NORMES’ MAIS provides access to student level performance results on the state exam that are linked to student level math or literacy Academic Improvement Plans (AIP) and Intensive Reading Interventions (IRI). For students who are below proficiency on the state exam, the AIP/IRIs outline the students’ areas of deficiency and delineate a plan for intervention or remediation beyond the core instructional program. Currently this system is used on a voluntary basis by schools to assist in maintaining records for compliance with ACTAAP. However, schools in school improvement phases would be required to use the web-based system to document student AIP/IRIs, and to document student progress.

MAIS provides a database for state and school level evaluation of both implementation integrity and student progress. Data will be collected, compiled and reported on implementation of the improvement interventions to include professional development activities of staff, curriculum and instruction interventions, and organizational/management interventions. These data will be dynamically reported “point-in-time” on the site to assist principals and ADE technical assistance personnel in monitoring implementation and intervening where necessary to insure fidelity to the ACSIP plans. Student progress data will be collected using the AIP-IRI interactive forms to monitor for pace of improvement. 
Annual evaluation will include analysis of student achievement outcomes using matched comparison schools to determine if schools in need of improvement receiving differentiated accountability are closing identified achievement gaps. To assess impact on the achievement gaps trend analysis will be conducted to determine progress of schools in increasing the percentage of students scoring at a proficient or advanced level on the Arkansas criterion-referenced assessments as part of the annual Adequate Yearly Progress determinations. 

In addition to tracking changes in schools’ AYP and aggregate proficiency levels, the mean scaled scores for math and literacy will be calculated by grade level and End of Course Exams. The achievement gaps will be analyzed in a simple and transparent manner by calculating effect sizes based on the mean difference in scaled scores for schools for each year. The formula utilized for calculation of effect sizes is:

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1d = (μ1 – μ2) /σpooled
where μ1 is the cohort mean, μ2 is the state mean, and σpooled is the pooled standard deviation. 

The effect size represents the gap in performance between two groups or sets of matched schools. A reduction in the effect size over time would constitute a reduction in the achievement gap. Effect sizes should decrease over time relative to the effect sizes for 2005 -2007 if the differentiated accountability strategies are closing the gap. Given that 0.2, 0.5, and 0.8 are considered small, moderate and large effect sizes reduction of the achievement gap by 0.25 as measured by effect size would be considered success. 
IV. Closing
Arkansas believes this proposal for Differentiated Accountability will allow the state to more accurately label schools that are in various stages of school improvement, more adequately assess the needs of schools to increase student achievement and to implement the interventions most appropriate to address those needs. By basing interventions on the findings of the Scholastic Audit, schools will be able to target programmatic and systematic reforms to address needs specific to their students, thus enhancing the chances for success of all students. The new labels and descriptions will enable the public to have a clearer understanding of the challenges facing their schools as well as a transparent view of the interventions that have been prescribed to their schools. This should promote better understanding of where patrons’ schools are succeeding and where they need to focus efforts to ensure the success of all students. These efforts will build on Arkansas previous successes in raising the performance levels of historically low-performing subgroups as exemplified in NAEP mathematics, literacy and writing exams (as noted by Education Trust in April 2008). The proposed differentiated accountability system will allow Arkansas to continue efforts to close the achievement gap both in the classroom and on State Benchmark Exams.
V. Appendix

See attachments.
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