Louisiana Differentiated Intervention Plan Proposal
I. Executive Summary.  The executive summary is an opportunity for states to address and highlight big picture issues regarding its differentiated accountability model and its NCLB accountability system as a whole.   The executive summary is limited to five pages. (The balance of the proposal is limited to 30 pages.)
	Key Issues
	State Response

	· State your intent to propose and adopt a differentiated accountability model and when the model will be implemented if approved (this year, phase in, etc.).
	Louisiana proposes to pilot a differentiated accountability model. We hope to implement the new system prior to academic year 2008-09.  Schools newly identified for school improvement or required to implement additional and more intense sanctions for academic year 2008-09 will be eligible for inclusion. Other issues related to transition and details of eligibility are included in later sections. 

	· Address how a state has met USED's eligibility criteria, including:

· Assurance that a state's standards and assessments system has been fully approved and administered in 2007-2008.
· Assurance that a state has no significant monitoring findings.
· Assurance that a state has an approved HQT plan.
· Assurance and proof that a state has provided timely and transparent AYP information to parents over the period of the last two years.  
*Note: references to “assurances” in this template should not require significant narrative explanation or justification.  A simple statement with appropriate citation or cross-reference (e.g., to USED approval letter) should suffice.
	· Louisiana expects approval of its assessment system upon peer review of alternate assessment this fall. http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/nclbfinalassess/la.html
· Louisiana had no significant NCLB monitoring findings in the USED report of Sept. 29, 2006.

· Louisiana’s HQT plan has been approved. http://www.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/hqtplans/index.html
· Louisiana regularly releases a list of those schools required to offer choice and/or SES I early August http://www.doe.state.la.us/lde/comm/pressrelease.aspx?PR=908.  Fall 2006 did not fit this pattern due to the implementation of a more comprehensive assessment program.  Scores were released late with USED approval. http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplans03/index.html

	· As appropriate, address whether your state / model meets the following USED priority criteria:

· A state has at least 20% of its Title 1 schools identified as in need of improvement, and it has been a challenge to provide meaningful, intensive reform to all its identified Title I schools.
· For a state with less than 20% of its Title I schools identified as in need of improvement, explain why a state needs a differentiated accountability model.
· A state proposes to take significant and comprehensive interventions for its lowest-performing schools earlier in the time line, i.e. before schools reach the restructuring phase.
· A state proposes an innovative model of differentiation and system of interventions.
	· Louisiana identifies nearly 8% of its Title 1 schools as needing improvement as a result of 2006-07 decisions.  This number will increase to over 15% because of the entry of many schools from LEAs severely impacted by Hurricane Katrina, our increased “n” due to additional grade levels tested reduces the number of schools that are helped by a confidence interval, and the implementation of the graduation rate as our high school AAI with a “cut score” that is slightly above our state average.  Two state statutes that require SEA intervention under specific circumstances mean approximately 70 schools will be in the state-run Recovery School District and will challenge state capacity more so than traditional LEA operated schools. We could easily have 20% at the next release.
· A large percentage of schools entering improvement status do not exit. Districts need interventions that address specific problems, and preferably that seem reasonable to the education community.  Louisiana needs better success with solving school problems prior to restructuring and/or state takeover.
· Louisiana shall aggressively review school improvement plans to establish that schools are addressing the root causes of AYP failure, that they are resolving problems, not attending to symptoms. Louisiana proposes more thorough needs assessments and more detailed data analyses. These changes are to improve student achievement and to do so prior to restructuring and state takeover. 
· Although the interventions schools may implement are certainly possible in the current system, Louisiana will require a more careful selection of the interventions to address the specific causes of failure.

	· Address the educational policy reasons for proposing the use of a differentiated accountability model.

· Explain briefly the focus of the model and why it makes sound educational sense in the state context.  
· How does the model raise expectations and foster the state's educational goals to improve student achievement and close achievement gaps?

· Will the model facilitate the use of assessments to diagnose and treat the instructional needs of individual students and to develop state and local policy?

· Will the model be understood by parents and the public?

· How does the model build on and complement other state policies?
· As applicable, describe a state's historic and continuing interest in and any experience with differentiated accountability.
	· The model will require analyses of student data that includes feeder patterns, specific disabilities as opposed to SWD in general, highly qualified teachers in key grades and subjects, specific languages for LEP students, and grade level deficiencies. School improvement/school-wide plans must address the root causes of the problems.
· It raises expectations by holding LEAs/schools responsible for identifying underlying causes, addressing those causes, and monitoring implementation of the interventions.
· The LDE currently provides several tools for data analysis and planning.  Slight modifications in these tools and how they are used will provide the additional expertise to use the differentiated model.
· This model will include a change in the order of sanctions, and an expansion of acceptable “corrective actions.” The stakeholders in Louisiana are versed in our accountability system, and we provide training when there are changes.
· The model will “re-order” the sanctions to more closely resemble those in our original system, and align with a recent policy application to takeover failing schools that show little capacity for change or to require LEAs to enter an MOU with the state to complete specific tasks.  These changes require a greater investment of LEA and SEA resources from initial identification to takeover eligibility. It also includes greater emphasis on implementing school plans –a requirement of our pre-NCLB system that remains in our school performance score (SPS) component.
· Louisiana’s recent approach to 10 schools eligible for state takeover was to thoroughly evaluate all available data and to review all district efforts at reform in the specific schools, including implementation of planned improvement efforts and an external review of educational practices at the schools.  The LDE decisions on how to deal with these schools were direct responses to the data.  Contingent on 2007 accountability results, five schools are to be placed in direct state control, 4 are required to engage outside providers to handle their academic programs, and 1 will have an additional year to complete the implementation of reforms that should make a substantial difference in school performance.  Considering our likelihood of increased numbers of failing schools, we must find innovative solutions.  This model will allow individualized school plans that will seem much more reasonable to the LEAs, schools, and public while increasing the possibility of dramatic and sustained improvement in student performance.

	· Explain in summary form (e.g., bulleted list) that the 10 core principles needed for differentiated accountability models are met, or when they will be met.  The 10 core principles are:
· AYP determinations are made for all public schools;
· AYP determinations are transparent and easy to understand;

· Title 1 schools continue to be identified for improvement as outlined in a state's accountability plan;
· Differentiation method is technically and educationally sound, based on robust data analysis, and uniform across the state;
· State's transition to proposed differentiated accountability model considers the current status of schools and previous intervention implementation efforts;
· Differentiation process and resulting interventions are data- driven, understandable, and transparent;
· Title 1 schools are subject to interventions, and interventions will increase with intensity over time;
· Interventions must be educationally sound;
· The model is designed to result in an increased number of students participating in public school choice and supplemental educational services (even if eligibility is limited); and
· A category of differentiation for, at least, a subset of the lowest-performing schools.
	· AYP decisions are always made for all Louisiana public schools (with sufficient data) and will continue.
· AYP decisions are straightforward.  Schools that are performing below minimal standards and/or not making sufficient improvement to reach long term goals fail AYP.  
· All schools that fail to meet the specific criteria for success will continue to be placed in school improvement (the name will change) and move to more serious interventions using the same rules as in 2003 – 07.  The focus of the interventions themselves may change, and to some degree, the sequence of implementation. 
· Differentiation will be based on detailed analyses of the subgroup or groups that fail AYP and are identified for improvement, the pattern of failure and low performance (all discernible with tools currently provided by the LDE), the underlying causes of the failure, and proven solutions to the specific problems.  State support in the form of training, technical assistance, and analysis and planning tools will be available for this more diagnostic approach.
· The transition in the accountability system will require schools already providing specific services to specific students to continue.  Schools currently in improvement that made AYP in 2006-07 will continue to maintain their current level of interventions. Schools newly identified as in need of improvement or moving to more intense interventions (SI2 to CA1, for example) will enter the new system upon notification in August, 2008.  For this first year, at least, LEAs may opt to operate under current policy.
· A comprehensive needs assessment with a much greater degree of data analysis will identify specific school problems.  LEAs and schools will be required to implement specific and proven interventions to address those problems.  The interventions “menu” will include required elements along with options that address defined problems.
· All schools will face interventions with only slight differences (due to funding) between Title 1 and non-Title 1, differences that already exist in our approved system.

· Louisiana will insist that schools select interventions that will address the specific needs of the targeted subgroups.  This will be monitored by requiring the submission of school level plans to the LDE, a process in place in Louisiana since 1999, and linking these requirements to the eligibility for school improvement funds. Title 1 monitoring will include checks for implementation of the school plans.
· Louisiana expects school and district cooperation to increase since a more targeted approach seems more reasonable as does providing additional academic help before offering choice.  We also expect the interventions to be more successful which should increase participation.  The true evaluation on participation will be how many kids are still participating at the end of the year.
· Our differentiation proposal is based on the number of students in the failing subgroup or subgroups and/or the number of consecutive years a school has failed the SPS component.  This creates categories at each level of failure, along with the 6-levels of interventions from NCLB (with some modification).  Additionally, those schools failing our SPS component face earlier and more rigorous sanctions. Schools facing sanctions for subgroup failure frequently are already implementing interventions for SPS failure. 

	· Provide other key background and assurances, including:
· Provide an assurance that, if approved, your state will cooperate in a USED evaluation of the differentiated accountability model, including providing data to show how student achievement has differed prior to and after the implementation of the differentiated accountability pilot.
	Louisiana’s data system allows year to year tracking of student level data since the implementation of our standards-based assessments in grades 3-8 and 10 in 2006.  Grades 4, 8, and 10 are available since 1999.  The LDE can provide this information with student demographics attached and such data aggregated to any level would be available to USED.


II. The Proposed Differentiated Accountability Model.  In preparing the proposal, a state should begin by describing its proposed differentiated accountability model and how the model will advance a state's goals related to improving student performance and closing achievement gaps.  
	Key Issues
	State Response

	· Describe the nature of the differentiated accountability model and how it will work, including how it is related to your current approved AYP workbook and aligned with / improve your state accountability system.
· What is the focus of the proposed model?
· How will it work?
· How much will it change?
· How does it fit within broader state reforms regarding accountability and improvement?
· How will the model help improve student achievement?
	· See Appendix A

· This model focuses on precise data analysis to establish the root causes for AYP failure, and state supervision of school planning to assure interventions are selected to address the specific problems.  As schools remain in sanctions, oversight increases to include external needs assessments, and monitoring the implementation of the school plans. It also revises the sequence of interventions.
· Louisiana has long provided data analysis tools that can be easily converted to afford the types of analyses required of this model. Districts will assist schools with data analysis to discover the underlying causes of poor student performance. Schools/LEAs will propose problem specific interventions that must be approved by the LDE before implementation.  More intense sanctions require increased state and LEA support.
· A review of the model will note that SES and choice have reversed order in both AYP components (SPS and subgroup).  Some interventions are moved earlier in the improvement process.  The more strenuous levels of interventions will become more similar among the two components. It is consistent with our continued approach to accountability

· The impact of such changes is described well by an analogy to special education.  Students are very carefully screened and evaluated to determine specific disabilities, and individualized plans are developed by several parties to address the students’ specific needs.  There are frequent reports on the progress of the individualized plans, and sometimes adjustments in the plans to address unexpected progress or lack of progress. Students are reevaluated according to a long term schedule. Consider a school to be a student.  AYP failure is the initial referral.  Detailed data analysis is the determination of the exceptionality.  The school improvement/school-wide plan is the IEP, and implementation reports are analogous to progress reports.  The reevaluation is annual student assessment, and for schools, the aggregation of data to subgroup/school levels.  A new IEP is the accountability label/decision based on the annual evaluation.


III. Core Principles.   A state needs to address in its proposal the core principles outlined in the USED guidance.  As appropriate, cross reference back to the description of the proposed model above and reinforce how a state's model is in compliance with each principle.  

	Core Principle (CP)
	Key Issues
	Discussion
	State Response

	· CP 1: AYP Determinations consistent with state's Consolidated Accountability Workbook
A 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.
	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?
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?

	· A state should provide assurances that it will abide by provisions for annual AYP determinations and AMOs for all schools and districts, consistent with the state's accountability workbook. A substantial narrative is unnecessary.  

	Adoption of a differentiated model will not impact accountability evaluations and labels except in name.  Only interventions will be adjusted.

 Louisiana holds all public schools with sufficient data accountable. Schools with insufficient data are aggregated to the district level or in special situations routed back to a student’s home school.
See Accountability Workbook.

	· CP 2: Transparent Information about AYP Calculations

A 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.
	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)?
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?
2.1.3.
Has the state provided documentation that all schools and school districts receive AYP determinations?
	· To help peer reviewers better understand a state's AYP system, a state should briefly explain the method for calculating AYP.  Simply referring to a state's Consolidated Accountability Workbook is insufficient. 

	Louisiana tests all students in grades 3-11 (grades 3-8 and 10 are used in the subgroup component).  Schools/subgroups with at least 10 members (FAY and initial testers) are evaluated for performance with a minimum of 40 students required to determine the 95% participation rate.  The percent proficient is calculated for ELA and math and compared to the AMOs for the particular year.  This is Tier 1.  Tier 2 is the Safe Harbor calculation (reduction of non-proficient students by 10%, and 95% attendance or 65% graduation rate or 0.1% improvement) with the Whole School AAI as the final step in Tier 2.  Tier 1 and 2 use a 99% confidence interval except for improvement in the AAI. Tier 3 is our SPS component. It is an index based on all 4 subjects and all grades (3-11) tested. Each test result is assigned 1 of 5 labels with 0, 50, 100, 150, and 200 points the possible accompanying points.  K-8 schools include attendance and dropout as 10% of the overall index.  High schools include a 30% graduation index with points assigned to each student based on exit from school (dropout, GED, diploma with endorsements, etc.).  An overall index of less than 60 is considered failing. Failure in subgroup or SPS is reported as failing AYP.  An additional element of the SPS component is the improvement requirement. The NCLB 2014 target of 100% proficiency translates into an SPS of 120. Schools that are not progressing sufficiently toward 120 must enter Academic Assistance and implement remedies. If the number of failing or stagnant schools in the LEA exceeds 20% (a waiver can be requested). 

Reports for all public schools with sufficient data for evaluation are available at http://www.doe.state.la.us/lde/saa/2612.asp .  Some schools have sufficient data to be evaluated with only the subgroup or the SPS component.  These evaluations carry the same weight as for schools in both components.

	· 
	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?
	· A state should provide evidence as to how it has explained its system and method for calculating AYP to the public, including the state report card and other public materials.

	Parents are provided with simple and straightforward school reports with essential definitions and explanations.  Educators receive much more detailed reports with extensive explanation. 

http://www.doe.state.la.us/lde/saa/2612.asp
Additionally, information about the system is provided to the press whenever changes occur, a pamphlet “Accountability at a Glance” is available for public distribution, and many accountability details are included in various statewide reports. 
http://www.doe.state.la.us/lde/pair/1613.aspx
All current accountability policy is maintained by our state board and available on-line.  Essential elements of this policy are included on the various reports.  

BULLETIN 111-The LA School, District, and State Accountability System 

	· CP 3: Title 1 Schools continue to be identified for improvement as required by NCLB

A 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.
	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?

3.1.2.
Has the state provided evidence that it annually reports to the public school and school district identifications?
	· A state should provide an assurance or brief information that NCLB identification requirements will continue to be met. 
· A state may want to consider attaching or linking to the state report card and date it was published.
	Generally, Louisiana has complied with reporting requirements since 1999.  The passage of NCLB is responsible for some items being added to the reports. Annual reports are required by state statute.  This differentiated model will in no way impact annual reporting other than label changes.
Preliminary List of Schools That Must Offer Choice


	· CP 4: Method of Differentiation

A state's  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.
	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? 

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? 
	· In sum, a state should compare the proposed phases of differentiation to current law and provide educational and technical evidence for distinguishing between the phases of differentiation.  For example, if a state would like to target schools that have missed the most numbers of indicators, it should provide data on that issue.  Or, if a state proposes to focus on schools that are dramatically underperforming, it should provide data on the extent to which schools are missing each indicator.
· In addition, a state should provide a brief analysis comparing current and proposed categories, using most recent data, to show in the aggregate how schools/districts would change categories, disaggregated by student groups (major racial/ethnic groups, ELL, students with disabilities, and economically disadvantaged); urban versus suburban versus rural schools; and large versus small schools.

	The differentiation model is based on focusing on the specific problems of the specific groups of students that are struggling. It evaluates all schools and subgroups according to Louisiana’s approved accountability plan indicating it complies with current law. The interventions were originally guided by the Improving America’s School Act and revised by NCLB requirements (some are required as elements of school-wide plans and not necessarily corrective actions).  The few interventions that are not mentioned in NCLB are based on successful models in other states that address problems that exist in Louisiana or research conducted by the LDE
1. External comprehensive needs assessment – visits to low and high performing schools since 2001 have clearly indicated schools have trouble being objective when evaluating themselves as do LEAs when evaluating their own schools (especially in rural areas).  This procedure was modeled after the Scholastic Audit used in Kentucky for several years.
2. External implementation checks – also modeled after Kentucky practices are  related to the lack of objectivity in “home” evaluations.
3. Submit quarterly or monthly implementation reports – in 2002 the LDE contracted a study of schools that were low performing in our first accountability evaluations in 1999.  Several that remained stagnant and several that had grown rapidly were selected, and among other things, illustrated that the perfect plan is unsuccessful if not implemented and mediocre plans stimulated rapid growth when faithfully implemented.
4. State Takeover is based on Louisiana statute (RS 17:10.5, .6, and .7).  Our current approach includes 3 variations –A. Direct operation by state or state awarded charter (Type 5). B. MOU with LDE to contract with a provider to operate failing academic program. C. MOU to complete implementation of major restructuring plan.  These were developed to force major changes in the operation of low performing schools and based on needs assessments and suggested solutions from the Synesi Group (educational advisors) out of Chicago.
This proposal does not include district accountability policy at this time.  The plan does not change “levels of failure.” The change is that interventions are targeted to those student groups in the most need and increase in intensity for those schools with larger proportions of failing students and/or those in need for longer periods of time.
Based on 2006-07 data, of the schools failing the SPS component (70), 20% would be impacted by the reversal of SES and choice.  Others would have no recognizable change.  Of the schools failing subgroup and AYP (6), ½ are rural, ½ are urban, 1/3 each are small, medium, and large. 2/3 are high schools with the remainder middle and elementary.  Only 1 small rural high school failed due to less than 15% of their population in a failing subgroup (SWD).  1 small, rural high school failed due to the graduation rate.  ½ failed for the black subgroup and 1/3 for economically advantaged.  A total of 6 schools would 
be substantially impacted by the differentiated interventions, but only in the first 2 years, the initial support levels.  Academic Assistance interventions have not changed in this model.

	· 
	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?

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?

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. 
	· A state should provide evidence, including research/statistical modeling, to support the rationale for the proposed method and need for differentiated accountability.  
· A state's evidence should be based primarily on students' demonstrated proficiency in reading / language arts and mathematics.
	Louisiana tripled the number of schools failing subgroup AYP with 2006-07 results. The numbers of schools in “improvement” are likely to triple in 2008 and increase substantially in 2009.  Much of the motive of the proposed differentiation is to develop more “buy-in” from the schools and districts by having resources proportionally address problems.  The greatest complaints about either of our components are “choice before SES” and “limited numbers of students forcing services for all students.”  By the data in 4.1 it is obvious that the second complaint is a misperception as far as subgroup failure is concerned.  The subgroup failures are by far because of large subgroups (over 30% of the population). LEAs have been notified that increasing numbers of schools will be failing the subgroup component, and implementing a differentiated model would be perceived as a good faith effort of the state and USED at offering more practical solutions. Louisiana provides data to districts and tools to process the data that will generate or can be easily modified to generate subject level, grade level, subgroup level, SWD exceptionality group, and testing group (usually class).  A query across to database tables would add teacher level to this combination.  Districts/schools will be able to evaluate to the finest detail where weaknesses in student performance exist.  SPS failure is always because of overall poor academic performance with the attendance/drop/graduation data affecting overall indices, but the areas of greatest need will be identified.  Subgroup failure is influenced by attendance or grad rate often causing failure in safe harbor, but addressing math deficiencies among economically disadvantaged students for schools that are progressing well in ELA with all subgroups and in math in all but the ED group makes improvement more likely than offering choice to all students.
See Appendix A 

	· 
	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?

4.3.2.
Has the state clearly described how a school moves between categories of differentiation over time?

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?
	· A state may want also to explain how reform efforts will continue in schools that move between categories.
	Louisiana’s progression due to years of failing AYP does not change due to the differentiation.  What changes is the order in which interventions are implemented and the fact that the lower performing students are targeted.  Certain interventions are still mandatory and increase in intensity in schools that continue to fail, some district/school election is allowed but the list of possibilities is primarily that from NCLB, and selections are additive in nature.  The movement is still very much that defined in NCLB and the Louisiana Accountability Workbook.  The information is in tables in Appendix A.

	· 
	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?

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

4.4.2.
Are the indicators valid and reliable measures of academic achievement? 

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

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?

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?
	· A state that does not propose using additional indicators should skip this item.
· If a state does use additional indicators, it needs to show its capacity to apply the additional indicators as valid measures for all students in tested grades.
· Note that school characteristics, such as students' demographic information, are not acceptable indicators, and confidence intervals may not be used as additional indicators. 
                                                         
	

	· CP 5: Transitioning to a Differentiated Accountability Model

A 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.   
	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?
	· The proposal should include the number of schools that would be in each phase and category of improvement under the differentiated accountability model.
	Appendix B

	· 
	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?
	· A state should include in its response a description of  how long the transition period is expected to last for these purposes (at least for school year 2008-09), and explain the potential impact, if any, on students' participation in PSC and SES.

	The transition will be mostly complete in 1 year and fully complete in 2 years.  Students currently receiving SES or exercising choice will be allowed to continue according to current NCLB rules.  Beyond this, newly identified and schools moving to increasingly intense interventions will immediately make the transition. Only schools that are in improvement but make AYP in 2007-08 will take 2 years.

	· CP 6: Transparency of Differentiation and Interventions 

A state establishes a process for differentiation that is data-driven and understandable and accessible to the public
	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?
	· A state should include information regarding how it plans to report school status and student achievement results to the public, e.g., through a state report card.
	Louisiana always includes descriptions of policy changes on its report cards.  The differentiation will be explained there, in a session with the press, and again in the accountability press release.  The report cards will be revised to indicate, additional to the 6 levels from NCLB, the symptomatic, acute, and chronic differentiated assignments. (see Appendix A)

	· CP 7: Intervention Timeline

A state's 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.
	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?

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?
	· In sum, a state needs to describe an intervention system that applies to all Title I schools, with increasing interventions over time, and, as applicable, addresses how differentiation will be phased in or focused on a subset of schools.


	The intervention system is relatively simple in nature as outlined in Appendix A.  It applies to all schools with Title 1 interventions slightly different from non-Title 1 (due to funding).  Districts may elect to continue with the current policy rather than the differentiated model, but the differentiated version allows them more flexibility and will be more attractive.  It does require more LEA commitment to analyzing, planning, and monitoring.  Since Louisiana has identified relatively few schools for subgroup failure, we will have an opportunity to consider the impact, starting on a small scale but gradually increasing as we approach 2014.  

	· 
	7.2.
Has the state explained how its proposed differentiated accountability system of interventions aligns with and builds on current state interventions?
	
	As indicated in earlier sections, Louisiana was considering revising it’s interventions for schools failing the SPS component.  The differentiated model has been designed with consideration for the two components being consistent with one another.  The SPS component moves more rapidly and with slightly more intense interventions (intentionally), but this new model adjusts both components to be more similar, especially in latter phases when restructuring, reconstitution, and state takeover occurs.  Both increase the flexibility for school/district selected interventions, but they must meet state approval.

	· 
	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?
	
	See 7.1

	· 
	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 teacher and principal effectiveness?

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?
	· A state needs to describe its strategy for addressing teacher quality in schools that need the most extensive interventions, including addressing issues relating to the equitable distribution of effective teachers, professional development for teachers and principals (including use of data in decision-making), and possible use of performance incentives. USED is not expecting states to develop a definition of "effective teachers."
· A state's plan should include data regarding teacher quality for schools in each phase and category of improvement.
	Because the district/school selection of interventions must meet state approval, a school whose poor performance can be attributed to “less than highly qualified teachers” will be advised to address the problem.  This can be accomplished with several different interventions, 3 that involve hiring HQT and 3 that involve increasing capacity.  School/district choices must be based on data and state approval of plans will also be based on data.
Generally speaking, failing schools in Louisiana have lower rates of HQT, but district staff consider teacher turnover and teacher absence to be a greater problem.  Although Louisiana can provide data that determines the percentage of HQT at failing schools, data has not been evaluated to determine if a school’s specific weaknesses (subject or subgroup) can be attributed or even correlated to HQT issues.  The state will develop methodology with its Committee of Practitioners and stakeholders.

In those instances where the lack of HQT relates specifically with subgroup/subject failure, the LDE will require the district to include a solution in its plan before approval will occur.  

	· CP 8: Types of Interventions

A state's differentiated accountability model includes interventions that are educationally sound and designed to promote meaningful reform in schools.  
	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? 

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)?
	· In responding, the state should provide data which shows the effectiveness of proposed interventions on student achievement for students in similar schools.  
· A state may use existing research that has proven the effectiveness of a particular intervention or set of interventions.

	Louisiana’s proposed interventions list is general enough in nature to require districts to specify exactly how they intend to go about implementing the intervention into their school plans.  The districts will provide the data that predicts the effectiveness of the intervention in a specific school with specifically determined problems.
The majority of the interventions list comes from NCLB suggestions or requirements.  We hope to discover effective solutions using this pilot.

	· 
	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 interventions, 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?
	· This is an opportunity for a state to better target school improvement funds and to seek greater flexibility in how these funds are used.
	This model focuses on specific problems.  The districts plans on how to address the problems (at the school level) must be approved by the LDE.  This approval is a requirement for schools to receive federal improvement dollars.  Under old rules a school/district would select an item from the corrective action list.  This model allows the state to insist that the school selects interventions for its specific problems.

	· CP 9: Public School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services

A state establishes clear eligibility criteria for public school choice (PSC) and supplemental educational services (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.  
	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?

9.1.2.
How will the state, at a minimum, offer PSC and SES to all low-income, non-proficient students?  
	· In responding, a state should address how PSC/SES opportunities will be available in K-2, as well as other, schools.
	Louisiana has required schools to “pair” schools that had no testing grades since accountability was implemented (see workbook).  In 2006-07, 3 K-2 schools were identified as failing and were required to offer choice, etc.  This practice will continue.

	· 
	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?

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

9.2.3.
Has the state described plans to improve the delivery of PSC and SES? 
	· Using prior year data as necessary, a state should provide information on the number of students eligible for PSC and SES under the differentiated accountability model.  

· If possible, using previous year data, a state should project how the new differentiated accountability model will increase the absolute numbers of students participating in PSC and SES.

· In sum, a state should describe its plan to  work with districts to enhance PSC and SES programs, enhance the visibility and accessibility of the programs, and monitor participation, including plans to tackle impediments to participation. 
	With fewer numbers of students required to be offered choice, we expect districts to offer a better selection of potential schools.  The students will be those most in need of assistance, so we would expect those that switch schools to not return to their home schools.  SES would work similarly in that students (with parental involvement) won’t sign-up for SES because they think it’s a good idea and then find it to be too much effort to follow through. Hopefully the parents of those poorest performing students will take advantage of the services for the duration of the program.  Because barely 10% of the eligible families actually take advantage of choice, we have not established why some choose and others do not.  The LDE will encourage districts to offer better SES services and better school options for choice.

	· CP 10: Significant and Comprehensive Interventions for Consistently Lowest-Performing Schools

A state's model establishes an educationally sound timeline for the lowest-performing schools to receive the most substantive and comprehensive interventions.
	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)? 

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?

10.1.4.
Has the state provided a rationale for the substantive and comprehensive interventions it proposes to implement in 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?
	· In  responding to this item, a state should present research or evidence to support proposed interventions for the lowest performing schools and  address impediments to "restructuring" options  (e.g., authority, limits applicable to authorizing charter schools,  replacing staff, school take-over).

· A state also should provide a data analysis regarding how schools subject to restructuring implementation in 2007-08 would be affected under the new model.
	No schools in Louisiana will be eligible in 2007-08 for restructuring due to subgroup failure.  Eighteen schools can be eligible for state takeover and/or reconstitution for SPS failure.  Another 30 may be eligible in 2008-09.  The LDE hopes to charter 5 of these.  Five will operate under a memorandum of understanding with the LDE - 1 to continue its implementation of what appears to be an excellent plan, 4 to contract with a provider to handle all academic programs.  The remaining 8 are required by statute to be placed under state control but will be eligible for the same three options.  


	· 
	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)?

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

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?
	
	The timeline for entry and exit is the same as our compliance with NCLB except for SPS failures are to be accelerated in eligibility for state takeover.  Schools exit the categories by passing the subgroup component for two consecutive years in the subject for which they entered improvement and by having an SPS above 60, regardless of level or category.

	· 
	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?

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

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?

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?
	· In sum, a state needs to provide a justification for targeting (or "capping") schools for the most extensive interventions, at both the state and district levels.
· The state also should  address how its capacity, as well as that of the district, will be strengthened and evaluated.


	The degree of intervention will depend upon the degree of failure (number of students in the failing groups) and level of improvement.  This should allow resources to be targeted to resolve specific and measurable problems as opposed to “whomever wants to exercise choice.”  State capacity should be improved since more effective interventions at earlier levels will mean fewer schools entering latter stages.

	· 
	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? 
	
	Louisiana does require reports of implementation from the most struggling schools, and this is monitored by state staff.  A focused approach has a much greater likelihood of ensuring success than does a more generalized approach.


IV. Additional Questions.  USED guidance indicates that states must address several additional issues.  These issues should be briefly addressed, with appropriate reference to the responses above to the extent that the issues have already been addressed or through additional attachments.
	Key Issues
	State Response

	· Differentiation Data Analysis. A state will be expected to provide data analyses to support the proposed model of differentiation.  A state should view the following questions as a check list of possible evidence. If the evidence was not embedded as part of the response to core principles above, the state should consider adding it here or referencing attachments that include the data, as appropriate in supporting the proposal.
· Has the state provided the data analyses that were used in developing the state’s proposed method of differentiation? 

· 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?

· 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?

· 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?  

· 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: student groups (major racial/ethic groups, students with disabilities, limited English proficient, and economically disadvantaged); urban versus suburban versus rural schools; and large versus small schools

· 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?

· Has the state provided the number of students eligible for PSC and SES, using prior year data as necessary, under the differentiated accountability model?

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

· 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?

· Has the state provided the total number of schools in the state and the number of schools for which AYP determinations were made?
	Since this differentiated model depends on a great deal of district involvement, there is no way to advise the creation of the system with data analysis.  The limited time to design the proposal also limits designing a methodology to predict the success of these changes.  We have provided information about how may schools/students would be impacted by specific changes.  It may be that our proposal is sufficiently different from what was discussed when this flexibility was offered, that it is only now obvious that it is difficult to use data in the requested ways to support our plan.  We will provide impact data after this differentiation project has been in place for a year.

	· Annual Evaluation Plan.  A state should include an annual evaluation plan for its differentiated accountability model and should provide an assurance that, if approved, it will cooperate in a USED evaluation of the differentiated accountability model and describe a state mechanism for evaluation.  Specifically, it should address the following questions:
· 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)? 

· 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?

· 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?

· 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?

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


V. Conclusion.  Each state should include a concise conclusion underscoring why USED should approve its proposal.  
	Key Issues
	State Response

	· Summarize how your proposal is consistent with the core principles and broader purpose of NCLB.

· How will the differentiated accountability model permit the state to focus its school and/or district intervention efforts?
· How will the differential accountability model facilitate raising the bar for student achievement for all groups?
· How will the differentiated accountability model permit the state to enhance public understanding of AYP and the necessary interventions?
	Louisiana’s proposal is mainly comprised of existing elements in NCLB and in the state’s approval accountability plan.  Interventions have been reordered to increase stakeholder buy-in, and they have been focused on the students who are most in need – those whose achievement required the school’s implementation of interventions.  This model will help eliminate the relative severity of some broad-based interventions when few students are in the targeted subgroups.  Simply put, this system will allow the remedy to match the diagnosis, a concept quite understandable to the public and the educational community

	· Summarize your success and efforts in raising student achievement and closing the achievement gap and how your proposal will enable you to build on that record.
	Louisiana has improved test results among all students and closed the achievement gap among all major subgroups.  However, even with the pattern of growth, more flexibility is needed so that improvement can be sustained.  Our sincere wish is that a more reasonable set of interventions that focus on specific problems, added supervision of schools and districts by the state, and a more aggressive approach to repeated failure will improve stakeholder confidence in the elements of our system in general and the NCLB compliance issues specifically.  We have an exceptional accountability system in place, but it direly needs to cause greater changes in the district’s use of resources and attitude toward planning, to improve classroom practices to generate improved student performance, and to increase the participation of parents who recognize expanded horizons for their students who are progressing in academic performance.  Our differentiated accountability model is a practical means to stimulate the type of improvement initiated when accountability came into being in 1999.  Our children deserve the advantages such an approach offers.


Appendix A
Louisiana Differentiated Accountability Plan Levels and Intervention Schedule
This table uses +1, +2  to indicate the minimum number of interventions that must be selected from the interventions list (follows) and implemented primarily through the school improvement/school-wide plan.  The interventions must be based on the data analysis and a needs assessment and focused on the failing subgroup when 1 subgroup repeatedly fails and on 1 subject if subgroup changes each year.  In some instances, specific interventions are assigned.  Moving downward to the next lower level requires adding interventions (except for the external needs assessment), not simply changing interventions.  Stakeholders would be asked to recommend these labels after approval of the model by USED, and the state board would need to adopt as policy.  It is likely the stakeholders will recommend addition interventions.
	Improvement Phase
	New Level
	Differentiation Labels and Interventions
	Interventions for All Subgroup Failure

	
	
	Symptomatic
	Acute
	Chronic
	

	
	
	Failing subgroup/s 0-15% of school enrollment
	Failing subgroup/s 15.1-30% of school enrollment
	Failing subgroup/s >30% of school enrollment
	

	
	Pre-Identification (1 year AYP failure)
	Training in use of diagnostic/data analysis tools. Assign District Assistance Team. Complete data analysis
	

	SI 1
	Initial Support
	+1
	+ 1
	+ 2
	SES for failing subgroup/s or subject only (Title 1),  Revised School Improvement/School-wide Plan-submit for approval, Assign District Assistance Team

	SI 2
	Secondary Support
	+1


	+2

	+2

	Implementation reports, Choice for failing subgroups only (Title 1)

	CA 1
	Continued Support 1
	+2
	+1
	+2
	External needs assessment

	CA 2
	Continued Support 2
	+1
	+2
	School-wide SES (Title 1)
	External implementation reports

	Restructuring 1
	Vital Support 1
	Write focused Restructuring Plan
	Write focused Restructuring Plan
	School-wide Choice (Title 1),
Write comprehensive Restructuring Plan
	

	Restructuring 2
	Vital Support 2
	
	
	
	Implement Restructuring plans, or eligible for state takeover


Interventions list.

· Hire Highly Qualified Teachers

· Professional Development addressing specific subgroup needs (ethnic/cultural groups, inclusion for SWD, etc.)

· Hire “specialist” or “lead teacher” with experience in research based approach for specific subgroups

· Hire general academic specialists (as administrators)
· Extend the school year or school day

· Implement academic or operational program (CSRD approach)

· Replace staff
· Enter agreement with LDE for a Distinguished Educator

· Enter agreement with LDE for Turnaround Specialist Project
· Targeted or School-wide SES

· Targeted or School-wide Choice

· Analyze and redraw attendance zones/feeder patterns

· External comprehensive needs assessment

· External implementation checks
· Contract an outside expert
· Restructure
· Reconstitution
· Decrease management authority 
· Submit quarterly or monthly implementation reports 
· State Takeover
· Direct operation by state or state awarded charter (Type 5)

· MOU with LDE to contract with a provider to operate failing academic program

· MOU to complete implementation of major restructuring plan
This table contains the order of interventions for schools that have failed the SPS component of the system.  The numeral following the “AUS” designation indicates the number of years the schools have been Academically Unacceptable.  The + 1, +2 indicate the number of additional interventions (from the list above)

	Academically Unacceptable SPS<60.0
	Interventions

	
	Title 1
	Non-Title 1
	All Schools

	AUS 1
	School-Wide SES
	+1
	State conducted needs assessment, Revised SIP upon identification for current year, Revised 2 year school improvement plan to implement the next 2 years (including AUS 2 and 3 interventions).

	AUS 2
	
	
	School-wide Choice, Implement 2 year SIP, submit quarterly implementation reports

	AUS 3
	+1
	+1
	Write Reconstitution Plan, submit monthly implementation reports

	AUS 4
	
	
	Eligible for state takeover – state selects 1 of 3 options from the takeover intervention item


	Academic Assistance Level
	Interventions for all schools

	1
	District assists the school with a needs assessment to develop a revised school improvement plan based on most current data

	2
	District Assistance Team assigned

	3
	State initiated and conducted needs assessment

	4
	+1, State checks for plan implementation

	5
	Develop Reconstitution "light" plan

	6
	Implement Reconstitution "light" - Substantial school reform aimed at increasing the academic performance of targeted, low achieving subgroups.


Appendix B

Projected Impact of Differentiated Accountability on Schools

The number of schools will increase sharply in the next few years, but currently only 7 schools are in improvement due to subgroup component failure (that aren’t in more serious levels of AUS status).  Six of these are newly identified based on 06-07 results, and 1 made AYP in 2007 and will possibly exit in 2008.  Because of this, the 7 schools would all be at the Initial Support Level.  All but one school failed because of large subgroups failing.  The last failed for a subgroup that included less than 15% of the schools enrollment.

	Differentiation Labels and Interventions

	Symptomatic
	Acute
	Chronic

	Failing subgroup/s 0-15% of school enrollment
	Failing subgroup/s 15.1-30% of school enrollment
	Failing subgroup/s >30% of school enrollment

	
	
	ELA-All Students, Black, Economically Disadvantaged

MTH-Students with Disabilities

	
	
	ELA-Black

	
	
	Grad Rate-Whole School

	
	
	Grad Rate-Whole School

	
	
	MTH-Black

	ELA-Students with Disabilities
	
	

	
	
	MTH-All Students, Black, Economically Disadvantaged


Schools failing the SPS component implement more intense levels of interventions depending upon the number of years they have been labeled academically unacceptable.   Although a small number of schools slide backward into AUS status, the changes in numbers of schools in a given level of interventions is a function of when minimum standards were raised and next year, when hurricane impacted schools fully re-enter accountability.   The table indicates how many schools would fall into the various levels based on 2006-07 results.
	Academically Unacceptable SPS<60.0
	Number of Schools

	AUS 1
	13

	AUS 2
	5

	AUS 3
	39

	AUS 4 or Waiting for takeover
	10
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