State of North Dakota

Differentiated Accountability Model

Executive Summary

Intent

It is the State of North Dakota’s intent to propose and adopt a Differentiated Accountability Model. This model, if approved, would be ready to implement July 1, 2008.

Eligibility Criteria

North Dakota believes that we are eligible to participate in the differentiated accountability pilot, as our state has met the following criteria:

1. The state’s standards and assessment system must be fully approved and administered in the 2007-2008 school year.

North Dakota assures that our state’s standards and assessment system, that we administered in the 2007-2008 school year, is fully approved.

2. The state must have no significant outstanding monitoring findings related to NCLB requirements. We will also take into consideration significant outstanding monitoring findings related to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).

North Dakota’s Title II Part A program was monitored in October 2007. There were some findings related to the NCLB requirements. In visiting with staff at the U. S. Department of Education (USDE), they stated that North Dakota could apply for the differentiated accountability pilot and be considered. The Title II Part A findings would need to be addressed before the state’s proposal could be approved. Our Title II administrator assures that the state can meet all of the Title II requirements and is in the process of submitting documentation to the USDE.
North Dakota’s IDEA program was monitored a few years ago. They have corrected any citations that they received as part of the monitoring process.
3. The state must have a plan for meeting the requirements in NCLB for highly qualified teachers that has been approved by the Department of Education.

North Dakota assures that our state’s plan for meeting the requirements in NCLB for highly qualified teachers has been fully approved by the USDE.

4. The state must provide timely and transparent adequate yearly progress (AYP) information to the public. States that have more than one unapproved occurrence of late AYP notification in the past two years are not eligible.

North Dakota provides timely and transparent adequate yearly progress (AYP) information to the public. Our state tests in the fall; therefore, AYP reports are made available to schools in the spring of each year. North Dakota has not had any occurrences of late AYP notifications.

Priority Criteria

· States that have at least 20 percent of their Title I schools identified as in need of improvement in the 2007-2008 school year and that demonstrate a challenge of providing meaningful, intensive reform to all their identified Title I schools. States that do not meet this 20 percent threshold and wish to apply must provide a justification for why there is a need for differentiated accountability.

Although North Dakota did not have 20 percent of our Title I schools identified for improvement in the 2007-2008 school year, the release of our preliminary data shows that we will be close to 20 percent for the 2008-2009 school year. Our projection data further shows that we could have up to 36 percent of our Title I schools in improvement for the 2009-2010 school year.

As a small state, North Dakota has very little funding available at the state level to pay Title I School Support Team members and implement the many school improvement requirements in NCLB. We simply lack the capacity to provide meaningful, intensive reform to 36% of our Title I schools should that many end up in improvement. Our Differentiated Accountability Model would allow us to focus on the schools that need the most assistance while providing some technical assistance and resources to all schools in improvement.

· States that propose to take significant and comprehensive interventions, such as those used in the restructuring phase, for the lowest-performing schools earlier in the improvement timeline (i.e., earlier than five years of missing annual achievement targets).

For a small state that retains a very small amount of administrative and state improvement funds, North Dakota has an impressive school support team plan (see Appendix E). Our state is currently working with McREL on our Statewide System of Support plan. This plan involves working with the lowest-performing schools in the restructuring phase. Approval of North Dakota’s differentiated accountability proposal would further enable our state to focus on this category of schools and provide comprehensive technical assistance and interventions to schools in the restructuring category.

· States that propose an innovative model of differentiation and system of interventions.

North Dakota believes that we have proposed an innovative model of differentiation and system of interventions that will provide the needed level of support to all schools in improvement and address the limited capacity issues that a small state like North Dakota faces in implementing the school improvement provisions in NCLB.

Rationale for Differentiated Accountability Model

The State of North Dakota believes that we are a prime candidate to implement a Differentiated Accountability Model. We believe our proposal will greatly benefit North Dakota schools as well as address critical capacity issues within the North Dakota Department of Public Instruction. Please reference Appendix A for a visual of North Dakota’s Differentiated Accountability Model. Listed below is our rationale on why this proposal makes sound educational sense in the state context.

· Summary of Changes

North Dakota’s Differentiated Accountability Model includes making the following eight changes to the school improvement process:

1. North Dakota is proposing to use the extent to which a school missed AYP or the number of subgroups missing AYP, to distinguish among schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that need targeted versus more comprehensive attention.

2. North Dakota is proposing that schools identified in the targeted classification would receive some technical assistance from the state department, but not nearly the degree of intensity as those schools identified in the comprehensive classification.
3. North Dakota is proposing that schools identified in the targeted classification would be eligible for some additional funding using the 1003(a) funds; however, most 1003(a) and 1003(g) resources would be allocated to schools in the comprehensive classification, especially those in corrective action and beyond.
4. North Dakota is proposing to reduce the fiscal burden of being identified for improvement by allowing schools to use Title I Part A; Title II Part A; school improvement funds, or other funds to meet the 10% requirement for professional development.

5. North Dakota is proposing to allow districts in improvement to submit an application to be a state approved supplemental services provider.

6. North Dakota is proposing a change for schools in year two and beyond of improvement that needs to offer supplemental services depending on the category in which they are identified. Schools in the targeted classification would offer supplemental services for the select group/subgroup that program improvement identification is attributed to, and schools in the comprehensive classification would offer supplemental services for all low-income students.

7. North Dakota is proposing to allow one extra year to implement supplemental services before implementing corrective action in both the targeted and comprehensive classifications.
8. North Dakota is proposing to require schools that have been in restructuring for more than one year to formally re-evaluate their corrective action and alternative governance options being implemented.

· Availability of 2007-2008 Assessment Data

The State of North Dakota tests students using the North Dakota State Assessment in the fall of each year. Our preliminary AYP information is released in the spring for schools to review. By May of each year, our final AYP information is released to the schools, community, and public.

North Dakota’s Differentiated Accountability Model includes projection data from our recent release of preliminary AYP data for the 2007-2008 school year. We believe our standing puts North Dakota at a great advantage and makes us an ideal state to implement a Differentiated Accountability Model. Due to the fact that our AYP data for 2007-2008 has been calculated and released, North Dakota would be ready, upon approval, to begin immediately implementing our proposal. There would be no delays or waiting for assessment information to be released.

· Placement of Schools in Intervention Timeline

In reviewing the placement of North Dakota schools in our intervention timeline, it again appears as though North Dakota is a prime candidate to implement a Differentiated Accountability Model. We have a cluster of schools that have not made AYP for many years and are in the final category of the improvement timeline. We have very few of our schools in the middle categories of the improvement timeline. We will have a large number of schools in their first year of improvement. Therefore, it makes perfect sense to implement a plan where chronic under-performing schools receive the most intensive technical assistance, resources, and interventions.

Compliance with 10 Core Principles

· The State of North Dakota assures compliance with the 10 Core Principles needed for a Differentiated Accountability Model:

· We assure that AYP determinations will continue to be made for all public schools;

· We assure that AYP determinations will continue to be transparent and easy to understand;

· We assure that the Title I schools will continue to be identified for improvement as outlined in the State’s Accountability Workbook;

· We assure that the differentiated method is technically and educationally sound, based on robust data analysis, and uniform across the state;

· We assure that the state’s transition to the proposed Differentiated Accountability Model considered the current status of schools and previous intervention implementation efforts;

· We assure the differentiation process and resulting interventions are data-driven, understandable, and transparent;
· We assure that the Title I schools will continue to be subject to interventions, and interventions will increase in intensity over time;

· We assure that the interventions will continue to be educationally sound;

· We assure that our model is designed to result in an increased number of students participating in supplemental educational services; and

· We assure that there is a category of differentiation for the lowest-performing schools within our state.

· Evaluation Assurance:

· North Dakota assures that, if approved, our state will cooperate in a USDE 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 Model.
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