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.).
	Oklahoma intends to adopt the proposed differentiated accountability model and implement for identification of school improvement schools in school year 2008-2009.

	· 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 NCLB 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.
	· Oklahoma’s standards and assessments system was fully approved by the USED on June 30, 2006.  

· Oklahoma has no significant monitoring findings.

· Oklahoma’s HQT plan received full approval from the USED on December 14, 2006.

· Oklahoma has provided timely and transparent AYP information to the public over the last two years.  

	· 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.
	· The State has fewer than 20% of its Title I schools identified as in need of improvement; however, Oklahoma is a state with 540 school districts and 1875 schools, with a majority of those schools in rural locations and with high percentages of economically disadvantaged students.  The differentiated accountability system will allow the State to more effectively distribute and utilize resources for meaningful reform for schools in need of improvement.

· Oklahoma’s proposed plan provides significant and comprehensive interventions for its lowest-performing schools prior to the schools reaching the restructuring phase.

· Oklahoma’s proposed plan provides a model of differentiation and system of interventions.

	· 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.
	· Oklahoma’s proposed plan allows greater flexibility to districts/schools in producing more targeted and effective interventions and direct resources to the schools that need them the most.



	· 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.
	· The following 10 core principles have been met within Oklahoma’s Accountability and Assessments System and the State’s proposed plan for differentiated accountability:

· AYP determinations are made for all public schools and public school districts in the State

· AYP determinations are transparent and easy to understand

· Title I schools continue to be identified for improvement as outlined in Oklahoma’s accountability plan.

The State determines AYP status annually for every public school and district based upon NCLB regulations.  Consequences are applied to schools or districts in School Improvement status, designated by not meeting targets in the same subject or other academic indicator for two or more consecutive years.  



	· 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.
	If approved, Oklahoma 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.


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 Differentiated Accoutability Proposal


A state may want to use the following graphic summary of  its proposed model.  This chart was included by USED at the end of its peer review guidance.

	Phase of Improvement
	New Label (if applicable)
	Category of Improvement & Criteria
	Interventions

	School Improvement- Year 1
	
	A:
	

	
	
	B:
	

	School Improvement – Year 2
	
	A: 
	

	
	
	B: 
	

	Corrective Action
	
	A: 
	

	
	
	B:
	

	
	
	C: 
	

	Restructuring Planning
	
	A: 
	

	
	
	B: 
	

	
	
	C: 
	

	Restructuring Implementation
	
	A: 
	

	
	
	B: 
	

	
	
	C: 
	


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
	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?

	1.1 YES  

Oklahoma’s Accountability plan continues to operate in compliance with NCLB regulations, as approved May 2002.  The State’s approved accountability system is based upon Oklahoma’s Academic Performance Index (API), with index scores ranging from 0 to 1500, and includes a timeline of increasing targets for making AYP annually.  A score of 1500 is achieved only with 100% proficiency, which is targeted in the year 2013-2014.  The performance targets for math and reading are listed in the table below.

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

Math

648

648

790

790

790

932

932

932

1074

1074

1216

1358

1500

Read.

622

622

768

768

768

914

914

914

1060

1060

1206

1352

1500

In addition to meeting math and reading academic indicators, schools and districts must test 95% of students in math and reading and meet the target in the additional indicator of attendance or graduation rate.

1.2 YES  

The State determines AYP status annually for every public school and district based upon NCLB regulations.  Consequences are applied to schools or districts in School Improvement status, designated by not meeting targets in the same subject or other academic indicator for two or more consecutive years.  



	· 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?
	2.1 YES

Every public school and LEA is required to make adequate yearly progress and is included in the State Accountability System, the Academic Performance Index (API).

All students enrolled in the public schools of Oklahoma are included in the State Accountability System, according to federal guidelines.  The definition of “public school” accounts for all students enrolled in the public school district, regardless of program or type of public school.  Enrollment information is collected at the time of the annual state assessments by means of a demographic page, which is completed by each district for every child enrolled in the district.

Oklahoma Administrative Code (OAC) 210:10-13-18 Oklahoma School Accountability System states that the Oklahoma School Accountability System shall be based on AYP.  All public Elementary and secondary schools and local educational agencies (LEAs) shall be accountable for student achievement and for making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) according  to federal law.  AYP will be determined by meeting or exceeding statewide performance targets for required student groups in Reading/Language Arts and Mathematics on state tests;  administering tests to 95 percent of students in each required student group; and meeting statewide targets for attendance rates and graduation rates where applicable.  Alternatively, schools shall make AYP by showing growth in Reading/Language Arts and Mathematics on state tests as required by Safe Harbor regulations as defined in the No Child Left Behind Act, Public Law 107-110.

For cases in which a school site or district has no control over placement of students in their enrollment area (such as incarcerated youth and students placed by court order), the student scores will be credited to a virtual statewide district.  The State will be held accountable for all students in the virtual statewide district.

Schools configured without grades participating in state testing (e.g., K-2) will receive API scores and be included in the state accountability system.  The method for assigning scores to these sites includes “sharing” district test results for the next closest grade level.  For example, a K-2 site would utilize the district Grade 3 test results, along with the site’s own attendance information, to make AYP determinations.

   2.1.1  YES

If students are not enrolled in the school for a full academic year, they will not be included in the school’s AYP determination, but will be included in the district’s determinations if they were enrolled in the district for a full academic year.  All students will be counted at the state level.

A student receives a Full Academic Year status for the Oklahoma Core Curriculum Tests (OCCT)if that student has been continuously enrolled beginning within the first ten days of the school year and has not experienced an enrollment lapse of ten or more consecutive days.

The state collects length of district enrollment information on all students by completion of a demographic page on all students at the time of the statewide assessment(s).  The state holds all public school sites and public school districts accountable in AYP calculations for students who were enrolled in the same district for a full academic year prior to testing.

As approved, Oklahoma’s accountability plan uses the minimum N size of 30 for All Students and Regular Education Students and the minimum N size of 52 for all other subgroups.  In accordance with Title I regulations issued on April 9, 2007, States must establish a uniform minimum group size for all student groups.

Oklahoma has requested approval from the USED through the amendment process of a uniform minimum N size of 30 students for all student groups, and application of a 95% confidence interval in determining the AYP status of LEAs and schools.  

 2.1.2  YES
The State Accountability System produces AYP decisions via the API for all public schools, including public schools with variant grade configuration, public schools serving special populations and public charter schools.  It also holds accountable public schools with no grades assessed (e.g., K-2).

The API is calculated annually for each school and LEA.  Interim components of the API are used to determine whether or not schools are making AYP by meeting targets in order to achieve 100% proficiency by 2013-2014.  All public schools and LEAs will be systematically judged on the basis of the same criteria when making an AYP determination.

For schools and LEAs that do not have sufficient enrollment to produce valid and reliable accountability results the following guidelines will be used:

· Schools/LEAs will be evaluated based on their own performance data to the extent possible by applying 95% confidence intervals.

The State has made available online and in paper copy the State’s method of calculating the AYP indicators.  

2.1.3 YES

The State provides ample time for schools/LEAs to review all data used in the State’s determination of AYP.  Data used in determination of AYP is provided to schools /LEAs by at least July 1 for each year.  Preliminary Accountability Data Reports are then issued by the beginning of August.  After receiving the Preliminary Accountability Data Report, schools/LEAs may again review data, make any corrections and/or appeals, and receive final AYP determinations in time to notify parents about required services.

Schools/LEAs receive Grades 3-8 assessment results for all subjects by June 1of every year, and End-of-Instruction results by July 1.  Audited attendance information is available by June of each year and final graduation rates, reviewed extensively by school personnel prior to release, are reported in January.  At the time of receipt of each data report, schools are encouraged to review the information carefully and report any errors or concerns to appropriate SDE personnel, who will make any necessary amendments to the data.  Next, at the beginning of August, this data is compiled into accountability Data Reports with API calculations and Preliminary Accountability Data Reports are distributed to schools/LEAs along with AYP determinations.

Schools/LEAs reanalyze the data contained in these reports, report any further errors or process any appeals, and the State makes final AYP determinations within 30 days of the distribution of the Preliminary Accountability Report in accordance with NCLB requirements.

	· 
	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?
	2.2

The SDE has developed an NCLB web page within the SDE website.  The website includes API/AYP report cards, reports,  and links.  The link is easily accessible to the public.   www.sde.state.ok.us. (Report Cards)
The State posts a calculation worksheet online, as well as an online calculator for schools/LEAs to utilize.  The State also provides presentations and trainings that are open to the public.  A document of “Frequently Asked Questions” pertaining to AYP and API is mailed to all LEAs and is posted on the SDE website.  

2.2.1  YES

The State has explained to all stakeholders the process of calculating AYP.  For easy access the method for calculating AYP, “Frequently Asked Questions”, powerpoint presentations, and an online AYP calculator are available to the public at the SDE website www.sde.state.ok.us (Office of Accountability and Assessments)
The information provided outlines Oklahoma’s compliance with the NCLB regulations.  The website addresses:

· Oklahoma’s Accountability and Assessments

1. AYP/API

2. School/District Improvement

3. FAY/NFAY Chart

4. Oklahoma’s Accountability Workbook

5. Oklahoma’s School Testing Program (OSTP)

6. District/State NCLB Report Cards

7. Test and Item Specifications

8. Test Blueprints

9. Special Education Assessments

2.2.2  YES

The State has provided to the public understandable information pertaining to Oklahoma’s Accountability System under NCLB.  The information is easily accessible to the public at the SDE website www.sde.state.ok.us.  

· NCLB Information

1. NCLB Implementation Guide

2. NCLB Reference Material

3. NCLB Toolkit



	· 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?
	3.1  YES

The Oklahoma State Department of Education will continue to adhere to both the above state and federal statutory requirements regarding Annual Yearly Progress, and Academic Performance Index, as according to plans evaluated and approved by the United States Department of Education
Oklahoma identifies schools and school districts for improvement and publicly reports the determinations at the beginning of each school year.  Lists of schools and districts identified for school improvement are posted on the SDE website at the beginning of each year.  NCLB report cards can be accessed through the SDE website. http://www.schoolreportcard.org/reports.htm#school.
3.1.1 YES
The Oklahoma State Department of Education will continue to adhere to both the state and federal statutory requirements regarding AdequateYearly Progress, and Academic Performance Index, as according to plans evaluated and approved by the United States Department of Education.

The Oklahoma State Department makes public the results of the state assessments and other academic indicators required under state and federal statute through the department’s Website at: http://www.sde.state.ok.us and at http://www.schoolreportcard.org/reports.htm#school.  The Oklahoma state Department intends to continue making this information available to the public through these media.

The Oklahoma State Department of Education, in compliance with Section 1111(b)(2), and Section 1116(a),(b),(c) and (d) of Title I of the No Child Left Behind Act presently requires school districts within the state receiving Title I funds to adhere to the following rules regarding annual yearly progress and student remediation:

A school is identified for school improvement after it has not made AYP for two consecutive years.

School Improvement

(Year One)

In general, schools identified for improvement must receive technical assistance that enables them to specifically address the academic achievement problem that caused the school to be identified for improvement. The local education agency (LEA) is required to provide technical assistance as the school develops and implements the plan, including specific assistance in analyzing assessment data, improving professional development, and improving resource allocation.

In addition, the following must take place:

1. All students are offered public school choice.

2. Each school identified for improvement must develop or revise a two-year school improvement plan, in consultation with parents, school staff, the local educational agency, and other experts, for approval by the LEA. The plan must incorporate research-based strategies, a 10 percent set-aside of Title I funds for professional development, extended learning time as appropriate (including school day or year), strategies to promote effective parental involvement and mentoring for new teachers.

School Improvement

(Year Two)

1. Make available supplemental educational services to students from low-income families.

In addition, the LEA continues to offer technical assistance to implement the new plan and offer public school choice.

Corrective Action

(Year Three)

Corrective Action requires an LEA to take actions likely to bring about meaningful change at the school. To accomplish this goal, LEAs are required to take at least one of the following corrective actions, depending on the needs of the individual school:

1. Replace school staff responsible for the continued failure to make AYP;

2. Implement a new curriculum based on scientifically based research (including professional development);

3. Significantly decrease management authority at the school level;

4. Extend the school day or school year;

5. Appoint an outside expert to advise the school in its progress toward making    AYP in accordance with its school plan; OR

6. Reorganize the school internally.

In addition, the LEA continues to offer technical assistance, public school choice and supplemental educational services.

Restructuring

(Year Four)

During the first year of restructuring, the LEA is required to prepare a plan and make necessary arrangements to carry out one of the following options:

1. Reopen school as charter school.

2. Replace principal and staff.

3. Contract for private management company of demonstrated effectiveness.

4. State takeover.

5. Any other major restructuring of school governance.

In addition the LEA continues to offer public school choice and supplemental educational services.

Implementation of

Restructuring

(Year Five)

Implement alternative governance plan no later than first day of school year following year four described above.

The Oklahoma State Department of Education intendeds to continue to follow the above course of action for the school improvement process with the exceptions made under the proposed Differentiated Accountability Pilot Program, if approved by the United States Department of Education. 

3.1.2 YES

As stated in Oklahoma School Accountability System OAC 210:10-13-18 (c) to assure the validity of AYP determinations prior to the release of the AYP data reports, as required by no Child Left Behind, the SDE will forward to schools the preliminary AYP Data Reports containing component pieces from the school district, testing, vendor, and the SDE.  Each school district must review these component pieces applicable timelines.  If the school district does not report inaccuracies or request an appeal of the designation within the specified timeline the SDE will rely on the data in the preliminary AYP Data Report.  

At the end of the SDE’s appeals process, the SDE shall report to the State Board of Education the statewide list of School improvement schools.  At this time the SDE will generate a state and district report cards.  



	· 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? 
	4.1 YES

Oklahoma has identified two categories to distinguish the phases from improvement to restructuring.  These categories are identified as either targeted or comprehensive and align to the interventions that will enable schools and districts to become successful in achieving proficiency for all students.  Schools identified as targeted are successful in most of the benchmarks and student groups but still have a specific area of need.  Schools identified as comprehensive may have several benchmarks or several student groups in need of improvement or the majority of the school’s students may need improvement.  The tables below provides the criteria used to determine the levels that distinguish the phases of improvement:
Targeted: failing to make AYP with the below criteria for two consecutive years

Criteria Scenarios for Differentiation

Math

Math %Tested

Reading

Reading %Tested

Failed in only one benchmark

Failed in 35% or less of the student groups and only one benchmark

Failed in 35% or less of the student groups and only one benchmark

Failed in 35% or less of the student groups and only one benchmark

Failed in 35% or less of the student groups and only one benchmark

Failed in multiple benchmarks for limited number of student groups

Failed in Multiple benchmarks but less than 20% of student groups

Failed in Multiple benchmarks but less than 20% of student groups

Failed in Multiple benchmarks but less than 20% of student groups

Failed in Multiple benchmarks but less than 20% of student groups

Significant population did not fail

Less than 3 student groups represented and failed in less than 50%.

Less than 3 student groups represented and failed in less than 50%.

Less than 3 student groups represented and failed in less than 50%.

Less than 3 student groups represented and failed in less than 50%.

Comprehensive: failing to make AYP with the below criteria for two consecutive years
Criteria Scenarios for differentiation

Math

Math %Tested

Reading

Reading %Tested

Fails in multiple student groups

Failed in over 35% of student groups.

Failed in over 35% of student groups.

Failed in over 35% of student groups.

Failed in over 35% of student groups.

Fails in multiple benchmarks

Failed in over 20% of the student groups and at least one other benchmark

Failed in over 20% of the student groups and at least one other benchmark

Failed in over 20% of the student groups and at least one other benchmark

Failed in over 20% of the student groups and at least one other benchmark

Significant population failed

Less than 3 student groups represented and failed in 50% or more.

Less than 3 student groups represented and failed in 50% or more.

Less than 3 student groups represented and failed in 50% or more.

Less than 3 student groups represented and failed in 50% or more.

4.1.1. -4.1.3.  YES.  The table above clearly describes the criteria and labels for the different phases of improvement.  The phases of improvement are based substantially upon achievement in reading and math, as they are dependent upon data used for AYP calculations.

	· 
	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. 
	4.2  Yes

The criteria used to distinguish the categories of targeted or comprehensive schools align with the interventions within each phase of improvement.  Table 3 of the Differential accountability proposal provides the categories within each level of improvement.

4.2.1.-4.2.3.  YES.  Table 1 and 2 of the differential accountability proposal illustrates the criteria for differentiating between identified schools, with further details provided in the attached document titled “Differentiated Accountability Proposal.”  Further, specific student group performance is not used for placement of schools in different phases of improvement.

	· 
	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?
	4.3  Schools moving from the targeted to comprehensive categories:

A school that is moving through the targeted phases of needs improvement will continue on that path unless or until they failed to make AYP based on the comprehensive criteria.  At this time the school will move to the next numbered level on the comprehensive path of improvement.  For example a school in needs of improvement level 1a that has met the comprehensive criteria in the following year will move into the level 2 comprehensive path.  Further a school in needs of improvement level 1b that has not met the AYP based on the comprehensive criteria the following year will move into the level 2 comprehensive path.

Schools moving from the comprehensive to targeted:

A school that is in the level 1 or level 2 of the comprehensive phase of needs improvement will continue on that path unless or until they failed to make AYP based only on the targeted criteria in the following year.  For example a school in level 1 will move to level 1b targeted and a school in level 2 will move to 2b on the targeted path.  Schools identified at year 3 corrective action and beyond will follow the same path.

Transition of SI Schools under the current accountability system

The Oklahoma State Department of Education has reviewed all schools currently in School Improvement and identified the transition placement of these schools onto the differentiated phases of needs improvement.  Schools will move forward on the transitioned placement beginning with the 2007-2008 AYP and SI determinations.  The interventions applicable to schools in the transition are at or above the level identified during the 2006-2007 school year and applied for the 2007-2008 school year.  See table 4 of the Differentiated Accountability proposal.

Further, specific student group performance is not used for placement of schools in different phases of improvement.

	· 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?
	Transition of SI Schools under the current accountability system

The Oklahoma State Department of Education has reviewed all schools currently in School Improvement and identified the transition placement of these schools onto the differentiated phases of needs improvement.  Schools will move forward on the transitioned placement beginning with the 2007-2008 AYP and SI determinations.  The interventions applicable to schools in the transition are at or above the level identified during the 2006-2007 school year and applied for the 2007-2008 school year.  See table 4 in Differential Accountability Proposal.



	· 
	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?
	5.2  Oklahoma’s differential accountability plan applies public school choice and supplemental educational services according to NCLB and does not differ from previous accountability interventions for schools in need of Improvement.  For both paths targeted or comprehensive PSC must be offered in the first year of school improvement and SES is added in the second year.

	· 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?
	6.1  The differentiated model is based on data related to AYP determinations and is available to the public in annual report cards.  The differentiation is based on depth and breadth of need and the interventions that appropriate for those needs. 

6.1.2.  The differentiated accountability plan details will be made available online, as well as provided to all schools or districts in need of improvement for their information and for distribution to parents.  All literature describing the state’s model will be presented in a clear and simple manner for LEAs, parents, and the public to understand.

6.1.3.  A report of School Improvement school/district status is presented annually to the State Board of Education, following the opportunity for any school or district appeals of their status.  At the time of presentation to the State Board, this report is made public.

	· 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?
	7.1 YES

Oklahoma has established and clearly defined an Oklahoma Statewide System of Support.  The Oklahoma School Support Program is a statewide system of intensive and sustained support and improvement designed to increase the opportunity for all students to meet Oklahoma’s challenging academic content and achievement standards.  Oklahoma school support teams have one primary responsibility:  assisting the school in strengthening instructional program to improve student achievement by:

· providing technical assistance and/or professional development that is designed to build the capacity of LEA and school staff to improve schools and is informed by student achievement and other outcome-related measures

· providing professional development to enhance the capacity of school support team members who are part of the statewide system of support 

· customizing technical assistance and/or professional development that is designed to build the capacity of the LEA and school staff to improve schools and is informed by student achievement and other outcome-related measures.

· utilizing research-based strategies or practices to change instructional practices to address the academic achievement problem that caused the school to be identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring

· implementing strategies determined by the LEA, as appropriate, for which data indicate the strategy is likely to result in improved teaching and learning in schools identified for school improvement, corrective action, or restructuring

· creating partnerships among the LEA and other entities for the purpose of delivering technical assistance, professional development, and management advice.
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7.1.2.  Oklahoma does not differentiate at this time among schools who miss the target in specific student groups.  AYP determinations are made based upon all subgroups making targets, or any subgroup missing targets.

7.1.3.  YES.  The relationship to improvements in academics is clearly demonstrated in section 7.1.1 above, in the descriptions of the interventions.

	· 
	7.2.
Has the state explained how its proposed differentiated accountability system of interventions aligns with and builds on current state interventions?
	

	· 
	7.3.
How does the state’s model ensure that Title I schools and school districts identified for improvement that continue to miss AYP progress though an intervention timeline with interventions increasing in intensity over time?

7.3.1.
Has the state provided a clear description of its proposed timeline for the application of interventions?

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

7.3.3.
Has the state explained how schools that do not increase achievement in reading/language arts or mathematics will progress through the intervention timeline?
	7.3  The State has defined a clear timeline consistent with the goals of NCLB and the interventions increase in intensity over time.

See Table 3 of the Differential Accountability Proposal.

	· 
	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?
	7.4  Oklahoma currently has 98.86% of core classes taught by highly qualified teachers including special education teachers.  The December, 2007, Consolidated State Performance reported 92.85% of core classes taught by highly qualified teachers including special education teachers, which was accurate at that time.  When we disaggregate the data from the December 2007 report, although we have not closed the gap completely between our high-poverty schools (91.31%) and our low poverty schools (92.72%), we are only 1.4% apart.  Details of Oklahoma’s highly qualified teacher program are available in the attached document titled “TitleIIA.pdf
      Oklahoma will seek and train Educational Leadership Coaches to assist current educational leaders at school improvement sites to develop skills necessary to have a positive impact upon student achievement.  (Additional information regarding this program may be found under section 7.4.3 below.)

      The State has formed school support teams comprised of qualified educational leaders who support schools in need of improvement.  The school support team has one primary responsibility:  assisting the school in strengthening its instructional program to improve student achievement.  (Additional information about school support teams is located in section 7.4.5 below.) 

7.4.1.  Details of Oklahoma’s highly qualified teacher program are available in the attached document titled “TitleIIA.pdf.”
7.4.2.  Oklahoma provides licensure incentives for teachers who earn certificates for the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS)in any school in the state. State legislation provides financial incentives for teachers who pursue or earn certificates from the NBPTS. 

7.4.3.  Oklahoma provides professional development under Title II A. Oklahoma High Quality Professional Development will: 
• Provide teachers, principals, and administrators the knowledge and skills to provide students with the opportunity to learn the state academic content standards, Priority Academic Student Skills (PASS). 
• Improve and increase teachers’ knowledge of the academic subjects they teach. 

• Advance teacher understanding of effective instructional strategies that are based on scientifically based research. 

• Increase teachers’ knowledge of how to modify the curriculum to meet the needs of individual learners. 

• Develop teacher leaders that will take the role of sharing knowledge and effective practices with teachers.
Further details of Oklahoma’s highly qualified teacher program are available in the attached document titled “TitleIIA.pdf.”
      In addition, Oklahoma will seek and train Educational Leadership Coaches to assist current educational leaders at school improvement sites to develop skills necessary to have a positive impact upon student achievement. The Educational Leadership Coaches will help develop leaders who are:

· Focused relentlessly on student achievement

· Inclusive and collaborative, committed to building leadership capacity and a professional learning community

· Learners, seeking professional growth, through cycles of action and reflection

· Experts in a range of areas:  instruction, adult learning, communication, assessment, supervision, organizational development, and community relations

· Committed to equity and education in a democracy

What is Educational Leadership Coaching?

· A teaching and learning opportunity

· A way to support and guide building administrators

· A way to provide strong collegial support from an experienced administrator

Educational Leadership Coach Role:

· Provide support to principal: one-on-one, monthly, on-site leadership coaching including feedback on classroom observations, parent meetings, and faculty meetings

· Provide expertise and experience as an effective, retired administrator

· Provide support for securing information, contacts, and other research-based resources

· Provide availability by phone or email to respond to questions

· Provide a confidential relationship

· Provide summaries of progress of Educational Leadership Coaching program

For coaching to meet its goal of helping educational leaders at school improvement sites in effective leadership practices, the culture must be risk-free and nonthreatening.  Educational Leaders need to be open to this assistance and willingly open their schools to the Educational Leadership coaches.  With this understanding as the foundation, the relationship between the coach and the coachee will remain confidential. 

7.4.4.  Oklahoma provides professional development under Title II A. Oklahoma High Quality Professional Development will: 
• Provide teachers, principals, and administrators the knowledge and skills to provide students with the opportunity to learn the state academic content standards, Priority Academic Student Skills (PASS). 
• Improve and increase teachers’ knowledge of the academic subjects they teach. 

• Advance teacher understanding of effective instructional strategies that are based on scientifically based research. 

• Increase teachers’ knowledge of how to modify the curriculum to meet the needs of individual learners. 

• Develop teacher leaders that will take the role of sharing knowledge and effective practices with teachers.
Further details of Oklahoma’s highly qualified teacher program are available in the attached document titled “TitleIIA.pdf.” .”  Oklahoma Provides a Professional Development Toolkit to assist in districts in providing high quality professional development.

To aid in training for data-driven decision making, The Oklahoma State Department of Education will invite School Improvement Leadership Teams, School Support Team (SST) members and SST leaders to a Data Retreat July 15-17, 2008. A Data Retreat will utilize school/district data and current research to guide school improvement decisions. Not only will it be important to set goals, create action steps and write school improvement plans, but it will also be important to evaluate the effectiveness of those action steps periodically during the year in order to ensure progress. 

School Improvement Leadership Teams will be supported in professional development activities that utilize data relevant to school improvement. Teams will reflect collaboratively about their data and improvement efforts. The data retreat will provide an opportunity for collaborative study and discussion allowing school teams to share in successful practices. School Improvement Leadership Teams will: 

• Evaluate school/district improvement plan for 2007-2008 school year. 

• Determine what worked and what did not work. 

• Analyze school/district achievement, demographic and other relevant data. Data may consist of state assessment data, district benchmark testing data, attendance data, discipline data, classroom walk-through data and survey data. Achievement data will be analyzed by grade, subject, and student subgroups to determine strengths, weaknesses, and trends. 

• Develop hypotheses for the trends observed. 

• Engage in reflective trends observed. 

•Develop school/district SMART goals (Strategic, Measurable, Attainable, Realistic and Time bound) focused on the data. 

•Develop a strategic, measurable and periodic (quarterly) review process in order to adjust action plans during the 2008-2009 school year. The review process will identify the individuals responsible for examining data, measures/benchmarks used to evaluate the effectiveness of the action plans and individuals responsible for adjusting the plan. 
7.4.5  

The State has formed school support teams comprised of qualified educational leaders who support schools in need of improvement.  The school support team has one primary responsibility:  assisting the school in strengthening its instructional program to improve student achievement.  Specifically, the school support team must:

· Review and analyze all facets of the school’s operation, including the design and operation of the instructional program, using the findings from this review to help the school develop recommendations for improved student performance.

· Collaborate with school staff, local educational agency (LEA) staff, and parents to design, implement, and monitor a meaningful and realistic school improvement plan that can be expected to help the school meet its improvement goals, if implemented. 

· Review the implementation of the school improvement plan and request additional assistance from the LEA or the state educational agency (SEA) that either the school or the support team needs.

· Provide feedback at least twice a year to the LEA and to the SEA, when appropriate.


Clearly, the overall charge of the support team is to help the school create and implement a coherent, efficient, and practical plan for improvement.  Effective support team members shall be knowledgeable about scientifically based research and practice on teaching and learning; and about successful schoolwide projects, school reform, and improving educational opportunities for low-achieving students.



	· 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)?
	8.1 YES.  In general, schools identified for improvement must receive technical assistance that enables them to specifically address the academic achievement problem that caused the school to be identified for improvement. The local educational agency (LEA) is required to provide technical assistance as the school develops and implements the plan, including specific assistance in analyzing assessment data, improving professional development, and improving resource allocation.   More details are available in the attached document titled “Differentiated Accountability Proposal.”
Building Academic Vocabulary – Oklahoma educators worked with Dr. Robert Marzano to generate terms and phrases that are important to student understanding of mathematics, science, language arts, and social studies. Through a six-step process, teachers can provide students with an opportunity to learn academic vocabulary critical to student achievement.  The terms and phrases are offered to Oklahoma districts and schools as a foundation from which to design and implement a comprehensive program to enhance the academic background knowledge of students. Districts and schools are encouraged to use this resource in ways that best suit their needs and dispositions.  Dr. Marzano’s research indicates that implementing a BAV program particularly increases student achievement for economically disadvantaged students and English language learners. 

Curriculum Mapping – The Office of Standards and Curriculum assists schools by aligning, or “mapping,” district curriculum to the Priority Academic Student Skills and giving teachers a collective compass for student instruction. Through on-site training and videoconferences content specialists conduct professional development for educators. Monthly curriculum mapping support group meetings facilitate Oklahoma districts implementation of the curriculum mapping process. 

Windows on Curriculum – The Office of Standards and Curriculum directors provide administrators and teacher leaders with a way to build capacity as instructional leaders by teaching them what to look for during frequent, focused visits to classrooms, and how to build reflective practice into the school culture. Training focuses on classroom structures that frame teaching and learning.  Participants boost their skills in analyzing teaching and learning by being shown how to conduct frequent, brief classroom visits.  Windows on Curriculum’s tool chest includes effective data-gathering strategies, curriculum analysis skills, means for aligning instruction with state standards, use of reflective prompts for providing feedback, and the methodology for analyzing the classroom for feedback purposes.
Statewide Videoconference System

Provides sustained, intensive support for schools as they reform and improve

Network and interact with nine regions in the state with the Oklahoma State Department of Education

Provides high quality professional development and technical assistance related to planning,     curriculum alignment with assessments, and instructional strategies based on scientifically-based research




	8.2.2 Not applicable to Oklahoma.

	· 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?  
	9.1 YES 

Oklahoma has established clear eligibility criteria for PSC and SES?  The information is provided on the SDE website:  www.sde.state.ok.us/NCLB/pdf/Title%20I%20page/TitleIPartAToolkit.pdf   NCLB Reference Materials – Toolkit  

9.1.1 YES
Oklahoma has clearly defined the student eligibility criteria for PSC and SES that apply for each phase and category of school improvement.

The Oklahoma State Department of Education, in compliance with Section 1111(b)(2), and Section 1116(a),(b),(c) and (d) of Title I of the No Child Left Behind Act presently requires school districts within the state receiving Title I funds to adhere to the following rules regarding annual yearly progress and student remediation:

A school is identified for school improvement after it has not made AYP for two consecutive years.

School Improvement

(Year One)

In general, schools identified for improvement must receive technical assistance that enables them to specifically address the academic achievement problem that caused the school to be identified for improvement. The local education agency (LEA) is required to provide technical assistance as the school develops and implements the plan, including specific assistance in analyzing assessment data, improving professional development, and improving resource allocation.

In addition, the following must take place:

1. All students are offered public school choice.

2. Each school identified for improvement must develop or revise a two-year school improvement plan, in consultation with parents, school staff, the local educational agency, and other experts, for approval by the LEA. The plan must incorporate research-based strategies, a 10 percent set-aside of Title I funds for professional development, extended learning time as appropriate (including school day or year), strategies to promote effective parental involvement and mentoring for new teachers.

School Improvement

(Year Two)

1. Make available supplemental educational services to students from low-income families.

In addition, the LEA continues to offer technical assistance to implement the new plan and offer public school choice.

Corrective Action

(Year Three)

Corrective Action requires an LEA to take actions likely to bring about meaningful change at the school. To accomplish this goal, LEAs are required to take at least one of the following corrective actions, depending on the needs of the individual school:

1. Replace school staff responsible for the continued failure to make AYP;

2. Implement a new curriculum based on scientifically based research (including professional development);

3. Significantly decrease management authority at the school level;

4. Extend the school day or school year;

5. Appoint an outside expert to advise the school in its progress toward making    AYP in accordance with its school plan; OR

6. Reorganize the school internally.

In addition, the LEA continues to offer technical assistance, public school choice and supplemental educational services.

Restructuring

(Year Four)

During the first year of restructuring, the LEA is required to prepare a plan and make necessary arrangements to carry out one of the following options:

1. Reopen school as charter school.

2. Replace principal and staff.

3. Contract for private management company of demonstrated effectiveness.

4. State takeover.

5. Any other major restructuring of school governance.

In addition the LEA continues to offer public school choice and supplemental educational services.

Implementation of

Restructuring

(Year Five)

Implement alternative governance plan no later than first day of school year following year four described above.

9.1.2  Oklahoma’s differential accountability plan applies public school choice and supplemental educational services according to NCLB and does not differ from previous accountability interventions for schools in need of Improvement.  For both paths targeted or comprehensive PSC must be offered in the first year of school improvement and SES is added in the second year. 



	· 
	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? 
	9.2  YES

Oklahoma has established an educationally sound plan to increase the number of students participating, in the aggregate, in PSC and SES at the state level.

9.2.1 YES

The SDE provides a NCLB Toolkit online to the public.  www.sde.state.ok.us/NCLB/pdf/Title%20I%20page/TitleIPartAToolkit.pdf  The toolkit provides a plan and guidance on the implementation and use of School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services as well as regulations pertaining to a parent involvement policy.    Included in the toolkit is a public school choice letter.  The parental notification letter for supplemental educational services clarifies that students eligible for SES services are children from low income families [Section 1116 (e)(12)(A)] and that ESEA requires that LEAs give priority to the lowest achieving students if funds are insufficient to provide SES to every child whose parent requests services [Section 1116 (6)(10)(C)].  

9.2.2 – 9.23 YES    

The SDE will conduct onsite and desk monitoring reviews of the parental notification letters to parents with all required components.  The School Support Teams will also assist in reviewing the school letters as well.  Each school will be required to submit a parent notification letter with the school improvement plan clarifying that the priority for low-achieving students may be applied in cases where there are insufficient funds to serve all of the students whose parents request these services.  

The SDE has updated written guidance on the requirements of the notices to parents of children attending schools identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring.  These revisions include an updated checklist of requirements and an updated sample parent notification letter that includes all of the required components that the LEA and/or principals may use to develop their notification letters.  The updated sample school choice letter includes the required components. SDE staff will continue desk and/or on-site monitoring to ensure compliance with the requirement.



	· 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?
	10.1  Oklahoma provides School Support Teams to provide technical assistance and on site visits based on the scientifically based 9 essential elements guide.  The nine essential elements guide provides performance indicators, suggested strategies and resources for schools.

Three of schools in need of improvement supported by the support teams were removed from the School Improvement List for 2006-2007.  58% of the sites (14 of 24) assisted by School Support Teams made AYP in reading and math, based on the 2006-2007 AYP determinations.  995 teachers and administrators, in 24 sites, received technical assistance, professional development and support from the State Department of Education.  Schools in Corrective Action and Restructuring are the first to receive support and on site visits from the School Support Teams.



	· 
	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?
	10.2  The state established an educationally sound timeline for schools to enter and exit the most comprehensive interventions.  See Table 3 in the Differential Accountability Proposal.

	· 
	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?
	N/A

	· 
	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? 
	10.4  Districts are provided technical assistance to develop school improvement plans.  The Oklahoma State Department of Education begins the school year with a technical assistance meeting.  Please see attached information including the powerpoints presented on September 17, 2008.  In addition, OSDE provides technical assistance and professional development with three, two-day seminars with Dr. Robert Marzano and other practitioners focused on the What Works in Schools model.  Sites take the What Works in Schools Survey and the results are analyzed by Dr. Marzano and reviewed at the seminars.  School Support Team members also attend the What Works in Schools seminars and the SST and Dr. Marzano and other facilitators work one on one with sites and districts on implementing their school improvement plans.  

Oklahoma’s Nine Essential Elements document provides a framework for continuous improvement and includes: a self-assessment rubric of performance indicators of each of the nine essential elements; suggested research-based strategies; and a list of resources available to support implementation.  This document is attached.    

The Oklahoma Building Academic Vocabulary statewide initiative was begun with the lowest performing schools last year and these schools were provided student notebooks; teacher books, bookmarks, and implementation CDs.  This initiative will be expanded this year to ensure implementation as the research notes that Building Academic Vocabulary, particularly for high poverty, high minority students is a low cost, highly effective tool to promote student academic achievement.


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?
	Oklahoma Statistics

Oklahoma had 540 districts and 1789 schools in the 2006-2007 school year.  Of those schools and Districts 540 districts and 1192 schools were Title I.  Oklahoma ranks 47th out of 50 states as measured by the median household Income by family size in 2006.  Oklahoma households in 2006 earned more than only Arkansas, West Virginia, and Mississippi.  Oklahoma is one of only ten states with a poverty rate of over 16 percent.  Oklahoma ranks 3rd in the nation for heart disease, 6th in diabetes and 7th in the nation for the percentage of adults who are obese.  These are just some of the statistics for Oklahoma on factors that identify some of the challenges schools and districts deal with while educating their students.

In addition the Oklahoma demographics are changing.  Oklahoma is becoming a majority minority state with a growing population of Hispanic and American Indian.  Schools and districts are facing new challenges as they striving for proficiency of all students.

State Assessments

During the 2006-2007 School year approximately 400,000 students were tested in grades 3-8 and high school End-of-Instruction tests for math and reading.  Overall all grades and subjects showed gains in percent proficient from the previous year.  Hispanic student groups showed the biggest gains over the past two years as well as a growing population.  Although there were also significant gains in percent proficient for students with disabilities, these gains may be attributed to the addition of the modified assessments implemented during the 2006-2007 school year.  See attachment Report Card 2007

Schools and Adequate Yearly Progress

Oklahoma made AYP determinations for 1,789 schools across 540 districts.  The number of schools that made AYP in 2006-2007 was 1,569 leaving 220 that failed to make AYP.  Oklahoma has 43 schools in need of improvement.  See attachment School Improvement Schools 2007 

Below is an analysis of the 2006-2007 data identifying the number of schools who missed AYP (220) in 2006-2007 for each criteria category.

The targeted criteria category has 155 unique schools and the comprehensive category has 65 unique schools.

Targeted

Comprehensive

113 schools failed in only one benchmark

10 schools failed in multiple student groups

42 schools failed in multiple benchmarks for a limited number of student groups

20 schools failed in multiple benchmarks

30 schools significant population did not fail

62 schools significant population failed.



	· 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? 
	The state will cooperate in a USED evaluation of the differential accountability model and provide any data or information required.  In addition the state will conduct an annual evaluation for the differentiated accountability model.  The evaluation will include reports from the School Support Teams, survey information from the 9 Essential Elements and student achievement information.  The state will review appropriate evaluation methodologies to evaluate the appropriateness and effectiveness of the proposed model and interventions.  The methodology will be reviewed by the Oklahoma Technical Advisory Committee and if necessary requests for proposals will be elicited for required elements.


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?
	

	· 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.
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