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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.)
Alaska intends to propose and, if approved, adopt a differentiated accountability model beginning in the year 2008-2009. 

Alaska has met the USED eligibility criteria for the pilot proposal.

· The Alaska state standards and assessment system was fully approved on September 13, 2006 in a letter from Assistant Secretary Henry Johnson. Alaska submitted evidence for approval for a new alternate system which was fully approved October 5, 2007 in a letter from Assistant Secretary Dr. Kerri Briggs. Alaska has approved science standards based on the 2006 approval letter, and has submitted evidence for peer review approval for the science assessment.

· The state has no significant NCLB monitoring findings outstanding, as evidenced by the letter received from Dr. Zollie Stevenson dated January 9, 2008, that all program issues of non-compliance have been resolved from the Title I monitoring visit of May 2006.

· The state has an approved HQT plan as evidenced by the letter received from Dr. Henry Johnson dated December 14, 2006. 

· The state has provided timely and transparent AYP information to parents for the last two years, as evidenced on the department website at http://www.eed.state.ak.us/tls/assessment/accountability.html. 

Alaska meets the following USED priority criteria:

· Alaska had 38% of its Title I schools in improvement status in 2007-2008.

· Alaska plans to take significant and comprehensive interventions for the lowest performing schools beginning at Level 3, or the second year of school improvement.

· Alaska is proposing an innovative model of differentiation and system of interventions.

The educational policy reasons for proposing the use of a differentiated accountability model are:
· To differentiate schools that do not meet AYP for academic reasons from those who miss for non-academic reasons (participation rate, attendance or graduation rate);

· To allow districts and the state to target interventions more appropriately to schools that are not missing AYP for academic vs. non-academic reasons;

· To focus state and district resources and support on those schools most in need academically; and

· To build on the successes already being achieved in the state through a Response to Instruction/Intervention (RTI) model.

Alaska’s differentiated accountability proposal meets the 10 core principles for the pilot: 

· 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.

Alaska assures that, if approved, it 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.  
Alaska proposes to identify Title I schools that have not made adequate yearly progress for two or more years as schools in improvement through a set of labels that indicate the category of not making AYP, the number of years not making AYP, and the severity of the distance from the AYP targets. The chart following this discussion summarizes the identification levels, categories, severity, and consequences or interventions proposed. 

Schools that do not make adequate yearly progress (AYP) will be identified either as Non-Academic or Academic. A school will be identified as non-academic if the only reason it missed AYP was for participation rate and/or the other indicator (graduation rate or attendance). A school will be identified as Academic if it missed AYP in any of the academic AMO targets. This applies for missing in either language arts or math for the school as a school or for any subgroup within the school.

Schools will be identified by a level that indicates how long the school has missed AYP. Alaska proposes to identify a Title I school that has not made AYP for at least two years with labels of Level 2, Level 3, Level 4 and Level 5. These labels represent the number of years that a school has missed AYP without making AYP for two consecutive years. These labels are currently used in the state and the schools and public are familiar with them. Levels 2 and 3 correspond to the NCLB definitions of school improvement, years 1 and 2. Level 4 corresponds to the NCLB definition of corrective action, and Level 5 corresponds to the NCLB definition of restructuring. 

Schools will also be identified by a color that represents an “alert level.” Yellow signifies schools that did not make AYP, but are close to the targets (within 10%) in each area that AYP was missed. Red signifies schools that are in the most need. Schools that missed AYP in an academic area will be identified as red if 50% or fewer of the students that attended for the full academic year (FAY) were not proficient on any or all of the standards based assessments in reading, writing or math. Orange signifies all other schools that did not make AYP. Schools at Level 2 or above that make AYP for one year will be placed in a green alert level to indicate that they are in a holding pattern for one year until they either make AYP for two years in a row, or revert to a yellow, orange, or red alert level the next year if they do not make AYP.

Schools missing AYP for non-academic reasons will be identified in either an orange or red alert status. The district may determine and implement appropriate interventions to increase the participation rate and/or the graduation or attendance rate. If the school continues to miss AYP for only the non-academic reasons, the school will be required to implement a positive behavioral support through an RTI framework. Ultimately, if a school reaches Level 4 (red) or Level 5 (orange), the department may require that Title I funds are spent specifically to focus on increasing the participation rate or graduation/attendance rate, and may withhold a percent of Title I funds until the school increases these rates.

Schools in a yellow alert status for academics will be required to develop a school improvement plan that addresses the areas of not meeting AYP. As long as the school stays in the yellow alert, it will refine and update the school improvement plan under district oversight. Low-income students who are not proficient in the academic area in which the school missed AYP will be offered SES beginning at Level 3.

Schools in an orange alert status for academics will be required to develop and implement a school improvement plan at Level 2 and to refine it at Level 3 based on the results from the previous year under district oversight. At Level 4, the school will be required to incorporate an RTI framework for all students and will be under oversight from the department through regular reports and on-site visits by a school or district improvement coach. Professional development must be provided to teachers and principals in the implementation of RTI and leadership training must be provided to principals beginning at Level 4. At Level 5, the department may direct the use of Title I funds to specific purposes at the school. Low-income students who are not proficient in the academic area in which the school missed AYP will be offered SES beginning at Level 2. Low-income students will be offered public school choice, if it is available, beginning at Level 3. Once the school reaches Level 4, public school choice will be offered to all students in the school. 

Schools in a red alert status for academics will be required to develop and implement a school improvement plan at Level 2. Under district oversight, at Level 3, the school will be required to incorporate an RTI framework for all students and provide professional development to teachers and principals in the implementation of RTI. Leadership training must be provided to principals beginning at Level 3. Beginning at Level 4, the implementation of RTI and required professional development will be under oversight from the department through regular reports and on-site visits by a school or district improvement coach. At Levels 4 and 5, the department may direct the use of Title I funds to specific purposes at the school until the school moves out of red alert status. Low-income students who are not proficient in the academic area in which the school missed AYP will be offered SES beginning at Level 2. All students will be offered public school choice, if it is available, beginning at Level 2. At Level 5, the department will require the district to undertake a restructuring of the school through one of the 4 currently available options or a comprehensive restructuring that is focused on improving student achievement, not just a change in management at the school. 

Alaska Differentiated Accountability Pilot Proposal Overview 

	NON-ACADEMIC 

School missed AYP only for non-academic reasons – participation rate (PR) and/or other indicator (graduation rate or attendance GR/AT)
	New Proposed Consequences & Interventions

	Alert code
	Alert description
	Level 2
	Level 3
	Level 4
	Level 5

	Green
	School made AYP
	· Maintain consequences & interventions from prior year.
	· Maintain consequences & interventions from prior year.
	· Maintain consequences & interventions from prior year.
	· Maintain consequences & interventions from prior year.

	Orange
	Did not make AYP only for participation rate or other indicator, but within 5% of the target in each non-academic area missed.
	· District determines appropriate interventions for PR and GR/AT & submits in SI plan.
	· District evaluates results of interventions & refines or changes SI plan for PR & GR/AT based on evaluations. 


	· District evaluates results of interventions & refines or changes SI plan for PR & GR/AT based on evaluations. 

· EED requires district to include RTI framework for PBS.
	· District evaluates results of interventions & refines or changes SI plan for PR & GR/AT based on evaluations. 

· EED requires district to include RTI framework for PBS.

· EED requires district to direct Title I funds specifically to raising PR or GR/AT.

	Red
	Did not make AYP only for participation rate or other indicator, and missed target in one or both non-academic indicators by more than 5%.
	· District determines appropriate interventions for PR and GR/AT & submits in SI plan.
	· District evaluates results of interventions & refines or changes SI plan for PR & GR/AT based on evaluations. 

· EED requires district to include RTI framework for PBS.


	· District evaluates results of interventions & refines or changes SI plan for PR & GR/AT based on evaluations. 

· EED requires district to include RTI framework for PBS.

· EED requires district to direct Title I funds specifically to raising PR or GR/AT.
	· District evaluates results of interventions & refines or changes SI plan for PR & GR/AT based on evaluations. 

· EED requires district to include RTI framework for PBS.

· EED requires district to direct Title I funds specifically to raising PR or GR/AT.


Acronyms: PSC = public school choice; SES = supplemental educational services; PR = participation rate; GR/AT = graduation or attendance rate; SI = school improvement; RTI = Response to Instruction/Intervention; PBS = Positive Behavioral Support; AMO = Annual Measurable Objective - % target for AYP

	ACADEMIC 
School missed AYP in one or both academic areas of LA or Math for school as a whole or any subgroup(s).
	New Proposed Consequences & Interventions

	Alert code
	Alert description
	Level 2
	Level 3
	Level 4
	Level 5

	Green
	School made AYP
	· Maintain consequences & interventions from prior year.
	· Maintain consequences & interventions from prior year.
	· Maintain consequences & interventions from prior year.
	· Maintain consequences & interventions from prior year.

	Yellow
	Missed AYP, but within 10% of AMO target in each academic area for school as a whole and subgroups where AYP was missed.
	· Develop a school improvement plan to address areas not meeting AYP.


	· District refines or changes SI plan & interventions based on evaluation of results in student achievement. 

· Offer SES to low-income students below proficient in academic area(s) not met for AYP.
	· District refines or changes SI plan & interventions based on evaluation of results in student achievement. 

· Offer SES to any low-income students below proficient in academic area(s) not met for AYP.

· Require specific leadership training for principal under district oversight.


	· District refines and changes SI plan & interventions based on evaluation of results in student achievement. 

· Offer SES to any low-income students below proficient in academic area(s) not met for AYP.

· Require specific leadership training for principal under district oversight.



	Orange
	Missed AYP for LA and/or Math, and does not qualify for yellow or red alert status.
	· Develop a school improvement plan to address area not meeting AYP.

· Offer SES to low-income students below proficient in academic area(s) not met for AYP. 
	· School refines or changes SI plan & interventions based on evaluation of results in student achievement under district oversight. 

· District provides professional development to teachers. 

· Require specific leadership training for principal under district oversight.

· Offer SES to low-income students below proficient in academic area(s) not met for AYP.

· Offer PSC to low-income students in the school.
	· Require school to incorporate RTI framework for all students. 

· Require regular use of assessments & progress monitoring tools to provide feedback for adjustment of instruction. 
· Provide professional development to teachers & principal in use of RTI. 

· EED oversight of implementation with regular reports to EED and on-site visits by coach.

· Require specific leadership training for principal under EED oversight.

· Offer SES to low-income students below proficient in academic area(s) not met for AYP.

· Offer PSC to all students in the school.
	· Require school to incorporate RTI framework for all students. 

· Require regular use of assessments & progress monitoring tools to provide feedback for adjustment of instruction. 
· Provide professional development to teachers & principal in use of RTI. 

· EED oversight of implementation with regular reports to EED and on-site visits by coach.

· Require specific leadership training for principal under EED oversight.

· EED directs specific use of Title I funds at school.

· Offer SES to low-income students below proficient in academic area(s) not met for AYP.

· Offer PSC to all students in the school.

	Red
	Missed AYP; less than 50% of all FAY students were proficient in reading, writing, or math; and school growth index score was less than or equal to 85.
	· Develop a school improvement plan to address area not meeting AYP.

· Offer SES to low-income students below proficient in academic area(s) not met for AYP. 

· Offer PSC to all students in the school.
	· Require school to incorporate RTI framework for all students under district oversight.

· District provides professional development to teachers & principal in RTI. 

· Require specific leadership training for principal under district oversight.

· Offer SES to low-income students below proficient in academic area(s) not met for AYP.

· Offer PSC to all students in the school.
	· Require school to incorporate RTI framework for all students. 

· Require regular use of assessments progress monitoring tools to provide feedback for adjustment of instruction. 
· Provide professional development to teachers & principal in use of RTI. 

· EED oversight of implementation with regular reports to EED and on-site visits by coach.

· Require specific leadership training for principal under EED oversight.

· EED directs specific use of Title I funds at school.

· Offer SES to low-income students below proficient in academic area(s) not met for AYP.

· Offer PSC to all students in the school.
	· Require school to incorporate RTI framework for all students. 

· Require regular use of assessments progress monitoring tools to provide feedback for adjustment of instruction. 
· Provide professional development to teachers & principal in use of RTI. 

· EED oversight of implementation with regular reports to EED and on-site visits by coach.

· Require specific leadership training for principal under EED oversight.

· EED directs specific use of Title I funds at school.

· Offer SES to low-income students below proficient in academic area(s) not met for AYP.

· Offer PSC to all students. 

· Include restructuring options plus a comprehensive restructuring focused on improving student achievement, not just change in management.




Components of RTI (some or all may be required to be implemented as determined by instructional audit of school for schools in Red academic alert at Levels 3 or above or for schools in Orange academic alert at Levels 4 or 5: 

1. using a core curriculum aligned to the state standards and grade level expectations, 

2. universal screening for all students, with progress monitoring at least 3 times per year,

3. use of formative assessments to track student progress,

4. use of data to make decisions about student response to instruction,

5. using research-based interventions for students who need additional instruction at Tier 2, 

6. using teacher collaboration meetings and a problem solving approach to determine appropriate interventions for students.

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 1: AYP Determinations consistent with state's Consolidated Accountability Workbook
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?

The Alaska Department of Education & Early Development makes AYP determinations for all schools, districts and the state each year. The designations, made public each August, are posted on the web site following a statewide news conference. Information regarding the AYP release for 2007 can be found in a news release from August posted on the department web site at: http://www.eed.state.ak.us/news/releases/archives07.html. The information regarding each schools and district designation is posted on the department web site, and maintained for each year at: http://www.eed.state.ak.us/tls/assessment/accountability.html. 

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?

All schools are measured relative to the AMO as outlined in the Alaska Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook, critical element 3.2b, further adopted in state regulation 4 AAC 06.815. 

Core Principle 2: Transparent Information about AYP Calculations

2.1 Has the state explained how it ensures that the components of its AYP calculations include all students?
The Alaska Department of Education & Early Development works with the public to ensure that AYP is understandable and that the consequences that result are clear. The department conducts a statewide news conference each year to release the results of AYP, and provides information on the web site regarding AYP as mentioned in Core Principle 1. Further, the department has a presentation under the title “Adequate Yearly Progress” on the web site: http://www.eed.state.ak.us/tls/assessment/presentationsPage.html. 

The state requires in state regulation 4 AAC 06.805 (b) (2) the participation in state assessments of all students collectively and each subgroup of students. The subgroups are outlined in state regulation 4 AAC 06.830, and in the state accountability workbook. Districts are held accountable in the area of language arts and mathematics for those students who are full academic year, which is October 1 to the first day of testing as outlined in state regulation 4 AAC 06.805 (d). Further, the state has in regulation, 4 AAC 06.737, language which requires each district to give the standards based assessment in language arts (reading / writing), mathematics and science. 

The process of determining adequate yearly progress follows the steps outlined in the accountability workbook found at http://www.eed.state.ak.us/tls/assessment/accountability.html, and on the U.S. Department of Education web site. The following is an outline of that process:

· All students enrolled on the first day of testing are included in the participation rate calculation. Participation rate may be met by averaging the current year with the prior year or the prior two years. If a school has 40 or fewer students then the school meets if two or fewer do not participate. If a subgroup has 1-20 students that group is not measured for participation, and if a subgroup has 21-40 and two or fewer miss then the subgroup meets participation. 

· Students who are full academic year are included in the language arts and mathematics performance calculation. The percent proficient is determined by calculating if the performance of the school or group is within the lower bound of the 99% confidence interval. No minimum group size exists for the school or district as a whole, however all subgroups have an approved minimum subgroup size of 25; therefore subgroups are included when the population reaches 26. The subgroup of limited English proficient students and students with disabilities includes students who have exited those programs within the past one or two years. 

· The school as a whole must meet the other indicator of attendance rate for schools with no graduating students, or the graduation rate for schools with graduating students. If the school misses graduation rate, they may average the current year rate with the prior one or two years, or participate in a small school review if the cohort is smaller than 25. 

· The improvement provision is calculated for all schools and subgroups if the school meets the participation rate to determine if the safe harbor or improvement provision is met within the lower bound of a 75% confidence interval. If the improvement is met, and the school or group meets the other indicator target, then the school or group has met AYP through safe harbor. 

· Growth is calculated for adequate yearly progress as outlined in the Alaska Accountability Workbook and approved by the U.S. Department of Education. Growth is not calculated with any confidence interval, and safe harbor is not used in the approved growth model. 

The process for calculating AYP for schools is identical to that of districts. When determining the designation of a district, the state completes grade span analysis to determine if the district advances to district improvement or other higher levels of consequences. 

2.2.
How has the state provided the public with transparent and easily accessible information about how the state calculates AYP?

The Alaska Department of Education & Early Development works with the public to ensure that AYP is understandable and that the consequences that result are clear. The department conducts a statewide news conference each year to release the results of AYP, and provides information on the web site regarding AYP as mentioned in Core Principle 1. Further, the department has a presentation under the title “Adequate Yearly Progress” on the web site: http://www.eed.state.ak.us/tls/assessment/presentationsPage.html. 

The state also provides data to each district, and provides data on the department web site that describes how each school performs related to AYP. The performance of all students, not just full academic year, is posted on the assessment results web site and the school reports to the public. 
Core Principle 3: Title 1 Schools continue to be identified for improvement as required by NCLB
3.1.
Does the state identify schools and school districts for improvement and publicly report such determinations?

Alaska will identify all Title I schools that have not made AYP for two or more years for improvement as in the currently approved accountability plan and in the same time frame as in previous years.

The state produces reports shortly after assessment results are released. These reports provide the public with information on how the schools, districts and state perform. These results are typically posted in June, depending on the assessment. 

http://www.eed.state.ak.us/tls/assessment/results.html 

The state report card is produced each year and posted on the web site at: http://www.eed.state.ak.us/reportcard/

School reports to the public are posted each year at:

http://www.eed.state.ak.us/DOE_Rolodex/schools/ReportCard/RCSearch.cfm 

Adequate yearly progress determinations are made each August and made public. The state conducts a statewide news conference, provides information to the media and public, and posts results on the web site at: 

http://www.eed.state.ak.us/tls/assessment/ 

Additionally, information specific to Title I schools and the law is available to the public at:

http://www.eed.state.ak.us/nclb/.

Core Principle 4: Method of Differentiation
4.1.
Has the state established technically and educationally sound criteria to distinguish between the phases (e.g., from “improvement” to “restructuring”) of differentiation? 

Alaska will identify a school that did not make AYP as either Non-academic or Academic. The Non-academic label applies to a school that missed AYP only for participation rate and/or the other indicator of attendance or graduation rate. The Academic label applies to all other schools that missed AYP in academics for either language arts and/or mathematics, whether for the school as a whole or for any subgroup. 


Alaska proposes to distinguish between the phases of differentiation by identifying a Title I school that has not made AYP for at least two years with a label of Level 2, Level 3, Level 4 or Level 5. These labels represent the number of years that a school has missed AYP without making AYP for two consecutive years. These levels currently match the labels in our state regulations and the schools and public understand them. A school that misses AYP for two years will be at Level 2, the first year of the school improvement designation. If a school misses AYP again, it will move to Level 3, then Level 4, then Level 5. If a school makes AYP at any time, the Level designation will not change and the school will be held to the current level of interventions. If a school makes AYP for two consecutive years, then the Level designation will be removed and the school will be back to Level 0. Level 1 designates a school that missed AYP for one year, but the school improvement consequences will not start until Level 2. In this system, Levels 2 and 3 correspond to the current NCLB designation as school improvement year 1 and year 2. Level 4 corresponds to the current NCLB designation as corrective action, and Level 5 corresponds to restructuring.

The new label designations of Non-academic or Academic and Levels 2 – 5 will be clearly described in information to the districts, schools, and the public. The state will provide an AYP sheet for each school with the designations. The information will be posted on the department website and released to the press.

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? 

Within each phase of improvement, Alaska will identify a school with an alert level color that represents the severity of the reason for not making AYP. Yellow represents a school that has missed AYP, but is within 10% of the AMO target in each academic area for the school as a whole or any subgroups. Only 1 school would be in this category for 2007-2008 under this proposal. However, Alaska anticipates that more schools will fall into this category during the next 4 years as the AMO targets are set to increase.

Orange represents a school that has missed AYP in any academic area for either school as a whole or any subgroup and does not meet the criteria for yellow or red alert status. More than half of the schools that missed AYP for 2007-2008 (27) would fall into this alert level. The interventions required for schools in this alert level will be increasingly rigorous, but will be under the oversight of the district for the first few years.

Red represents a school that is in the greatest need academically. Under this proposal, 25 schools that missed AYP for 2007-2008 would fall into this level. A school in red alert status is a school in which less than 50% of the full academic year students scored proficient in the reading, writing, or math assessments on the state standards based assessments (SBAs) and in which the school growth index score is less than or equal to 85. The school growth index is a score that is given to each school that reflects the progress made by individual students in the school and was originally created as a measurement of a schools’ growth in order to award financial bonuses through the Performance Incentive Program to school staff in schools that made significant growth. Each student who takes the SBA is given a point value that compares that student’s proficiency level to the proficiency level on the prior year’s test and measures the student’s growth or decline in achievement. All of the individual student point values are totaled and then divided by the total number of tests taken by eligible students to get the school growth index score. The value table created to implement this legislation provides a range of school growth index scores from 0 to 200. Schools that receive a score of 85 or less are considered to be declining in achievement. Schools that receive a score in the range of 95-101 are considered to be maintaining proficiency. Schools that receive a score of 107 or higher are considered to have strong growth and staffs at those schools are eligible to receive the financial incentive awards. For more information on the Performance Incentive Program, see Section 8.2 State Resources. 

4.3.
Has the state provided a description and detailed examples of how schools could move between different categories and phases of improvement? 

A school will be designated in the appropriate category, level and alert code for the following school year based on the results of the assessments in the spring of the current school year. The data review will take place in the same time frame as it does now. Districts will receive preliminary AYP designations by July 1 and final designations by August 15 of each year. 

A school designated at a particular level one year that does not make AYP the next year will move to the next level designation. It may also change alert status based on the increase or decrease in student achievement either for the school as a whole or for any subgroup. It may move from red alert to orange or yellow alert, for example. A school that misses AYP in the same category (Academic or Non-academic) will move to the appropriate level of interventions and consequences based on its new designation. 

A school that was designated in the Non-academic category that moves to the Academic category for missing AYP will be designated at Level 2 for the first year that AYP is missed for academic reasons.  It will then move through the levels and alerts through the appropriate progression. A school that was designated in the Academic category that moves to the Non-academic category will be designated at Level 2 for the first year that AYP is missed only for non-academic reasons. 

If the school makes AYP for one year in either the Academic or Non-Academic category,, it will maintain the same level designation, will receive an alert status of green, and the consequences will be maintained for one year. If it makes AYP for two years in a row, it will be removed from the level designations. If it does not make AYP the next year, it will be designated at the next level and the appropriate alert color.

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?

Alaska is not proposing to include additional indicators to differentiate among schools. Core Principal 4.4 is not applicable.

Core Principle 5: Transitioning to a Differentiated Accountability Model
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)?

Schools that are identified in 2007-2008 at any level that make AYP in 2007-2008 will be identified at the same level number in 2008-2009 but will be placed in green alert status. The consequences from 2007-2008 will continue through 2008-2009 until it is determined if the school makes AYP in 2008-2009. If the school makes AYP in 2008-2009, it will be removed from the list in 2009-2010. If it misses AYP, it will be placed at the applicable level and color alert designation in 2009-2010.

Schools that are identified in 2007-2008 at Level 2 or Level 3 (school improvement) that do not make AYP in 2007-2008 will move to the next applicable Level in 2008-2009 and will be designated with the appropriate alert color and will be subject to the interventions and consequences specified for that alert.

Schools that are identified in 2007-2008 at Level 4 (corrective action) that do not make AYP in 2007-2008 will move to Level 5 in 2008-2009 

Schools that are identified in 2007-2008 at Level 5 (restructuring) that do not make AYP in 2007-2008 will continue to be identified as Level 5 in 2008-2009 and will be designated with the appropriate alert color and will be subject to the interventions and consequences specified for that alert. 

If the school is newly identified at Level 5 in red alert for 2008-2009, then it will be subject to the restructuring options as specified and will have a planning year before required implementation. 

If a school is already past the implementation phase of restructuring (currently identified at Level 5 year 2 or higher), and is identified in red alert status for 2008-2009, then it will continue to implement its plan of restructuring or be required by the department to make changes as appropriate based on an analysis of the student achievement data. 

If a school at any level or alert designation is newly required to implement the RTI framework for 2008-2009, the department will work with the schools to create a phase-in plan for the components of RTI over two years.

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

The transition period will be 2008-2009.

Any school that was required to offer PSC during the 2007-2008 school year will be required to allow students currently participating in the PSC option to remain at their school of choice until they have completed the highest grade in that school. 

Any school that was required to offer SES during the 2007-2008 school year will be required to allow students currently participating in the SES option to continue to participate in SES for the 2008-2009 school year, regardless of their proficiency level in either academic content. After the transition year of 2008-2009, only students eligible for SES under the new criteria would be able to participate.

Core Principle 6: Transparency of Differentiation and Interventions 
6.1.
How has the state ensured that the process for differentiation is data-driven and accessible to the public? 

The state will ensure that the process for differentiation is data-driven and accessible to the public. The Level designations describe how many years the school has missed AYP. The differentiation is based primarily on the color of the alert levels that describe how far the school is from the AYP targets. For schools missing AYP for academic reasons, yellow alert represents schools that are within 10% of the AMO targets in all subgroups, orange represents all other schools except those in red alert status, and red alert represents schools that meet the criteria of having less than 50% of the full academic year students proficient on the reading, writing, or math assessments and that have a school growth index score of less than 85. For schools missing AYP for non-academic reasons (participation rate and/or the other indicator), orange alert status indicates schools within 5% of the target, and red alert status indicates schools more than 5% from the target. 

As described in sections 2.2 and 3.1, the department will continue to work with the public to ensure that AYP is understandable and that the consequences that result are clear. News conferences will be conducted at the time of the AYP release, information will be provided on the department website at http://www.eed.state.ak.us/tls/assessment/accountability.html, and the state report card is posted on the website at http://www.eed.state.ak.us/reportcard/. 

The state also provides data to each district, and provides data on the department web site that describes how each school performs related to AYP. The performance of all students, not just full academic year, is posted on the assessment results web site and the school reports to the public.

Additionally, information specific to Title I schools and the law is available to the public at:

http://www.eed.state.ak.us/nclb/.

Core Principle 7: Intervention Timeline
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? 
The state proposes to implement the new pilot proposal for 2008-2009. This will be the phase-in year of the proposal. 

Schools missing AYP in academic areas of language arts or math will face interventions/consequences based on the severity of the AMO targets missed. The school will be designated at the appropriate level and alert status whether the school misses the academic AMO target for all students, or for any one or more student groups. This ensures that all groups of students are held to the same high standards and schools will face the same level of interventions for all student groups. 

The state proposes to focus the interventions for schools missing AYP for academic reasons on implementation of a Response to Instruction/Intervention framework. An RTI framework allows schools to focus resources where they are needed most at the school, whether it be for a core curriculum that is aligned to the standards, for specific interventions targeted to students with disabilities or English language learners, research based interventions in math or reading for at-risk students, etc. Academic components of RTI (some or all may be required to be implemented as determined by  an instructional audit and data analysis of schools in red academic alert at Levels 3 or above or for schools in orange academic alert at Levels 4 or 5): 

1. using a core curriculum aligned to the state standards and grade level expectations, 

2. universal screening for all students, with progress monitoring at least 3 times per year,

3. use of formative assessments to track student progress,

4. use of data to make decisions about student response to instruction,

5. using research-based interventions for students who need additional instruction at Tiers 2 or 3, and

6. using teacher collaboration meetings and a problem solving approach to determine appropriate interventions for students.

Schools in a yellow alert status for academics are considered the least in need. At Level 2, these schools will be required to develop a school improvement plan that addresses the areas of not meeting AYP. The school and/or district is responsible for developing the school improvement plan and the interventions that will be most likely to succeed in their school. If the school does not make AYP the next year, but remains in yellow alert status it will be designated as Level 3 Yellow. At Level 3, the district will refine and update the school improvement plan based on the results of student achievement. At Level 3, the school will also be required to offer SES to low-income students who are not proficient in the academic area(s) not met for AYP. As long as the school stays in the yellow alert, it will refine and update the school improvement plan under district oversight at Levels 4 and 5. Low-income students who are not proficient in the academic area in which the school missed AYP will be offered SES beginning at Level 3, and will continue through Levels 4 and 5. If the school reaches Level 5, but is still in yellow alert status, the district must required specific leadership training for the principal, under district oversight.

Schools in an orange alert status for academics represent the majority of schools missing AYP. These schools will be required to develop and implement a school improvement plan at Level 2 and to refine it at Level 3 based on the results from the previous year under district oversight. At Level 4, the school will be required to incorporate an RTI framework for all students and will be under oversight from the department through regular reports and on-site visits by a school or district improvement coach. Professional development must be provided to teachers and principals in the implementation of RTI and leadership training must be provided to principals beginning at Level 4. At Level 5, the department may direct the use of Title I funds to specific purposes at the school. Low-income students who are not proficient in the academic area in which the school missed AYP will be offered SES beginning at Level 2 and will continue to be offered SES through all Levels. Low-income students will be offered public school choice, if it is available, beginning at Level 3. Once the school reaches Level 4, public school choice will be offered to all students in the school. 

Schools in a red alert status for academics are considered to be the most in need.  The schools will face the most rigorous interventions and the earliest timeline of oversight by the department. They are the only schools to which the restructuring options will be applied, and the restructuring will be implemented at Level 5, one year earlier than that under current NCLB law. 

Red alert schools at Level 2 will be required to develop and implement a school improvement plan, to offer SES to low-income students that are below proficient in the academic area(s) not met for AYP, and must offer public school choice, if possible, to all students in the school. Under district oversight, at Level 3, the school will be required to incorporate an RTI framework for all students and provide professional development to teachers and principals in the implementation of RTI. Leadership training must be provided to principals beginning at Level 3. Beginning at Level 4, the implementation of RTI and required professional development will be under oversight from the department through regular reports and on-site visits by a school or district improvement coach. At Levels 4 and 5, the department may direct the use of Title I funds to specific purposes at the school until the school moves out of red alert status. Low-income students who are not proficient in the academic area in which the school missed AYP will be offered SES beginning at Level 2. All students will be offered public school choice, if it is available, beginning at Level 2. At Level 5, the department will require the district to undertake a restructuring of the school through one of the 4 currently available options or a comprehensive restructuring that is focused on improving student achievement, not just a change in management at the school. Planning for restructuring must begin at Level 4.

Schools missing AYP for non-academic reasons will be identified in either an orange or red alert status. The district may determine and implement appropriate interventions to increase the participation rate and/or the graduation or attendance rate. If the school continues to miss AYP for only the non-academic reasons, the school will be required to implement a positive behavioral support through an RTI framework. Ultimately, if a school reaches Level 4 (red) or Level 5 (orange), the department may require that Title I funds are spent specifically to focus on increasing the participation rate or graduation/attendance rate, and may withhold a percent of Title I funds until the school increases these rates.

The state has outlined the system of interventions for schools at each level within each alert status related to academic achievement, which are aligned with the state’s current statewide system of support. Within each level starting at Level 2, the interventions are identified and increase with rigor and oversight with each consecutive year of missing AYP. 

Observing alert status yellow, orange, and red ensures that schools in which a particular student group repeatedly misses targets are not placed in the category of least interventions. Yellow, the lowest of the three alert status designations, and defined as schools missing AYP but within 10% of the AMO target for all subgroups, includes a differentiated intervention related to the school improvement plan. By Level 4, the school plan becomes more rigorous to incorporate leadership training with district oversight. In contrast, for schools in alert status red, the highest of the three alert levels representing the schools in most need, by Level 4 the school improvement plan increases in rigor. However, based on the severity of the schools’ AYP designation and status, the interventions include leadership training, implementation of the RTI framework, on-site visits by coach, professional development, and regular use of assessment data. This comparison shows the depth and breadth across the levels within each alert status.

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

Alaska has developed a tri-tiered support system for schools and districts that begins with the Universal Access level (Tier 1) for all districts. At Tier 1, information and training is available to all districts through resources on the EED website and through on-site training opportunities such as the Winter Conference and topic specific professional development such as Response to Instruction/Intervention training.  The Targeted Access level (Tier 2), allows those districts identified at Level 2 or 3 (Improvement under NCLB section 1116), to access additional resources such as more specific trainings to further support and guide their improvement efforts. The Intervention Access level (Tier 3), allows districts identified at Level 4 (Corrective Action under NCLB section 1116), access to a District Improvement Coach and further specific training in leadership, assessment and curriculum. The tiers are described below.

Tier 1 – Universal Access

Provide all districts with technical assistance to close the achievement gaps in reading, math and sub-group performance.  The assistance available from EED is: 

· Alignment of curriculum to Alaska Content Standards and Grade Level Expectations

· Standards Based Assessments and High School Graduation Qualifying Exam test item mapping and blueprints

· Utilizing data to guide instruction

· Response to Instruction/Intervention (RTI) Model

· Formative Assessments – Alaska Computerized Formative Assessments, GLE Item Sampler, Anchorage School District Formative Assessment Item Bank

· Professional Development for teachers – instructional strategies, intervention strategies

· Site and district leadership training

Tier 2 – Targeted Access

Districts at Level 2 or above (Improvement) are provided with more directed technical assistance.  This technical assistance is more directed and specific to the district needs.  The following is assistance available from EED:

· Suggested formative assessment (Curriculum Based Measures – CBMs) to monitor progress and provide data to guide instruction

· Site leadership training

· Consultation and online suggestions for school and district improvement planning

Tier 3 – Intervention Access

Provide districts at Level 4 (Corrective Action) in most need of support with structured detailed technical assistance. The assistance available from EED is:

· Formative assessment system (CBMs)

· Site specific professional development – curriculum, leadership and instruction

· Work with a District Improvement Coach to promote improved academic achievement

· Professional development in data based decision making, progress monitoring, formative assessments, and teacher collaboration meetings.

Alaska’s statewide system of support (SSOS) was designed to build the capacity of districts to implement sustainable supports for their schools with the goal of increased student achievement. The capacity-building efforts are accomplished through professional development, curriculum which is aligned to the Alaska Performance Standards, the use of both formative and summative data, effective leadership, and staff collaboration. While all districts have access to the components of the SSOS, the school and districts with NCLB designations of levels 2 and higher gain in rigor and intensity to increase district capacity toward improving the student achievement gap.

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?

Schools will be identified by a level that indicates how long the school has missed AYP. Alaska proposes to identify a Title I school that has not made AYP for at least two years with labels of Level 2, Level 3, Level 4 and Level 5. These labels represent the number of years that a school has missed AYP without making AYP for two consecutive years. Levels 2 and 3 correspond to the NCLB definitions of school improvement, years 1 and 2. Level 4 corresponds to the NCLB definition of corrective action, and Level 5 corresponds to the NCLB definition of restructuring. 

Schools will also be identified by a color that represents an “alert status.” Yellow signifies schools that did not make AYP, but are close to the targets (within 10%) in each area that AYP was missed. Red signifies schools that are in the most need. Schools that missed AYP in an academic area will be identified as red if 50% or fewer of the students that attended for the full academic year (FAY) were not proficient on any or all of the standards based assessments in reading, writing or math. Orange signifies all other schools that did not make AYP. Schools in red alert status represent the subset of the lowest-performing schools not meeting annual measurement objectives that will be subject to the most substantive and comprehensive interventions.

Timelines for schools are determined once the school is placed in the differentiated model based on years of AYP performance and alert status. With each level of missed AYP status the schools become subject to the most substantive and comprehensive interventions.

7.4.
How will the state and its school districts ensure that students in schools needing the most comprehensive interventions have access to teachers and principals with a demonstrated history of improving student achievement? How will the state and its school districts target resources to improve teacher and principal effectiveness?

Under its approved highly qualified teacher plan, EED has worked with districts on strategies to ensure the equitable distribution of teachers within and across high needs schools. Some of these strategies include rearranging teaching assignments, recruitment bonuses, loan forgiveness, paying for highly qualified testing for teachers working in high needs schools or hard-to-fill content areas. Alaska does not currently have a system in place to directly measure teacher effectiveness. The department is exploring options to develop a systematic way to link teachers to students in order to determine the effectiveness of teachers in improving student achievement. Measuring the effectiveness of teachers is a complex issue at best. Due to the difficulty of recruiting and retaining qualified and effective teachers in Alaska’s neediest schools, especially those in rural areas, our state is targeting resources to support the improvement of teachers currently in schools rather than attempting to replace or re-assign teachers. 

A recent article published online April 4, 2008, in Education Week titled “Failing Schools Showed Progress with Most of the Same Teachers” discusses research conducted in eight schools in Chattanooga, Tennessee. It indicates that increasing the effectiveness of teachers may have a more positive impact on student achievement than replacing them. “What the Sanders analysis of Hamilton County teachers shows is that while attracting new teachers helped, the improvement in the Benwood schools turns out to be in large part a function of other reforms, especially the many steps Hamilton County officials took to improve the performance of existing Benwood teachers,” the report says. “Among the changes that seemed to count were adding teacher coaches and reading specialists, reorienting administrators to instruction, beefing up student data and helping teachers make better use of it in their classrooms, and signaling through bonuses for raising test scores and other rewards that the teachers’ work was valued.”

For the last 5 years, the department has used its Reading First Grant to train over 300 teachers in schools that are low income or academically at-risk. Additionally these teachers and schools received support in implementing Reading First though workshops and the use of reading coaches. Working in conjunction with reading experts, the department developed a reading course to meet the needs of elementary teachers and principals in schools with low reading achievement. The course is grounded in scientifically based research. During the spring and summer of 2008, the course will be further developed to meet the needs of secondary teachers so they will be able to implement reading across the content areas. A stakeholder group will use scientifically based research to expand the course and give secondary content area teachers the strategies they need to help all students achieve in reading. This course may be an option for the professional development required by the department for Title I schools at Levels 4 and 5. The need for the course will be determined by analyzing data related to teachers’ backgrounds and knowledge in the affected schools. 

The department has implemented a Performance Incentive Program designed to increase student achievement by providing financial incentives to all staff (classified and support staff as well as certified teachers) in schools that show strong growth in student achievement. The Alaska Legislature has funded the program for three years. As a result of using this additional incentive to increase student performance, those schools which meet the targets will show improvement and may move out of their current level of improvement. For more information about this Performance Incentive Program, see the discussion under Section 8.2, State Resources. 

The department also provides a teacher mentor program and a principal coaching program. The principal coaching model helps train principals in instructional leadership as well as the use of data driven decision making to improve student achievement. While it is voluntary for teachers and principals to participate in either of these programs, they could be used as one of the required professional development options for Title I schools at Levels 4 and 5. The need for either of these programs will be determined by analyzing data related to teachers’ and principals’ backgrounds and knowledge in the affected schools. For more information about these programs, see the discussion under Section 8.2, State Resources. 

Additionally, the department is implementing intervention strategies for districts in corrective action with schools at Level 5. These intervention strategies include training in data-driven decision making. Currently these districts meet monthly with department staff to discuss their use of data and how instruction has changed based on student progress data. The department also monitors the fidelity with which these districts are using data-driven decision making to improve student achievement.

In approving teacher preparation programs within Alaska, the State Board of Education & Early Development has required teacher preparation programs to show where and how the programs focus on using assessment data to drive instruction.  The Teacher Quality team within the department is researching the implementation of professional learning communities within schools as a way to focus professional development toward increasing student achievement. Professional learning communities will use data to determine academic areas of need so that both professional development and professional conversations are focused toward improved student achievement.

Core Principle 8: Types of Interventions
8.1.
Has the state proposed interventions that are educationally sound and designed to promote meaningful reform in schools?

The state has proposed interventions that are educationally sound and designed to promote meaningful reform in schools. The interventions proposed for schools not meeting AYP for academic reasons are components of the research-based strategy Response to Instruction/Intervention 3-tiered model of instruction. Components of this model should include universal screening for all students, use of formative assessments and data to make instructional decisions, use of research-based interventions for students at risk, and teacher collaboration meetings to problem solve how to address student needs. The RTI framework with associated professional development for teachers and principals will be required for Title I schools at Levels 4 and 5 in the orange alert status and for Title I schools in red alert status beginning at Level 3. The state has determined that an RTI framework for instruction can be implemented in the lowest-achieving schools for all students and has the most promise of positively impacting student achievement. The state has already required elements of the RTI to be put into place in Level 5 schools in the corrective action districts in which the state is intervening. This intervention began in District 1 in December of 2005. Since that time, the district has seen a 180% increase in the percent of students proficient or above in math from 2005 to 2007 (9.5% to 26.7%) and a 29% increase in the percent of students proficient in reading (23.1% to 29.7%). The intervention began in two other districts in December 2006. These districts have seen similar growth in only 1 year of testing. District 2 has seen a 13% growth in the percent of students proficient in reading from 2006 to 2007 (50.2% to 57%) and a 24% growth in math (40.1% to 49.7%). District 3 has seen a 26% growth in reading from 2006 to 2007 (33.2% to 41.7%) and a 17% growth in math (25.5% to 29.9%). Even though these schools still have much room for growth, this amount of growth in a short time frame is significant  It has also received anecdotal evidence from teachers who at first were reluctant, at best, to have the state as an outside agency implement these requirements, but once the teachers started to see evidence of student growth, they have “gotten on board” and are some of the biggest proponents of RTI. Putting an RTI system into place can mitigate the negative impacts of teacher and principal turnover in our most rural or low-achieving schools if the required support and professional development is provided.


While higher test scores and other accountability measures have increased, Alaska recognized the need for professional development to create the statewide system of support. “Several national reports have emphasized the importance of professional development for teachers and administrators. One such report, Does Professional Development Change Teaching Practice?: Results from a Three-Year Study (U.S. Department of Education, 2000) is a longitudinal study of the federal Eisenhower professional development program. The study showed that when professional development was of the ‘reform type’ – that is, it promoted active teacher learning, collective participation, and coherence – teachers increased their use of desired strategies in their … classrooms. ‘Reform type’ activities included teacher study groups; teacher collaboratives, networks or committees; mentoring; internships’ and resource centers.” (Designing Powerful Professional Development for Teachers and Principals, Dennis Sparks, National Staff Development Council, 2002)

The state’s comprehensive assessment system provides the districts and schools with student data based on the Alaska Performance Standards. Through the analysis of the data, districts are able to provide professional training targeting areas of need to close the achievement gap. The proposed interventions of the differentiated model link to best practices and research-based programs that will increase student achievement.

The interventions proposed for schools not meeting AYP for non-academic reasons only (participation rate or the other indicator) will target those issues specifically. Very few schools miss AYP for participation rate, and usually not for more than a year or two. More often, missing the graduation rate is the non-academic reason that a school misses AYP. If a school continues to miss AYP for those reasons, then the state will require the RTI framework for Positive Behavioral Supports. According to research cited on page 5 in 7 Steps for Developing a Proactive Schoolwide Discipline Plan by Geoff Colvin (Corwin Press, 2007), “Researchers have found lower rates of school drop-outs occur if there is a positive school climate, if a sense of belonging is fostered, and if systematic efforts are made to assist students to succeed in school (Lehr, Johnson, Bremer, Cosio, & Thompson, 2004). Clearly, a major goal in developing a proactive schoolwide climate is to create the kind of environment that fosters school success, which obviously will contribute to students staying in school and graduating.” In schools that miss AYP for academic reasons, graduation rate is also often a factor that is missed. Schools that have implemented the behavioral support interventions of the RTI framework along with the academic interventions have found that the two support each other and the use of the data-based decision making for behavioral interventions helps teachers to also use similar processes for making academic decisions based on data. 

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?

The state will align its resources to increase state and local capacity to ensure substantive and comprehensive support for consistently underperforming schools. The department uses the funds reserved under section 1003(a) and 1003(g) to implement the state system of support. The funds are used to partially support the department’s Title I School Improvement Program Manager staff position. This individual is the direct contact for Title I schools and districts in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring and is responsible for the review and approval of the School and District Improvement plans and the budgets and narratives for the school improvement funding under 1003(a).

The state activity school improvement funds are also used to partially support the department’s primary annual professional development opportunity – the Winter Education Conference. The annual Winter Conference sponsored by the department has focused on school improvement research based strategies for the last 3 years. Topics and presentations have included data-based decision making, use of formative assessments in instruction, alignment of curriculum to standards and grade-level expectations, and using the RTI (Response to Instruction & Intervention) model for all students, not just for identification of special education students. 

In addition to the resources of the department, the Alaska Legislature has funded several programs designed to improve student achievement in all schools. One such program that has been funded for three school years (2006-2007, 2007-2008, and 2008-2009) is the Public school performance incentive program. The preamble of House Bill 13 that established the legislation states: “It is the intent of the legislature that the state establish the public school performance incentive program described in sec. 2 of this Act to serve as an incentive for public school personnel to create a learning environment in which the students at that school demonstrate improved academic achievement more rapidly than would usually be expected, or, if already at an advanced level of achievement, continue to perform at an advanced level. It is intended that payments under the program described in sec. 2 of this Act be available to all employees at such a school, including all teachers, administrators, and noncertificated personnel such as paraprofessionals and other support staff, so that all personnel collaborate to promote overall student achievement.” The public school performance incentive program is established under Section 14.03.126 of the Alaska statutes and is implemented through Alaska regulations 4 AAC 33.500-590. Each student who takes the SBA is given a point value that compares that student’s proficiency level to the proficiency level on the prior year’s test and measures the student’s growth or decline in achievement. All of the individual student point values are totaled and then divided by the total number of tests taken by eligible students to get the school growth index score. The value table created to implement this legislation provides a range of school growth index scores from 0 to 200. Schools that receive a score of 85 or less are considered to be declining in achievement. Schools that receive a score in the range of 95-101 are considered to be maintaining proficiency. Schools that receive a score of 107 or higher are considered to have strong growth and staffs at those schools are eligible to receive the financial incentive awards. For more information about the Performance Incentive Program, see http://www.eed.state.ak.us/spip/. 

The Alaska legislature enacted new legislation through Senate Bill 285 during the spring of 2008 that will give the department increased authority to establish regulations by which the department may intervene as necessary in a school district to improve instructional practices. In addition, the legislature provided additional funding to the department that will fund three additional staff positions and district improvement coaches to provide support and oversight to schools and districts in need of improvement.

Another resource provided by the department through funding from the legislature is the Alaska Statewide Mentoring Project. The Alaska Statewide Mentoring Project (ASMP) is a voluntary program that provides new teachers, especially those in traditionally high-turnover districts, with structured and consistent support from an experienced teacher who is fully released from their regular classroom duties for a two-year period. New teachers are defined as teachers who are in their first or second year of teaching. The ASMP, patterned after the nationally recognized Santa Cruz New Teacher Center, has the goal of supporting the development of a committed and highly qualified teaching force in order to improve student learning for all Alaskans.
During the 2004-2005 school year, the latest year for which data is available, 330 novice teachers and 23 mentor teachers participated in the Alaska Statewide Mentor Project.  77% of beginning teachers who participated in the ASMP planned to return to the same school and/or school district.  82% of new teachers who received mentoring planned to return to teaching in Alaska. The Alaska Legislature funded the ASMP for $4.5 for the 2008-2009 school year.

The Alaska Administrator Coaching Project is a statewide initiative in which principals and superintendents receive support through leadership institutes, workshops and coaches. The goals are to develop instructional leaders, increase student achievement, and reduce administrator turnover.

The Alaska Administrator Coaching Project is part of the Alaska Statewide Mentor Project, a collaboration between the Alaska EED and the University of Alaska in which hundreds of beginning teachers also are mentored each year.

Under the Alaska Administrator Coaching Project, inexperienced administrators or those new to Alaska are paired with a coach for one or two years. The administrators receive guidance in organization and facilitation, teacher observation and evaluation, the use of data to improve instruction, and the use of effective school-level and classroom practices.

Core Principle 9: Public School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services
9.1.
Has the state established clear eligibility criteria for PSC and SES?

Public school choice and SES will only be required for schools that miss AYP for academic criteria.

Students must be offered SES at schools that do not meet AYP for academic criteria. For schools at yellow alert status, SES must be offered beginning at Level 3. For schools at orange or red alert status, SES must be offered beginning at Level 2. Students eligible for SES will be low-income students that are not proficient (or at risk of not being proficient) in the academic content in which the school missed AYP. Students that are in grades K, 1 or 2 that are not tested for AYP will be determined as eligible through the same criteria as those selected for Title I eligibility in targeted assistance Title I schools or through similar criteria established in schoolwide Title I schools. SES services will be provided in the content area(s) of language arts or math in which the student is not proficient.

Public school choice will be offered, if possible, to students that miss AYP for academic reasons and are in alert levels of orange or red. For schools at the orange alert level, PSC will be offered to low-income students at Level 3, and to all students at Levels 4 and 5. For schools at the red alert level, PSC will be offered to all students at the school beginning at Level 2. 

Public school choice will be offered to students in a school if there is another public school at the student’s grade level within 50 road miles and meets one of the following criteria: made AYP, missed AYP only for non-academic reasons, or missed AYP for academic reasons at the yellow alert level. Correspondence schools may be offered as schools of choice. In addition, a district may offer the opportunity for a student to transfer to a school within the district or in another district and provide air transportation costs and/or food & lodging costs for that student to attend the new school. 

The limits to the district for costs for transportation and/or SES will remain as in current NCLB provisions, or as modified by any future regulations that may be adopted.

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)?

The numbers and percents of students participating in public school choice in Alaska for school years 2003-2004 through 2006-2007 were:

FY04 – Choice 8,146 eligible/26 participated = .31%  

FY05 – Choice 21,250 eligible/200 participated = .94%  

FY06 – Choice 11,856 eligible/103 participated = .86%  

FY07 – Choice 17,854 eligible/47 participated = .26%  

Under current state regulations (4 AAC 06.840 (d) and 4 AAC 06.855) Alaska requires all Title I schools that have been identified as Level 2 or higher to offer public school choice to all students in the school to transfer to another public school in the district that is not designated at Level 2 or higher. The district must pay for transportation to the school of choice if it is within 50 miles of the student’s home and is connected by road. If the school at Level 2 (first year of school improvement) is not able to offer choice, it must offer SES during that year, one year earlier than required by NCLB. Due to the rural nature of many of the school districts in Alaska, many are not able to offer choice to another public school in the district that is not designated at Level 2 or higher. In FY07, for example, of 17,854 students in School Improvement sites, only 4,520 actually attended schools that had the ability to offer choice, making the % of students who utilized choice from schools who could offer it 1.03%.  

While initially the numbers of students participating in choice rose in the early years of NCLB, they have begun to decrease. Choice participation has recently declined, due in part to the participation of our largest urban district in a pilot program allowing them to offer SES a year earlier, and due in part to the increased numbers of schools identified for improvement. The state has also found that low-income parents are not as interested in transferring their child to another school, even if the school provides transportation, because of the length of travel to get to school and because of day care or transportation issues returning home. The state proposes to offer choice to students in the lowest-performing schools, but to require SES in the first year of school improvement rather than public school choice as a way to positively impact more low-achieving students.

The numbers and percents of students participating in SES in Alaska for school years 2003-2004 through 2006-2007 were:

FY04 – SES 6,492 eligible, 475 participated = 7.31% 

FY05 – SES 9,653 eligible/513 participated = 5.31%

FY06 – SES 8,056 eligible/735 participated = 9.1%

FY07 – SES 13,154 eligible/1204 participated = 9.1%

The increase in the number of participants in SES is due in part to an increased number of SES approved providers and in part to participation by Anchorage School District in the USED pilot project to offer SES in the first year of school improvement rather than the second year. Of the numbers of students participating in SES for 2006-2007 for whom scores could be matched to the standards based assessments for 2005-2006 over half of those students were below or far below proficient. 
The department will continue to work with districts to increase participation in PSC and SES under the differentiated accountability proposal. Efforts to increase participation in PSC and SES that are being explored include increasing the number of approved SES providers, providing more technical assistance to SES providers, reviewing and approving SES provider applications earlier in the year, providing more technical assistance to LEAs, and collaborating in partnership with the Alaska Parent Information Resource Center to expand the information provided to parents.

The department expects to require applications from new SES providers in early February in order to review and approve providers for the next school year no later than March 15. This date will give LEAs that already have schools identified for improvement more time to get information to parents in the spring rather than wait until right before school starts. In addition, the department plans to include an interview process during the SES application review. This will give the provider an opportunity to fully explain or answer questions about their application, and the department will get a better understanding of the provider’s services. The department will also be able to provide more technical assistance to SES providers to facilitate timelier enrollment and more alignment with student and parent needs. 

The department will provide more technical assistance to LEAs and SES during the year in order to ensure understanding of the requirements of SES and PSC, to encourage effective communication with parents about their options, to monitor participation in PSC and SES, and to address concerns from either LEAs or SES providers that may be hindering student participation. Quarterly required audio conferences will be held for LEAs and for SES providers. The department will also begin regularly providing information regarding SES and PSC to both providers and LEAs, highlighting technical assistance, requirements, scheduling, and ways to increase parent and student participation. The department will also provide a sample contract form that LEAs may use to contract with SES providers that will include all the key required elements and will provide language that can protect the rights of the LEA as well as the rights of the SES provider.

In order to monitor student participation, the department will require districts to report quarterly on the number of students who have signed up for PSC and SES. The department is exploring the possibility to add an on-line data collection that would allow students to be added at any time and would collect information on student goals, attendance, and progress data that could be reviewed periodically rather than after the end of the school year. 

In addition, before allowing a district to release any funds being held to meet the 20% requirement to provide PSC and SES, the department will require the district to send evidence of the communications with parents about their options under PSC and SES, and how the district encouraged parents to participate in those options.

The department will collaborate with the Alaska Parent Involvement Resource Center (PIRC), to the extent possible, in expanding information provided to parents about PSC and SES. The department has already reviewed materials for parents that were produced by the PIRC and delivered to the LEAs. The department will collaborate with the PIRC as it develops regional trainings and school and district templates for parent involvement and communication about PSC and SES. 

As part of the PIRC grant, Language and Cultural Liaisons (LCLs) were hired at schools in the three pilot districts. These LCLs receive training on SES and Choice, and provided information to teachers about students, families, and the culture of the students.  The PIRC and LCLs have coordinated several community meetings, for example at a Samoan church in the evening, offering parents information in both the home language and English, as well as providing district assistance in signing up their students at the event.  The department will encourage other districts to use this model, as funding allows, increasing parent involvement, understanding of and participation in PSC and SES options available to their children.

Evaluation of SES providers

The department will continue to build its capacity to evaluate SES providers. The department has collected student level SES data for several years, and has improved the data collection so that a more formal evaluation process can begin. The SES data collection for 2006-2007 includes student id numbers, the SES provider, the content of SES provided services, whether or not the student met the goal set in each content area, the number of hours prescribed, and the number of hours attended for each student. This will allow the department to match students served through SES with the standards based assessment (SBA) data to track student progress on the SBAs. The department is currently building the database to analyze this data.  The small numbers of students participating in SES will require that the analysis be used with caution, but the department expects that over time the longitudinal data analysis will be useful. 

In addition to student level data, the department plans to include a parent survey and a district survey to expand the scope of the evaluation. The department also will consider results of monitoring of SES providers as part of the evaluation. The department currently monitors the provision of SES services through the consolidated NCLB monitoring on a 5-year cycle This monitoring takes place either on-site or through a virtual monitoring.  Any concerns about SES providers will be tracked and included as part of the evaluation of the provider.

Core Principle 10: Significant and Comprehensive Interventions for Consistently Lowest-Performing Schools
10.1.
How does the state ensure that interventions for the lowest-performing schools are the most comprehensive?  

The lowest performing schools are those in the red alert status. Red represents a school that is in the greatest need academically. A school in red alert status is a school in which less than 50% of the full academic year students scored proficient in the reading, writing, or math assessments on the state standards based assessments (SBAs) and in which the school growth index score is less than or equal to 85.  

These schools will be required to implement the RTI framework just as other schools in orange alert status. In addition, if this intervention does not assist a red alert school in making AYP, the red alert school will be required to implement one of the restructuring options under the current NCLB law, including the option of “any other comprehensive restructuring focused on improving student achievement, not just change in management.” The current restructuring options offered are: 

· reopen as a charter school, 

· replace all or most of the staff, 

· enter into a contract with a management company, 

· turn over operation of the school to the state, or 

· any other major restructuring of a school’s governance arrangement consistent with section 1116 of NCLB

Due to the rural nature of many of Alaska’s lowest-performing schools, the option to reopen as a charter school is not a viable option, nor is the option to contract with a management company. As it is also difficult to find and keep qualified principals and teachers in rural schools, the department intends to focus on restructuring options that will improve the quality of the teaching and leadership in the schools rather than simply replacing current staff, unless data shows a need to replace certain staff members. 

10.2.
Has the state established an educationally sound timeline for schools to enter and exit the most comprehensive interventions?

These schools are on the earliest timeframe for the required interventions. They will be required to implement the RTI framework at Level 3. If that intervention does not assist the school in making AYP, by Level 4 planning will begin for restructuring. Restructuring would be implemented at Level 5, one year earlier than under the current NCLB requirements.
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?

The state is not proposing to limit the number of schools that receive the most substantive and comprehensive interventions. 

10.4.
How has the state worked with its school districts to ensure that school districts are implementing interventions for the lowest-performing schools?

Alaska’s State system of support focuses on four area’s to ensure that districts and school are implementing their improvement plan:

Collaborative meetings

Training is offered on the importance of having collaborative meetings to assist teachers with improving instruction in their respective classrooms.  Collaborative meeting are designed to use established protocols in order to discuss student performance, instructional strategies, and program implementation.  Teachers also use Response to Instruction/Intervention materials and AIMSweb data to the meetings.  It is important to bring work samples and/or assessment results for specific students to discuss during collaborative meetings. 
Observation protocols

Protocols are structured, arranged conversations that provide an opportunity for participation by staff.  The outcomes will vary depending on the type of feedback sought and how the groups are formed and structured. Protocols take practice. They require a school culture that has developed professionalism, collegiality, and effective communication, to promote positive contributions.

GLE walk-throughs

GLE walk-throughs were developed to monitor the coverage of the grade level expectations in Math, Reading, Writing, and Science during classroom instruction. GLE recording sheets are distributed to principals and also available electronically upon request. GLE walkthrough training has been offered on-site by visiting classrooms, as well as through observing teaching episodes on DVD.  It is encouraged that teachers use the GLE recording sheets when planning lessons.

District Improvement Coaches

When EED develops a District Improvement Plan based on the results of the Instructional Audit, a district improvement coach is assigned to the district. The primary purpose of the coach is to support and monitor the implementation of the improvement plan with an emphasis on student learning and building district and principal leadership capacity as instructional leaders. The coaches are deemed to posses the requisite knowledge, skills and experience to assist districts with the implementation of the improvement plan. 

The roles of the coaches are to:

· Monitor, assist and coach district leadership team with implementation of new and continuing strategies and tools in the District Improvement Plan

· AIMSweb – review data entry for district by school ensuring appropriate data is entered in a timely manner; lead collaborative meetings utilizing AIMSweb reports and results with District leadership team

· ACFA – review usage, provide support in utilizing interim assessments and guide District leadership team in collaborative meetings with data from usage and/or test results

· Collaboration Meetings – review and monitor logs from individual schools with District leadership team.  Ensure meetings are being used to discuss student achievement (progress, interventions, strategies for specific purposes, etc.) rather than managerial items

· GLE walk throughs – ensure District leadership team understands use and purpose and what is being done with the data collected at each site.  Provide guidance in completing walk throughs with District leadership team

· Observation Protocols – ensure District leadership team understands purpose.  Determine what is being done with data and provide support and/or guidance if it is needed to make the observations a useful tool.

· Build the capacity of the district leadership team to successfully implement the District Improvement Plan and demonstrate instructional leadership with site administrators;

· Coach district leadership in methods to resolve any challenges they face in the process of successfully implementing the District Improvement Plan;

· Observe and respect the confidential relationship between the coach, coaches and EED.
· Participate with assigned district leadership teams and EED staff in periodic audio conferences to monitor district plan implementation;

· Participate in audio conferences with EED staff to support coaching needs;

· Notify designated EED contacts of any planned or unplanned absences related to illness, personal necessity, personal business or any other reasons;

· Provide monthly written progress reports which address the implementation of the District Improvement Plan (collaboration, assessment and leadership) to the district superintendent that will be shared with EED;

· Submit any required reports related to coaching activities. (Monthly Activity Form, Monthly Monitoring of DI Plan, etc.);

· Meet at least on a bi-monthly basis with each district via scheduled phone conference;

· Schedule and participate in a minimum of three on-site visits with the district leadership team; 
· Contribute to the ongoing assessment and refinement of the District Improvement Coaching Program.

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.
· 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.
For the 2007-2008 school year, 106 Title I schools are identified in improvement. Of that number, 35 made AYP for the first year. The following charts summarize the current designations for Title I School Improvement schools. 

	Summary 2007-2008 Title I Schools in Improvement Current Status

	NCLB Designation
	State Designation
	Total
	# Made AYP
	# Missed AYP

	School Improvement Yr 1
	Level 2
	12
	6
	6

	School Improvement Yr 2
	Level 3
	13
	7
	6

	Corrective Action
	Level 4
	26
	15
	11

	Restructuring – Planning
	 Level 5 year 1
	21
	7
	14

	Restructuring - Implementation
	 Level 5 year 2 or higher
	34
	
	34

	
	Total
	106
	35
	71


	Impact of Proposed Designations as shown on 2007-2008 Schools

	Current State Designation
	Proposed Designation
	Alert Level
	Non-Academic
	Academic

	Level 2
	Level 2
	Green
	
	6

	
	
	Yellow
	
	

	
	
	Orange
	
	4

	
	
	Red
	2
	

	Level 3
	Level 3
	Green
	
	7

	
	
	Yellow
	
	

	
	
	Orange
	
	4

	
	
	Red
	2
	

	Level 4
	Level 4
	Green
	
	15

	
	
	Yellow
	
	

	
	
	Orange
	
	5

	
	
	Red
	5
	1

	Level 5+
	Level 5
	Green
	
	7

	
	
	Yellow
	
	1

	
	
	Orange
	2
	14

	
	
	Red
	7
	24

	
	
	Total
	18
	88


	Summary of Proposed Designations

by Category & Alert Level

	Non-Academic

	Participation Rate
	3

	Graduation Rate
	15

	Academic

	Green
	35

	Yellow
	1

	Orange
	27

	Red
	25

	Totals

	Total made AYP
	35

	Total missed for academics
	53

	Total missed for non-academic
	18

	Total
	106


The following charts show the improvement for three districts following state intervention.

District 1: Intervention began December, 2005
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Math Scores
Reading Scores

District 2: Intervention began December, 2006
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District 3: Intervention began December, 2006
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· 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.  

The state will annually evaluate the implementation and outcomes of the proposed model through analyzing data in numerous ways, and, if approved, will cooperate with the USED in evaluation of the differentiated accountability model. First and foremost, the state will analyze the number of Title I schools that make AYP as compared to the prior year, and the number of schools that make AYP for two years in a row and thus are removed from school improvement status.  For schools in improvement status, the state will analyze the number of schools that moved out of the red alert level to the orange level, or from the orange alert status to the yellow alert. 

In addition, the state will analyze the data from the approved AYP growth model, and consider whether the percent of students on track to become proficient has increased from the prior year. The growth model was approved for 2006-2007, so that year provides the benchmark data for growth model comparison. By 2008-2009, the state will be able to compare 3 years of data from the growth model.

A third data element available for analysis is the school growth index score, formerly the performance incentive index. The score comes from a value table that measures the progress of each individual student in the school and factors in whether the student made the expected progress in achievement, maintained the same level of proficiency, or declined. The overall school growth index score provides a measure of progress for all students. The value table gives a score to each school. An increase in the school growth index score from one year to the next shows overall growth in student achievement in the school. A growth index score at the level of 101 or greater generally indicates an overall growth in student achievement in the school. Scores in the range of 90 to 95 generally indicate the school may be maintaining, however due to more complex content at higher grade levels the school is not showing significant growth in student achievement. Scores of 95 to 101 typically indicate the school is maintaining, and those scores higher than 100 are indicators of student growth. 

Data on students participating in SES will be analyzed to determine if those students are gaining in achievement and if schools that have a higher percentage of students participating in SES are making AYP or changing alert status. 

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

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

The differentiated accountability proposal will allow the school districts and the state to focus financial and human resources on the schools that most need that support. It will focus the resources for SES and PSC on those students that most need them – low-achieving low-income students in Title I schools in improvement that are greater than 10% away from the AMO targets. All students are represented in the proposal and no student group is singled out or subject to more or less rigorous interventions than another student group. Schools that are not making AYP for non-academic reasons can focus their resources and interventions in ways that will increase participation rate, attendance or graduation rates. In addition to the designation as Level 2, 3, 4, or 5 that represents the number of years a school did not make AYP, the severity of the school’s student performance level is represented by an alert color of yellow, orange, or red. The public understands these levels of severity, as they are comparable to the security threat levels currently in place. The public’s understanding of the need for more severe interventions in schools in red alert status should be enhanced through this model. 

· 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.

Alaska has already seen some growth from the interventions taken in some of the lowest-achieving schools (use of data-driven decision making, regular progress monitoring, teacher collaboration meetings, professional development for teachers and principals). In summary, the state expects this differentiated accountability proposal to enhance the capacity of Alaska’s school districts and the Department of Education and Early Development to support increased achievement in the schools of the state.
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