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Core Principle 1:  Adequate Yearly Progress (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 State of North Dakota assures that our accountability system will continue to hold all schools accountable and ensure that all students are proficient by 2013-14.
1.2 Has the state demonstrated that it makes annual AYP determinations for all public schools and school districts as required by NCLB and as described in the state’s accountability plan?
The State of North Dakota assures that it will continue to make annual AYP determinations for all public schools in the state, as required by No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and as described in the state’s accountability plan. 

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 North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (NDDPI) stipulates that the state’s accountability system provides

clear documentation regarding the methods for validly and reliably including all students within the calculation of

adequate yearly progress (AYP), the use of multiple year averaging and statistical confidence intervals to ensure

uniform and equitable determinations, and the application of accountability rules inclusive of all public schools and

school districts. 

AYP determination rules rely extensively on the quality of student achievement data generated through the state’s assessment system. Recent independent peer review activities conducted by the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) support the supposition of the NDDPI that the state’s assessment system and the achievement data resulting from it are valid and reliable and will produce proper and meaningful AYP determinations.

1. North Dakota state reading and mathematics assessments and alternate assessments are compliant with federal law and regulations. The NDDPI submitted for peer review extensive narrative and supporting evidence to document the validity and reliability of its state assessment system, including evidence of the inclusion of all students within the assessment system. This peer review examined the state’s assessment system regarding its reading and mathematics assessments based on state approved achievement standards and its alternate assessments based on alternate achievement standards. Following the peer review, the USDE notified the state in June 2007 that the state met fully the provisions of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and supporting regulations for the state’s reading/language arts and mathematics assessments based on its challenging achievement standards and alternate achievement standards. The NDDPI provides the letter of approval from Dr. Kerri Briggs, as evidence of the state’s compliance with ESEA regulations: www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/nclbfinalassess/nd3.html.
2. North Dakota science and modified assessments are currently under peer review. The NDDPI submitted in April 2008 extensive narrative and supporting evidence to demonstrate its capacity to administer valid and reliable science assessments based on state approved achievement standards and alternate assessments based on alternate achievement standards in addition to alternate reading/language arts, mathematics, and science assessments based on modified achievement standards. This peer review and its findings are forthcoming in the near future.

The state is current and compliant with all applicable state assessment rules and practices. No impediments exist within the state’s assessment system to limit or restrict the state from producing accurate, valid, reliable, and meaningful AYP determinations. The NDDPI stipulates that all previously submitted narrative and material evidence for the assessment peer review provide additional direct evidence and support of the state’s submission for the differential accountability peer review.
The NDDPI provides the following narrative and supporting evidence to demonstrate the statewide application of its accountability system within the context of each specific question.

The State of North Dakota has established a statewide accountability system that provides for the measurement and reporting of (1) student achievement in reading and mathematics for all students based on the state’s challenging content and achievement standards and against the state’s approved achievement goals, (2) attendance rates in elementary and middle schools against the state’s approved attendance goal, and (3) graduation rates in high schools against the state’s approved graduation goal. The state determines AYP for all public schools and public school districts based on student participation, achievement, attendance, and graduation rates that are calculated in the aggregate and disaggregated by prescribed subgroups.

1. State Accountability Workbook and AYP Guidance. The state’s complete AYP determination rules are set forth within the North Dakota State Consolidated Application Accountability Workbook, which has been reviewed and approved by the USDE, effective for the 2006-07 academic year. The NDDPI submitted amendments applicable to the 2007-2008 academic year in February 2008; the USDE has not yet forwarded any final determination regarding the amended accountability workbook. The state’s accountability workbook, pending USDE approval for the 2007-2008 academic year, is accessible at the following website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/grants/ND%20Final%20AYP%20Proposal%20_V19%20_021508proposal.pdf.

The state provides a simplified summary guide which outlines the purpose of the AYP report, the methods applied to calculate the separate findings within the AYP report, and the validity and reliability considerations that determine the AYP status for every public school, school district, and the state. The 2007-2008 AYP guidance document is accessible at the following website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/testing/account/AYP0708.pdf. 

The state’s accountability workbook specifies a series of provisions regarding the inclusion of all students, public schools, and school districts within the state’s accountability system. Among these provisions are the following: (1) Section 1 specifies the inclusion of all public schools, including atypical and reorganized schools; (2) Section 2 requires the inclusion of all students, regardless of situation, within the definition of a full academic year; (3) Section 5 ensures the inclusion of all subgroups and the protection of student privacy and minimum reporting criteria; (4) Section 7 specifies the calculation of enrollment rates and graduation rates; (5) Section 9 identifies the confidence interval methodology used to ensure fair, reliable, and equitable determinations; and (6) Section 10 specifies the calculation of participation rates in the state assessment system.

2. State Data Collection and Validation Procedures. The state’s accountability workbook rules include all North Dakota public school students in the state accountability system and provides disaggregated data reported according to all prescribed subgroups. The accountability workbook provides general procedures used to administer the management and reporting of essential data. Additionally, the state’s assessment peer review submissions provide comprehensive, detailed procedures used to administer the management and reporting of all achievement data required for AYP determinations. The NDDPI provides a summary explanation of critical data collection, computations, and reporting protocols related to AYP determinations. Consult these documents for a presentation of all AYP determination procedures.

The NDDPI has established procedures that ensure for the participation of all students in the state’s accountability system, including achievement assessments, enrollment, and graduation. The NDDPI maintains a Pupil Membership Report for each enrolled student. The Pupil Membership Report records the name, unique student identification number, demographics (ethnicity/race, gender, date of birth), program enrollment (special education, Title 1, National School Lunch Program, limited English proficiency, alternative education, homeless, migrant), school enrolled, start date, exit date and reason for exit, including graduation. 

All school districts must annually prepare and submit the Pupil Membership Report each fall with appropriate in-year updates for all students enrolled in schools in the district. This update also constitutes the basis for foundation aid payments made to school districts, based on each student in the pupil membership records; consequently, the NDDPI can ensure that all students statewide are accounted for and included in the state’s accountability system. This report is used to establish the denominator in calculating participation, enrollment, and graduation of students in the aggregate and disaggregate. The NDDPI has prepared programmatic supports to guide the submission and monitoring of all required state reports, including “Procedures to Monitor Participation of Students in the North Dakota Assessment System,” “Fall Enrollment Manual,” “Pupil Membership Manual,” and “Graduation Report.” These manuals may be accessed at the following website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/resource/STARS/index.shtm. 

The NDDPI administers procedures to determine students included in the state’s accountability system compared with those students reported as enrolled in the state’s public schools. For each student enrolled during the testing window, the school district must validate and submit an Assessment Report, Pupil Membership Report for attendance, and a Graduation Report. The student name and much of the demographic and special codes data are imported directly from the pupil membership report submitted each fall by school districts.

The General Research Tape (GRT) from the state’s assessment contractor is merged with the Assessment Report record for each student using the student identification number. The scores of students who were assessed using the state’s alternate assessments are entered, yielding a complete record (test result and demographics/special codes data). Occasionally, students have a GRT record, but no Assessment Report, and vice versa. Or a GRT record may not have been established for a student assessed with the alternate assessment. The NDDPI identifies students lacking part of their records, consults the Pupil Membership Report to locate the student, and contacts the school for missing information. The NDDPI conducts similar reviews for enrollment and graduation rate determinations.

A cross-check of students in the Pupil Membership Report against those with an assessment record, graduation record, or enrollment record identifies enrolled students who may have been excluded from proper accounting within the accountability system. Students without scores are considered as “non-participants”; those coded by schools as having invalidated tests are cross-checked against the Documentation of Invalidation forms that must be submitted to the NDDPI. The NDDPI conducts similar crosschecks for enrollment and graduation. Such monitoring allows the NDDPI to identify and address patterns of exclusion and systemic deficiencies for specific schools. 

3. Student Profiles and Report Cards. Participation, achievement, enrollment, and graduation rate data for the state, districts, and schools, in the aggregate and for subgroups (ethnicity/race, disability, limited English proficiency, economic disadvantaged, as well as gender and migrant) are presented in the state’s annual Profile Reports (i.e., Report Cards). The state’s annual Profile Reports are accessible at the following website for all public schools, school districts, and the state: www.dpi.state.nd.us/dpi/reports/Profile/index.shtm. 


The state provides annual reports that present the participation of all students with disabilities within the state’s assessment system, including the state assessment based on approved achievement standards, the state assessment with accommodations, the state’s alternate assessment based on alternate achievement standards, and the state’s alternate assessment based on modified achievement standards. The state’s annual report on assessment participation rates for students with disabilities is accessible at the following website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/dpi/reports/Profile/0607/SpecialEd/99999.pdf. This report is also available for every public school district. 


The NDDPI provides annual guidance to educators regarding the inclusion of all students in the state assessment, with or without accommodations, alternate assessments based on alternate achievement standards, and alternate assessments based on modified achievement standards. This annual Test Coordinators Manual is accessible at the following website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/testing/assess/manual07.pdf. 


The publication of state participation, achievement, enrollment, and graduation data provides an opportunity for independent review and confirmation of the state accountability system’s overall integrity. 

The NDDPI submitted amendments applicable to the 2007-2008 academic year in February 2008; the USDE has not yet forwarded any final determination regarding the amended accountability workbook. The state’s accountability workbook, pending USDE approval for the 2007-2008 academic year, is accessible at the following website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/grants/ND%20Final%20AYP%20Proposal%20_V19%20_021508proposal.pdf. 

The NDDPI has not proposed any substantive changes in the manner that the state calculates or reports AYP determinations. Consult the proposed amendments to the state’s accountability workbook for details regarding all aspects of the state’s AYP methodology.

The state’s complete AYP determination rules, including a detailed review of the state’s process of calculating AYP with the use of multiple year averaging and confidence intervals, are set forth primarily within Section 9 and other supporting sections of the North Dakota State Consolidated Application Accountability Workbook, which has been reviewed and approved by the USDE, effective for the 2006-07 academic year. The NDDPI submitted amendments applicable to the 2007-2008 academic year in February 2008; the USDE has not yet forwarded any final determination regarding the amended accountability workbook. The state’s accountability workbook, pending USDE approval for the 2007-2008 academic year, is accessible at the following website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/grants/ND%20Final%20AYP%20Proposal%20_V19%20_021508proposal.pdf. 

The NDDPI provides a simplified summary guide which outlines the methods applied to calculate the separate findings within the AYP report and the validity and reliability considerations that determine the AYP status for every public school, school district, and the state. The 2007-2008 AYP guidance document is accessible at the following website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/testing/account/AYP0708.pdf. The 2007-2008 AYP guidance document is developed for general educators and the public and presents detailed step-by-step procedures used to calculate AYP, including participation rates, assessment achievement rates, enrollment rates, and graduation rates. Included within the AYP guidance document is a detailed presentation on the confidence interval employed by the state and the multiple year averaging methods used, such that individuals can calculate confidence intervals as a form of independent validation. Consult the AYP guidance document for a complete review of the state’s accountability methodology.

The NDDPI stipulates that the state employs the same multiple year averaging and the confidence interval methodology specified within the state’s accountability workbook. This method is overviewed in the 2007-2008 AYP guidance document. When any AYP determination is made for any public school, school district, or the state, the NDDPI produces a detailed AYP analysis report for the respective school, district, or the state. This AYP analysis report specifically presents up to five years enrollment and attendance data, three years achievement and participation data, graduation data, the effect of year-by-year averaging, the resulting averaging rate as determined by rules, the effects of safe harbor, the effects of the Title I targeted assistance rule, and the final determination for all possible 42 categories (reported in the aggregate and disaggregated by subgroup). This AYP analysis report allows school administrators the opportunity to independently review all AYP calculations, verify information, and seek clarification on unclear data presentations. This AYP analysis report allows local school administrators to possibly seek an AYP appeal based on data quality matters. 


Consult the AYP guidance document for a complete review of the state’s accountability methodology.

The NDDPI submitted amendments applicable to the 2007-2008 academic year in February 2008; the USDE has not yet forwarded any final determination regarding the amended accountability workbook. The state’s accountability workbook, pending USDE approval for the 2007-2008 academic year, is accessible at the following website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/grants/ND%20Final%20AYP%20Proposal%20_V19%20_021508proposal.pdf. 

The NDDPI has not proposed any substantive changes in the manner that the state calculates or reports AYP determinations. Refer to the proposed amendments to the state’s accountability workbook for details regarding all aspects of the state’s AYP methodology.

The NDDPI stipulates that the state calculates and reports AYP determinations for all public schools and school districts within the state. The state’s complete AYP determination rules for all schools and school districts are set forth within Section 1 of the North Dakota State Consolidated Application Accountability Workbook, which has been reviewed and approved by the USDE, effective for the 2006-07 academic year. The NDDPI submitted amendments applicable to the 2007-2008 academic year in February 2008; the USDE has not yet forwarded any final determination regarding the amended accountability workbook. The state’s accountability workbook, pending USDE approval for the 2007-2008 academic year, is accessible at the following website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/grants/ND%20Final%20AYP%20Proposal%20_V19%20_021508proposal.pdf. 

Section 1 of the state’s accountability workbook specifies state governance mandating that all public schools, public school districts, and the state will be included within a uniform set of accountability rules. Section 1 addresses atypical school settings, school and district reorganizations, foundational determination indicators, and the proper manner of including all schools. Refer to Section 1 of the state’s accountability workbook for details regarding all aspects of the state’s AYP rules and procedures related to the full inclusion of all schools and school districts.

Section 1 of the state’s accountability workbook specifies state governance mandating that all public schools and public school districts will be included within a uniform set of accountability rules, regardless of the size of the school or district. Section 1 addresses atypical school settings and school and district reorganizations, and the proper manner of including all schools. Refer to Section 1 of the state’s accountability workbook for details regarding all aspects of the state’s AYP rules and procedures related to the full inclusion of all schools and school districts, especially the management and reporting of data from atypical or non-traditional schools.

Section 5 of the state’s accountability workbook ensures that all students, especially students within prescribed subgroups, will be included within the state’s accountability system. These subgroups include defined ethnicity, economically disadvantaged students, students with limited English proficiency, and students with disabilities. The accountability rules account for general reliability and protections of student privacy and identification, including the minimum number of students required for reliable reporting. The rules set forth within Section 5 apply to ensure a proper accounting of low numbers of students within subgroups and schools or districts with unusually small numbers of students.

Section 9 of the state’s accountability workbook specifies the confidence interval methodology employed to ensure a valid and reliable determination for every public school, school district, and the state. This reliability policy provides integrity within the overall accountability system that every school and school district will be treated in a fair and equitable manner for the purposes of issuing a public report. The application of a confidence interval has been chosen by the state as being preferable to setting a static “N” value for reporting. Confidence interval reliability testing allows for a more comprehensive reporting of smaller numbers of subgroup students or schools. The state does employ a minimum number of 10 for the purposes of ensuring protection under the Family Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA).

The NDDPI typically completes all AYP determinations in May of each academic year. The NDDPI produces a press release following the completion of AYP determinations that announces to all schools, school districts, and the press the summative statistics regarding all AYP determinations statewide, including the number of schools and school districts that were not reported because of numbers below the FERPA threshold. Presented below are the summative statistics regarding the 2006-07 AYP reporting, as stated in the NDDPI press release.

Refer to the following website to review the AYP and school improvement identification information for public school plants specified in the press release: www.dpi.state.nd.us/dpi/reports/Profile/0607/ProfileDistrict/99999P.pdf. Refer to the following website to review the AYP and school improvement identification information for public school districts specified in the press release: www.dpi.state.nd.us/dpi/reports/Profile/0607/ProfileDistrict/99999D.pdf. 

Additionally, the NDDPI prepares written testimony with extensive statistical documentation that overviews the state’s efforts to conduct and report all AYP determinations in a valid and reliable manner. The NDDPI provides summary data related to the number of total schools and school districts within the state’s educational system; the number and percent of schools and school districts within each category of AYP determination; the number and percent of schools and school districts that made or did not make AYP within each of the 42 categories; the number and percent of schools and districts whose determination process entailed multiple year averaging, reliability testing, safe harbor, or the Title I targeted assistance rule; the number and percent of schools and districts that received more than one AYP category failure; the statewide distribution of schools and districts performance for all AYP categories; and the number and percent of schools and school districts that were not reported because of numbers below the FERPA threshold.  

The NDDPI expects to release the final 2007-2008 statewide school and school district AYP determinations in late May 2008. 

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

The state compiles, analyzes, and reports annual AYP determinations in such a manner that is appropriately

transparent and accessible to teachers, school administrators, parents, and the public. The NDDPI ensures such

transparency by preparing and publishing an annual guide to the AYP process; compiling and posting all AYP

determinations and school profile reports on the NDDPI website; releasing annual AYP determination reports to the

press; and preparing written testimony to the North Dakota legislative assembly regarding all aspects of the state’s

assessment and accountability system.

The NDDPI provides the following narrative and supporting evidence to demonstrate the state’s efforts to provide for a transparent accountability system within the context of each specific question.

The NDDPI communicates to the schools, school districts, press, and the public periodically on matters associated with the state’s accountability system, including AYP determination findings or methods. Within each communication, the NDDPI specifically references two core documents: (1) the state’s accountability workbook as the official rules for compiling, analyzing, and reporting AYP determinations, and (2) the annual AYP guidance document as a simplified primer for understanding the purpose, methods, and reporting of all AYP determinations.

1. The state’s accountability workbook. The state’s complete AYP determination rules are set forth within the North Dakota State Consolidated Application Accountability Workbook, which has been reviewed and approved by the USDE, effective for the 2006-07 academic year. The NDDPI submitted amendments applicable to the 2007-2008 academic year in February 2008; the USDE has not yet forwarded any final determination regarding the amended accountability workbook. The state’s accountability workbook, pending USDE approval for the 2007-2008 academic year, is accessible at the following website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/grants/ND%20Final%20AYP%20Proposal%20_V19%20_021508proposal.pdf. 

2. The state’s annual AYP guidance document. The state provides a simplified summary guide which outlines the purpose of the AYP report, the methods applied to calculate the separate findings within the AYP report, and the validity and reliability considerations that determine the AYP status for every public school, school district, and the state. The 2007-2008 AYP guidance document is accessible at the following website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/testing/account/AYP0708.pdf. 

The NDDPI references both the state’s accountability workbook and the annual AYP guidance document whenever the NDDPI distributes general administration memoranda to schools and school districts or whenever the NDDPI releases state accountability press releases to the general public. 

1. Annual AYP determination press releases. The NDDPI prepares and disseminates annual press releases that identify the results of the state’s annual AYP determination process. Each press release announces the results of that year’s determination, presents an overview of the purpose of the state’s accountability system, directs individuals to the website location for the rules employed to generate the reports, and reviews the implications of any AYP findings. 

2. Annual school and district AYP and profile reports. The NDDPI posts all AYP determinations and school and school district profile reports (Report Cards) on the NDDPI website. The website provides multiple year reports for each public school and school district statewide. The website also provides certain special participation information regarding the types of assessments students use to determine overall accountability. Refer to the following website to review the state’s accountability website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/dpi/reports/Profile/index.shtm.

3. Annual summary AYP incidence data. Within the NDDPI accountability website, individuals can access statewide AYP determination summaries, which report the specific schools and districts that did not make AYP, the categories in which individual schools and districts did not make AYP, and specific school improvement compliance identifications for schools and school districts that have not met AYP for more than one year. Refer to the following website to review the AYP and school improvement identification information for public school plants: www.dpi.state.nd.us/dpi/reports/Profile/0607/ProfileDistrict/99999P.pdf. Refer to the following website to review the AYP and school improvement identification information for public school districts: www.dpi.state.nd.us/dpi/reports/Profile/0607/ProfileDistrict/99999D.pdf. 

4. Annual AYP guidance document. The state provides a simplified summary guide which outlines the purpose of the AYP report, the methods applied to calculate the separate findings within the AYP report, and the validity and reliability considerations that determine the AYP status for every public school, school district, and the state. The 2007-2008 AYP guidance document is accessible at the following website: www.dpi.state.nd.us/testing/account/AYP0708.pdf. 

5. NDDPI website for administrative reporting. The NDDPI maintains an open, public website, which posts a variety of support materials related to the state’s accountability system. Among the postings provided include the following: legal and administrative foundations to the NCLB; state law and administrative rules regarding elements of the state’s accountability system; program administration regulations regarding various state and federal programs; protocols for the administration of the state’s assessment system; statewide student achievement data based on the state’s approved achievement standards; state’ accountability system rules; statewide school and school district achievement data based on the state’s approved accountability rules; Title I program improvement protocols; and a variety of accountability-related support materials.

6. Periodic reports to the North Dakota legislative assembly. The NDDPI prepares written testimony with extensive statistical documentation that overviews the state’s efforts to conduct and report all AYP determinations in a valid and reliable manner. The NDDPI provides summary data related to the number of total schools and school districts within the state’s educational system; the number and percent of schools and school districts within each category of AYP determination; the number and percent of schools and school districts that made or did not make AYP within each of the 42 categories; the number and percent of schools and districts whose determination process entailed multiple year averaging, reliability testing, safe harbor, or the Title I targeted assistance rule; the number and percent of schools and districts that received more than one AYP category failure; the statewide distribution of schools and districts performance for all AYP categories; and the number and percent of schools and school districts that were not reported because of numbers below the FERPA threshold.  

7. Statewide technical assistance regarding AYP determination rules and effects. The NDDPI avails itself to providing technical assistance to public schools and school districts regarding the rules and administration of AYP determinations. Additionally, the NDDPI participates in public forums designed to inform the public on the purpose, method, and dissemination of state accountability reports and the manner in which the public can be more actively engaged in their local public schools.

Core Principle 3:  Title I 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?
The State of North Dakota assures that it will continue to annually identify for improvement all schools and school districts receiving Title I funds after missing AYP for two years, as required by NCLB and as outlined in our state’s accountability plan.

North Dakota typically releases its initial AYP reports in March. The state provides technical assistance on programmatic issues related to AYP reports to LEAs and schools. In the spring of each school year, the NDDPI conducts a workshop for all schools identified as not achieving AYP. At this workshop, schools are provided with a timeline of required activities and information on implementing all required AYP provisions. Schools are informed of their responsibilities on parent notification, school choice, supplemental services, and other corrective actions sanctions, and are given guidance on writing a school improvement plan.

Once the AYP reports are final, the NDDPI publishes press releases for use by radio and television, the print media, and other publication media. The press releases report to the public schools and districts identified for improvement.

The state assures that it produces and disseminates a State Report Card and Profile for the state as a whole, for each LEA, and for each public school to meet all accountability requirements specified within ESEA section 1111. The State Report Card and Profile will publish all aggregate student achievement data, all disaggregate student achievement data by subgroup, graduation rates, attendance rates, participation rates, and AYP status for the State, each LEA, and each school respectively.

Parents have access to assessment and program improvement information through their students’ individual achievement reports, the NDDPI website, the dissemination of their district’s local school report card and profile, news releases, and other forms of public documents. The NDDPI will analyze data and review policies on a regular basis in order to assure that data are used to advance school improvement plans.

 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? 
North Dakota has outlined in specific detail the criteria to distinguish between the phases of differentiation under Core Principle 7. That section specifically outlines what interventions are applied to schools both in the targeted classification and the comprehensive classification.

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? 
The two classifications North Dakota will have for its schools in program improvement are targeted and comprehensive. The criteria that will be used to determine which classification a school falls into is the number of areas in which the school did not make AYP on their AYP report. Schools that didn’t make AYP in only one subject area and didn’t make AYP in one or two areas in that subject will be identified for the targeted classification. Schools that didn’t make AYP in both subjects and didn’t make AYP in two or more areas will be classified for comprehensive interventions. (Appendix A)

4.3 Has the state provided a description and detailed examples of how schools could move between different categories and phases of improvement? 
As stated, North Dakota has outlined in specific detail how schools could move between different categories and they didn’t make AYP in phases of improvement under Core Principle 7. For instance, if a school’s 2006-2007 AYP report indicated their students with disabilities subgroup in reading and 2007-2008 AYP report indicated they didn’t make AYP in their economically disadvantaged subgroup in reading, the school would be identified for targeted classification. However, in a school’s 2006-2007 AYP report indicated they didn’t make AYP in their students with disabilities subgroup in both reading and math 2007-2008 AYP report indicated they didn’t make AYP in their economically disadvantaged subgroup in both reading and math, the school would be identified for comprehensive classification. Schools would move between the years of program improvement as identified in NCLB, with the exception of an additional year to implement the supplemental services sanction and a more formal review process for those schools at the end of the improvement timeline. The attached charts, Supportive AYP Data, demonstrate the data used to determine each school’s classification. (Appendix B)
The state assures that if a school continuously underperforms in a particular subject area or subgroup, it will be held to the same sanctions as identified in NCLB. 

The state will have a process in place for all program improvement schools their yearly summary data. The state will use this data and the school’s comments to determine whether changes need to be made to the implementation of this proposed model. This process will also help determine the effectiveness of the proposed model.
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?

Not applicable.

Core Principle 5:  When Transitioning to the Differentiated Accountability Model, the State Considers

the Current Status of Schools, Including Interventions Previously Implemented in School and Services

Provided to Students.  

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 2007-2008 to a new phase under the differentiated accountability model in 2008-2009 without starting over in the intervention timeline)? 

The State of North Dakota has taken the current status of its program improvement schools into consideration while preparing for the Differentiated Accountability Model. The transition into the Differentiated Accountability Model will be smooth, cause very little confusion, and will not disrupt the timeline for our program improvement schools. No schools will start over or regress in the proposed timeline. All schools that have been identified for program improvement will continue to be identified for improvement, although their classification as targeted or comprehensive will change. 
Two documents have been included with this core principle to illustrate how the original and proposed timeline will work with North Dakota schools in program improvement (Appendices C and D). The first timeline, Consequences Timeline for Schools in Program Improvement 2008-2009, is based on the requirements as outlined in the NCLB Act. This timeline illustrates that we have a significant number of schools at the end of the program improvement timeline and a large number of schools just entering into program improvement with the 2008-2009 year being their first year of identification. Our proposed timeline under the Differentiated Accountability Model, Program Improvement Designation 2008-2009 (proposed), helps to distribute the 28 identified for program improvement based on school need. Although North Dakota is one of few states that have less than 20 percent of its schools identified for program improvement, projected data indicates that we will have a significant increase in schools identified for program improvement during 2008-2009. Our proposed Differentiated Accountability Model will also help the state office manage such an increase.
If approved, North Dakota will continue to use the Program Improvement Designation 2008-2009 (proposed) timeline to identify which classifications schools fall into, the additional funds they are eligible to receive and what level of technical assistance will be provided.

5.2 How will the state ensure students participating in public school choice (PSC) and supplemental educational services (SES) during the 2007-2008 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?

School Choice
Of the 18 schools that were identified for program improvement for the 2007-2008 school year, none of the schools have had to offer school choice as each school is rural in nature and there is only one building per grade span in the district; therefore, the school choice provision has not applied. 

Four of the schools that will be new to program improvement during the 2008-2009 school year will have to participate in school choice as they are located in large districts where there are other schools to choose from. Each of these schools will be required to implement school choice as it is outlined in the NCLB Act. There is no difference in how the school choice provision is implemented between the targeted and comprehensive classification.

Supplemental Services

Of the 18 schools that were identified for program improvement for the 2007-2008 school year, only three schools will have minimal changes in regard to where they fall on the timeline. Each of these three schools is entering the phase of the timeline where school choice and supplemental services must be implemented. Since each school is rural in nature and there is only one building per grade span in the district, the school choice provision did not apply to them during the 2007-2008 school year. During 2008-2009, these schools must begin implementing supplemental services. This will be their first year implementing this requirement under year 2 of program improvement. Since each school is entering year 2 of program improvement and our proposed Differentiated Accountability Model has the most significant changes during year 3 of program improvement, these schools will transition nicely into the Differentiated Accountability Model if approved.

With our proposed Differentiated Accountability Model, schools in year 2 of program improvement would begin offering supplemental services. Those in the targeted classification would specifically target supplemental services for those low-income students in the select subgroup(s) that caused for the program improvement identification. Those schools in the comprehensive classification would implement supplemental services as proposed in the NCLB Act, to all low-income students. Our proposal would extend the supplemental services sanction into year 3, as it is in NCLB; however, no additional sanctions (i.e., corrective action) would be required at this time. Essentially, schools in both the targeted and comprehensive classification would get two years to implement supplemental services.

Students currently participating in supplemental services during the 2007-2008 school year would continue to be eligible to receive supplemental services for the 2008-2009 school year. As indicated earlier, North Dakota has only three schools that will be new to implementing the supplemental services requirement and this transition to the proposed Differentiated Accountability Model will be uninterrupted. The State of North Dakota is actually projecting an increase in students participating in supplemental services. In addition to proposed ideas mentioned in Core Principle 5, the state is also seeking approval for current school districts identified for program improvement to be able to apply for approval to be a supplemental services provided for 2008-2009.

Corrective Action and Alternative Governance

For the remaining 15 schools identified for program improvement for the 2007-2008 school year, all are either in the planning for alternative governance implementation or alternative governance phases. For each of these schools, all of the sanctions will continue (school choice, supplemental services, corrective action, and alternative governance). Since many of our schools have been at this stage for quite a few years, we are proposing to add a more formal process where schools in years 7-9 of program improvement will be required to formally re-review their corrective action and alternative governance options and re-evaluate their implementation of these sanctions. These schools would not experience disruption or changes to their program improvement status.

Core Principle 6:  Transparency of Differentiation and Interventions

The process for differentiation and the resulting interventions for schools in different categories or phases of differentiation are data-driven, understandable, and transparent to the public.

6.1 How has the state ensured that the process for differentiation is data-driven and accessible to the public? 

North Dakota will assure that we make determinations on whether the schools enter the targeted classification or comprehensive classification when identified for improvement based solely on data from our North Dakota State Assessment. Schools that do not make AYP in only one subject and only one or two subgroups will enter into the targeted classification. Schools that do not make AYP in both reading and math and more than two subgroups will enter into the comprehensive classification.

Schools are identified and their status is reported publicly, as required by NCLB and as outlined in the state’s accountability plan.

The state has a comprehensive process of reporting AYP identification to the public. Detailed news releases, letters to parents from every school identified, and report cards at the state, district, and local level all are in place and utilized to inform parents and the public of the North Dakota State Assessment results and subsequent identifications for improvement as outlined in the state’s accountability plan.

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? 
All identified schools receiving Title I funds are subject to intervention, and they progress through an intervention timeline with interventions increasing in intensity over time. The state describes its comprehensive system of interventions, including, if applicable, how its proposal aligns with its state accountability system.

Under North Dakota’s Differentiated Accountability Model, the basic series of interventions as defined in NCLB and our approved State Accountability Workbook does not change. All Title I schools in improvement continue to progress through an intervention timeline increasing in intensity over time. North Dakota’s proposal does, however, request eight substantial changes to our identification process as stated in our executive summary. (Eight changes are identified in parenthesis)

As schools continue to proceed on the 12-year timeline, they are finding it increasingly more difficult to make AYP. North Dakota’s preliminary 2007-2008 AYP information has been released to schools. Projection data based on this preliminary information is included throughout the proposal. Under North Dakota’s plan, schools made a significant jump on the 12-year timeline for 2007-2008. Our projection data shows an overwhelming increase in the number of schools not making AYP for the first time based on the 2007-2008 data. North Dakota is going to be faced with a serious capacity issue in trying to manage such a quick and significant increase in the number of schools identified for improvement. Our Differentiated Accountability Model will allow North Dakota to continue to hold schools accountable, yet implement changes that will enable the department to oversee the implementation process for such a large number of schools and focus our efforts on the lowest performing schools.

[image: image1.jpg]






Under our proposed plan, when a school does not make AYP for two consecutive years and is identified for improvement, they would fall into one of two categories. The extent to which a school missed AYP will determine whether they are placed in the “Targeted Classification” or the “Comprehensive Classification.” (Change #1) (Appendix A)
Targeted Classification

Schools that did not make AYP in one subject and in only one or two areas would be placed in the Targeted Classification. These schools will receive targeted technical assistance from the state department. The vast numbers of schools not making AYP in one area are those not proficient with the students with disabilities subgroup. Targeted technical assistance provided to schools in this classification could include:

· North Dakota has a strong plan for implementing Response to Intervention within the state. The North Dakota Council of Educational Leaders, along with the NDDPI’s Special Education and Title I units all collaborate and work together to provide guidance, training, and professional development on RTI throughout the state.

· North Dakota is also working with McREL to offer trainings on school improvement related issues. A data retreat has been scheduled for June 10-12, 2008, to assist schools in using data to drive school improvement.

· North Dakota has a Curriculum Initiative. This group hosts a series of professional development opportunities throughout the year to provide educators with resources on curriculum, assessment, and instruction.

Schools categorized in the targeted classification would be invited and encouraged to participate in the types of initiatives described above to better enable them to make AYP. However, they would not receive the comprehensive one-on-one assistance from a school support team member that schools in the comprehensive classification would receive. (Change #2)

In addition to the targeted technical assistance, schools in this classification would have access to minimal additional financial resources. A portion of the 1003(a) funds would be made available to schools in the targeted classification. In addition to the 1003(a) funds, schools in the comprehensive classification in years four and beyond would be eligible to apply for the 1003(g) funds. The amount would depend on the funds available and number of schools in the category on any given year. We feel it is only fair that all schools identified for improvement have access to some additional funding. (Change #3)

Year 1 of Improvement

In year one of program improvement in the targeted classification, the schools would continue to implement the interventions as outlined in NCLB and our approved accountability plan which includes writing a program improvement plan, offering school choice (if applicable), and using 10% funding for professional development.

Our proposal would allow schools to use Title I Part A; Title II, Part A; school improvement funds, or other funds to meet the professional development requirement like it was previously stated in the IASA law to reduce the financial burden of being identified for improvement. (Change #4)

Year 2 of Improvement

Schools in the targeted classification that continue to not make AYP and move to year two of improvement would continue to implement all of the requirements from year one. In addition, they would be required to offer supplemental services, but only to the select group/subgroup that the program improvement identification is attributed to and meet the definition of low income.

If the school’s scores are high in the composite and it is only one subgroup causing them to not make AYP, then we feel they should only have to offer supplemental services to that subpopulation of students. (Change #5)

In addition, under the North Dakota Differentiated Accountability Model, districts identified for improvement would be allowed to submit an application to become a supplemental services provider on the North Dakota state approved list. Even though North Dakota has made significant attempts to enlist universities, districts, consortiums, etc., to apply to be approved supplemental services providers, our success has been minimal. Due to the rural nature of most of the schools in improvement, supplemental services has not been selected as an option by many parents. By allowing districts in improvement to be a supplemental services provider, we believe the number of students participating in supplemental services would significantly increase and thus increase their chances at making AYP. (Change #6)

Year 3 of Improvement

Schools in the targeted classification that continue to not make AYP and move to year three of improvement would continue to implement all of the requirements from year one and two. Since this is the first significant intervention aimed at improving the school, we feel schools should be given additional time to determine if the intervention is successful before being required to implement another intervention. Therefore, year three of improvement would mirror year two. (Change #7)

Year 4 of Improvement

Schools in the targeted classification that continue to not make AYP and move to year four of improvement would continue to implement all of the requirements from years one through three. When a school fails to make AYP for four consecutive years, it is required that corrective action measures are taken as defined in NCLB and our approved State Accountability Workbook. These actions are in addition to those already in place including: writing a program improvement plan, using 10% for professional development purposes (optional), receiving technical assistance, offering school choice (if applicable), and offering supplemental services. The details on each of these provisions must be outlined in the school’s program improvement plan that is submitted or revised on an annual basis to the NDDPI.

Immediately after a school finds out they have not made AYP for the fourth consecutive year and must, therefore, choose a corrective action option to implement, the school should begin planning. The district, school(s), and parents should be active participants in this planning process. If a district has multiple schools in program improvement and in corrective action, each school must choose the corrective action option that best addresses their unique needs. In addition to the corrective action options listed in this section, increased state oversight is a mandatory condition during the corrective action phase.

NCLB and the State of North Dakota clearly outline several choices that schools have available to them during the corrective action status. These include:

· Implement a new curriculum

· Extend the school day or school year 

· Operate under new management 

· Replace key staff 

· Restructure the school

The corrective action choices were designed to increase the likelihood that all students enrolled in the school will meet or exceed the proficient levels of achievement outlined by North Dakota. Corrective action choices must be identified and implemented during the schools entire duration in program improvement. If a school remains in program improvement and corrective action for several years, the school has the ability to implement new corrective action measures if the one chosen has had no impact on student achievement.

Further details on each of the corrective action choices are provided below.

· Implement a new curriculum

The school district, school(s) identified for program improvement, and parents should closely examine data to determine if the failure to make AYP is the result of inadequate student achievement in reading and/or mathematics. Out-of-date or ineffective curriculum can also be a factor for students not achieving. Schools/districts may choose to implement a new curriculum if this is the issue at hand. The new curriculum should focus on the core academic areas, such as reading and math. If the school chooses a curriculum that does not specifically focus on the core academic subject area, such as implementing a new behavioral curriculum, the school must be able to evidence how this curriculum will directly impact the core academic areas. The school should be able to evidence how this new curriculum differs substantially from the old curriculum (such as differences in content or delivery) and how the new curriculum is more likely to result in success by ALL students, including EACH of the subgroups.  
The school must be able to evidence that the curriculum is supported by research and that appropriate professional development will be provided to support its implementation. Please keep in mind, the general curriculum is the responsibility of the local public school district. Although a school or district may implement/purchase a new curriculum as an alternative governance measure, federal funds (Title I, schoolwide, program improvement, etc.) can not be the funding source for the new curriculum as this would be supplanting. Federal funds may be used for supplemental materials/supplies, parental involvement pieces, or professional development to support a new curriculum. 

· Extend the school day or school year 

There are many things that schools are responsible to teach during the school day. This may be a contributing factor to students not achieving. The school district, school(s) identified for program improvement, and parents should closely examine the schools data to determine if extending the school day is feasible and would help increase student achievement.  

If this is the case, schools can add on to the school day (after- and/or before-school) or school year (summer school, Saturday school, year-round school) to address this issue. Some school districts have added instructional days to their school calendar or increased from half-day kindergarten programs to full-day programming to increase student achievement.

Prior to choosing to extend the school day or school year, the school should provide a meaningful opportunity for ALL parents to learn about and provide feedback on the proposed extension.  

The school should be able to evidence that the proposed extension is of sufficient length and provides opportunities for ALL students in the school an extended learning opportunity. This extended learning opportunity may consist of expanded, enriched, or deepened curricular content or additional time to demonstrate proficiency through assessments.  

· Operate under new management 

Strong leadership and management are crucial elements to enhance student achievement. The school district, school(s) identified for program improvement, and parents should closely examine the schools management to determine if changing the schools leadership may have a positive impact on student achievement.  

Operating under new management may include changes such as a new superintendent, principal, or transferring the school’s decision making authority to the district level. This option may also delegate school management responsibilities, such as: hiring teaching staff, obligating and expending funds, determining curriculum and teaching practices, selection of curricular materials, or assessment of students to another source other than the building principal or district personnel.  

· Replace key staff 

The school district, school(s) identified for program improvement, and parents should closely examine data to determine if there are school staff that are relevant to the failure of the school to make AYP. If this is the case, it is the district’s responsibility to ensure students are getting an adequate education and, through corrective action authority, can make instructional changes.  

This option allows schools to replace personnel that play a key role in whether or not students achieve. This may include replacing staff that have significant impact on the school not making AYP. This may include replacing teachers of core academic subject areas. This option would also support transferring or reassigning teachers to subject areas where they may be more effective.  

The NDDPI strongly encourages schools choosing this option to follow the correct process for replacing staff. This may consist of contacting the schools legal representation prior to any decisions being made. Please be mindful that if the school or district decides to terminate an employee within a school identified for corrective action based on unsatisfactory performance, the employee must be afforded all the rights of statutory and contractual due process as in any other case of alleged incompetence. The mere fact that an employee has been working in a school identified for program improvement corrective action is not in and of itself sufficient cause for dismissal or denial of employment.  

If this option is exercised, the district must be able to justify which staff were transferred or removed, the method used to identify such staff, and the rationale used in selecting replacements. 

· Restructure the school 

The intent behind this option is for schools to significantly restructure their school. The school(s) identified for program improvement and parents should closely examine the school’s data to determine if internal reorganization will result in higher levels of student achievement.  
Some options that a school may consider for this option are:

· Reducing class size (student/teacher ratio)

· Creating a school within a school

· Changing the organizational structure (restructuring a K-8 school into K-5 and 6-8 schools)

· Implementing block scheduling and joint teacher planning

· Participating in a joint powers arrangement with another district

· Making more course offerings available (through IVN or sharing teachers)

· Offering dual credit with a wider option of courses to choose from

· Implementing a new administrative structure where administrative and supervisory responsibilities are shared among properly qualified staff

· Altering the opening and closing hours of the school to allow students to attend classes in the early morning, late afternoon, or evening

· Reducing the school week in conjunction with extending the school day or year 

Parent Notification

Once a school has been identified for program improvement and has chosen which corrective action measure is going to be implemented, the school must notify the parents of all children enrolled in the school and explain the schools program improvement and corrective action status. The notification, often done through a letter, must be in a language that is understandable to parents and must meet specific requirements outlined in the NCLB Act. Sample letters are available at www.dpi.state.nd.us/title1/targeted/general/reauthoriz/notification.shtm. 

Dismissal from Corrective Action and Program Improvement

Program improvement and corrective action are not a life sentence. Schools can be removed from program improvement, and consequently, removed from corrective action. In order to be dismissed from program improvement, the school must make AYP for two or more consecutive years.   

Year 5 of Improvement

Schools in the targeted classification that continue to not make AYP and move to year five of improvement would continue to implement all of the requirements from years one through four. In this category, it is required that the school spends time planning for alternative governance as outlined in our approved accountability plan. These actions are in addition to those already in place including: writing a program improvement plan, using 10% for professional development purposes (optional), receiving technical assistance, offering school choice (if applicable), offering supplemental services, and the corrective action measures. The details on each of these provisions must be outlined in the schools program improvement plan that is submitted or revised on an annual basis to the NDDPI’s State Title I office.

When a school has been identified as not making AYP for six consecutive years, the school, districts, and parents have one year to prepare an alternative governance plan (or restructuring plan) for the school and arrange for its implementation (if needed). The plan is submitted to the state Title I office. If a district has multiple schools in program improvement and each is planning for alternative governance, each school must research the alternative governance options that best addresses their unique building needs. In addition to the corrective action and planning for alternative governance sanctions, increased state oversight is a mandatory condition during the corrective action and planning for alternative governance phases.

The school must also write a program improvement plan, use 10% for professional development purposes (optional), receive technical assistance, offer school choice (if applicable), offer supplemental services, and implement a corrective action measure. The details on each of these provisions must be outlined in the schools program improvement plan that is submitted or revised on an annual basis to the NDDPI’s State Title I office. If, during the school year in which the school is formulating the alternative governance plan, the school still does not make AYP, the school is required to implement the alternative governance plan during the start of the subsequent school year. 

North Dakota’s alternative governance options the school is required to consider consist of:
· Defer administrative funds to program improvement schools

· Offer a signing bonus

· Offer school choice across district boundaries

· Contract with an outside expert

· Other form of major restructuring

You may notice that the alternative governance options listed in this document differ from those outlined in the NCLB Act. The alternative governance options specified in the NCLB Act are not allowable under North Dakota state law. For this reason, the North Dakota legislature developed alternative options. These alternative options were passed into law through House Bill 1086 during the 58th Legislative Assembly (2003).

According to the NCLB Act and North Dakota State Accountability Workbook, each school identified to plan for alternative governance must research and indicate how the school is planning to undertake one or more of the outlined alternative governance options. Further details on each of the alternative governance choices are provided below.

· Defer administrative funds to program improvement schools

This option allows for administrative budgets to be cut with the excess funding going to the school(s) identified as needing improvement. These funds would be taken off the top of the district’s Title I allocation and would be awarded to the school(s) identified for program improvement in addition to their current allocation. Schools exercising this option must have a specific plan for the use of these additional funds. These funds must be utilized to directly address the program improvement school’s needs.

· Offer a signing bonus
If staff turnover is an issue, this option allows schools to give incentives for staff. This option also allows schools to offer signing bonuses to attract highly qualified personnel to their school. Schools selecting this option must have a clear, uniformly applied definition and process defined in their plan.

North Dakota Century Code 15.1-09-33.1 provides further clarity on when and where signing bonuses can be given in North Dakota. Specifically, the law indicates that the employees employed as a classroom teacher by the board of a school district in North Dakota during the previous year can not be eligible to receive the bonus. Schools choosing to this alternative governance measure will be required to demonstrate meeting the requirements of state law.

· Offer school choice across district boundaries

After a school’s second year of not making AYP, they must offer school choice within the district boundaries (if available). This is not to be confused with this alternative governance option. During a schools planning for alternative governance, program improvement schools are required to continue to offer school choice within the district; however, schools could also choose to offer school choice across district lines as their alternative governance option. School choice across district lines would not be mandatory; rather, it would be left to the parent’s discretion. However, the sending school district would be responsible for the costs associated with transporting the student to the chosen school district. Schools selecting this option must have a clear, uniformly applied process in place for all students of the school identified for improvement.

· Contract with an outside expert

Schools have many responsibilities and often seek advice from outside the school system when implementing new reforms or curriculums. Often times, an outside consultant who has expertise in school reform can pinpoint problem areas more easily than the school staff that is faced with these issues day in and day out. This option is for schools that have examined and identified their needs and pursue contracting with an outside expert to assist them in addressing those needs.  
Schools choosing this alternative governance option should not be mislead by the simplistic wording of this option. A school choosing this option must recognize, given the intensity of the other forms of corrective action and alternative governance, the recommendations made by the outside expert are not to be regarded as “suggestions.” The recommendations must be implemented unless it can be demonstrated that they are contrary to what is indicated by the available data or scientifically-based research. It must be recognized that, in selecting this option, just as with reducing the management authority at the school, the control with regard to authority for identifying and requiring changes at the school is transferred outside of the school to the outside expert.

It is to be expected that the recommendations made by the outside expert may, and most likely will, include significant changes in curriculum, teaching practices, staff assignments, administration, and other areas. Many of these will involve a reordering of budget priorities. Rejection of an outside expert’s recommendations solely on the basis of finances is not acceptable. Schools pursuing this option must allot the necessary resources to truly reform the school.  

If the school chooses this option, the outside expert does not need to be an employee of the school or district; however, qualified experts may require payment for services. These expenses can be lessened if the school participates in the 10% set-aside for program improvement or applies for additional funds for program improvement for outside expert expenses. Outside experts may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

· Current or retired school administrators

· College or university professors with experience in the appropriate discipline 
· Current or retired staff of educational laboratories
· Consultant with a professional institution or organization (public or private)

· Other individuals the school deems qualified through documented expertise and experience

However selected and regardless of the expert’s current affiliation, the school must be able to document and demonstrate that the individual selected as an outside expert has a proven track record of assisting with significantly increasing student achievement at schools with similar demographics to the school identified for improvement. 

· Other form of major restructuring

Schools have the option of researching other major alternative governance or restructuring measures to implement rather than those previously listed. These restructuring efforts may include fundamental reforms of a school’s governance, management, financing, materials, resources, or staffing. Adequate documentation and proven effectiveness must be evident if this option is chosen.

Major forms of restructuring could include, but are not limited to:

· Self-selected school consolidation
· Restructure the organizational arrangement of the school (restructuring a K-8 school into K-5 and 6-8 schools)

· Align the school with an existing research-based school improvement model and implement accordingly (considering size of school and scope of program)

· Creating a school within a school or a smaller learning community model
· Participating in a joint powers arrangement with another district

· Implementing a new administrative structure where administrative and supervisory responsibilities are shared among properly qualified staff

· Altering the opening and closing hours of the school to allow students to attend classes in the early morning, late afternoon, or evening

· Reducing the school week in conjunction with, perhaps, extending the school day or year 

The examples listed above are not meant to be inclusive. A schools restructuring plan may identify other actions

tailored to the conditions within the school and the needs of the school identified for improvement. 
Parent Notification

Once a school has been identified for program improvement, it must notify parents of the action it is taking to rectify the situation. This notification must be distributed to the parents of all children enrolled in the school and must include information on the schools program improvement status, the corrective action measure that is being implemented, as well as the schools plan for alternative governance. The notification, often done through a letter, must be in a language that is understandable to parents and must meet specific requirements outlined in the NCLB Act. Sample letters are available at www.dpi.state.nd.us/title1/targeted/general/reauthoriz/notification.shtm. 

Dismissal from Planning for Alternative Governance

Program improvement, corrective action, and planning for alternative governance are not a life sentence. Schools can be removed from program improvement, and consequently removed from corrective action and alternative governance sanctions. In order to be dismissed from program improvement, the school must make AYP for two or more consecutive years.   

Year 6 of Improvement

Schools in the targeted classification that continue to not make AYP and move to year six of improvement would continue to implement all of the requirements from years one through five. In this category, it is required that the school implements the alternative governance option decided upon the previous school year. 

These actions are in addition to those already in place including: writing a program improvement plan, using 10% for professional development purposes (optional), receiving technical assistance, offering school choice (if applicable), offering supplemental services, and the corrective action measures. The details on each of these provisions must be outlined in the school’s program improvement plan that is submitted or revised on an annual basis to the NDDPI’s State Title I office.

When a school has been identified as not making AYP for seven consecutive years, the school must implement the alternative governance option chosen during the previous school year. This alternative governance must be implemented no later than the beginning of the school year.

No later than the beginning of the school year, the school identified for alternative governance must implement one of North Dakota’s alternative governance options, including:

· Defer administrative funds to program improvement schools

· Offer a signing bonus 

· Offer school choice across district boundaries

· Contract with an outside expert

· Other forms of major restructuring

You may notice that the alternative governance options listed above differ significantly from those outlined in the NCLB Act. The alternative governance options specified in the NCLB Act are not allowable under North Dakota state law. For this reason, the North Dakota legislature developed alternative options. These alternative options were passed into law through House Bill 1086 during the 58th Legislative Assembly (2003).

According to the NCLB Act and North Dakota State Accountability Workbook, each school identified for alternative governance should have spent the previous school year researching each of the options listed above. It is only after a school fails to make Adequate Yearly Progress for another consecutive year that they are required to implement the alternative governance option.

Parent Notification

Once a school has been identified for program improvement, it must notify parents of the action it is taking to rectify the situation. This notification must be distributed to the parents of all children enrolled in the school and must include information on the school’s program improvement status, the corrective action measure that is being implemented, as well as the school’s alternative governance option being implemented. The notification, often done through a letter, must be in a language that is understandable to parents and must meet specific requirements outlined in the NCLB Act. Sample letters are available at www.dpi.state.nd.us/title1/targeted/general/reauthoriz/notification.shtm. 

Dismissal from Alternative Governance

Program improvement, corrective action, and alternative governance sanctions are not a life sentence. Schools can be removed for program improvement, and consequently removed from corrective action and alternative governance sanctions. In order to be dismissed from program improvement, the school must make AYP for two or more consecutive years.

Years 7 – 9 of Improvement

Schools reaching this stage of the improvement timeline have used significant resources and tried a variety of approaches to address the issues for not making AYP. All provisions would be continued during this stage of the timeline. During year 7, schools in this category would be required to formally re-evaluate their corrective action and alternative governance options being implemented. During years 8-9, the schools would resume implementing the revised corrective action and alternative governance options. (Change #8)

Comprehensive Classification

Schools that did not make AYP in both subjects and in several subgroups would be placed in the comprehensive classification (Change #1). These schools will receive comprehensive technical assistance from both the state department and the North Dakota Title I School Support Team. Even though our funds are minimal and we have a relatively small School Support Team, North Dakota has an extensive Statewide System of Support (SSOS) that specifically targets schools that have not made AYP for multiple years and are in the restructuring phase. For additional information on our SSOS for schools in the comprehensive classification, please refer to Appendix E. (Change #2)

In addition to the comprehensive technical assistance, schools in this classification would have access to substantial financial resources. A portion of the 1003(a) funds would be made available to schools in the comprehensive classification. In addition to the 1003(a) funds, schools in the comprehensive classification in years four and beyond would be eligible to apply for the 1003(g) funds. The amount would depend on the funds available and number of schools in the category on any given year. (Change #3)

Year 1 of Improvement

In year one of program improvement in the comprehensive classification, the schools would continue to implement the interventions as outlined in NCLB and our approved accountability plan which include writing a program improvement plan, offering school choice (if applicable) and using 10% funding for professional development.

Our proposal would allow schools to use Title I Part A, Title II Part A, school improvement funds, or other funds to meet the professional development requirement like it was previously stated in the IASA law to reduce the financial burden of being identified for improvement. (Change #4)

Year 2 of Improvement

Schools in the comprehensive classification that continue to not make AYP and move to year two of improvement would continue to implement all of the requirements from year one. In addition, they would be required to offer supplemental services to all low income students unlike those in the targeted classification. (Change #5)

In addition, under the North Dakota Differentiated Accountability Model, districts identified for improvement would be allowed to submit an application to become a supplemental services provider on the North Dakota state approved list. Even though North Dakota has made significant attempts to enlist universities, districts, consortiums, etc., to apply to be approved supplemental services providers, our success has been minimal. Due to the rural nature of most of the schools in improvement, supplemental services has not been selected as an option by many parents. By allowing districts in improvement to be a supplemental services provider, we believe the number of students participating in supplemental services would significantly increase and thus increase their chances at making AYP. (Change #6)

Year 3 of Improvement

Schools in the comprehensive classification that continue to not make AYP and move to year three of improvement would continue to implement all of the requirements from year one and two. Since this is the first significant intervention aimed at improving the school, we feel schools should be given additional time to determine if the intervention is successful before being required to implement another intervention. Therefore, year three of improvement would mirror year two. (Change #7)

Years 4-9 of Improvement

In years 4-9 of improvement, schools in the comprehensive classification would follow the same interventions and process as schools in the targeted classification. Schools in both the targeted and comprehensive classifications who reach year 7 of the program improvement process would be required to formally re-evaluate their corrective action and alternative governance options being implemented. During years 8-9, the schools would resume implementing the revised corrective actions and alternative governance options. (Change #8)

Besides the 8 changes listed, there are no further changes for schools in the comprehensive classification as they proceed through years 4-9 of the program improvement process. The remaining phases of the process will mirror those identified in the targeted classification.

7.2 Has the state explained how its proposed differentiated accountability system of interventions aligns with and builds on current state interventions?
North Dakota’s Differentiated Accountability Model aligns with and continues to build on our current state interventions as outlined and approved in our State Accountability Workbook. Our proposal is requesting 8 significant changes to our accountability plan as outlined under Core Principle 8. However, the majority of our current system remains in place and the same. We feel our proposed changes compliment and improve upon our current system in place.

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?

Core Principle 7.1 outlines in specific detail the interventions timeline for both schools in the targeted classification and the comprehensive classification. Our narrative outline in Core Principle 7.1 clearly demonstrated that schools identified for improvement that continue to miss AYP progress through an intervention timeline increasing in intensity over time.

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?

All teachers in North Dakota are highly qualified as reported to the USDE as we put into state law several years ago that all core teachers must be highly qualified by July 1, 2006. However, schools in improvement needing the most comprehensive interventions have access to significant resources to allow their teachers high quality professional development, to bring in instructional coaches, or to hire additional staff to help them make AYP.
Core Principle 8: Types of Interventions

Interventions must be educationally sound. The state must provide a rationale, including evidence of effectiveness, for each intervention proposed. The state must also explain how it will leverage state and local resources along with federal resources (e.g., Title I, school improvement funds, Title II funds) to promote meaningful reform in schools, provide educational options for parents and students, and improve teacher and school leadership performance.
8.1 Has the state proposed interventions that are educationally sound and designed to promote meaningful reform in schools?

The interventions applied to all schools in improvement do not change in North Dakota’s Differentiated Accountability Model. We would continue to implement the interventions as required by NCLB and described and approved in our state’s accountability workbook.

Provided below is rational for each proposed change that we would like to implement as part of North Dakota’s Differentiated Accountability Model:

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

The rationale for this proposed change is that we believe there is a significant difference between schools that don’t make AYP in one subject or a few subgroups versus those who miss AYP in a multitude of areas.

We believe that in fairness to those schools that only missed AYP in one or a few areas, they should not be subject to more comprehensive assistance and the same interventions as those schools that missed AYP in many areas.

In addition, by differentiating the requirements into two categories, the state department will be better prepared to address the capacity issues as more and more schools become identified for improvement.

2. North Dakota is proposing that schools identified in the targeted classification would receive some technical assistance from the state department and the Title I School Support Team, but not nearly to the degree of intensity as those schools identified in the comprehensive classification.
North Dakota is considered a small minimum state which means that our administrative funds are capped and do not increase as the Title I allocations increase nationwide. We retain a minimal amount of funds at the state level, which are not nearly sufficient to carry out all of the school improvement requirements in NCLB. Our Title I School Support Team is relatively small in North Dakota and all members are otherwise employed, again due to the limited amount of school improvement funds that we are allowed to retain at the state level. Neither the state department nor the school support team has the capacity to provide comprehensive technical assistance to all schools identified for improvement, as our numbers in improvement are rapidly growing.

By differentiating the consequences for schools in improvement according to the category they are in, North Dakota will be able to provide comprehensive technical assistance to those schools that need it the most.

3. North Dakota is proposing that schools identified in the targeted classification would be eligible for some additional funding using the 1003(a) funds; however, most resources 1003(a) and 1003(g) would be allocated to schools in the comprehensive classification, especially those in corrective action and beyond.
North Dakota believes that all schools identified for improvement deserve to receive some additional funding as they all must implement certain interventions. However, we believe that the majority of the funds should go to schools that have not made AYP for several years and/or in many areas. By differentiating the consequences for schools in improvement according to the category they are in, the department will be able to provide all schools with limited resources yet target larger allocations to those in comprehensive classification.

4. North Dakota is proposing to reduce the fiscal burden of being identified for improvement by allowing schools to use Title I Part A, Title II Part A, school improvement funds, or other funds to meet the 10% requirement for professional development.

Our rationale for this proposed change is that it is a tremendous financial burden when a school is identified for improvement. Setting aside 30% of a district’s Title I funds can be devastating for a district. Many districts that are using their entire allocation for intervention specialists have to cut or eliminate staff when identified for improvement. It is not going to help a school make AYP if they have to cut the very staff that provides the needed additional assistance to struggling students.

Under North Dakota’s proposal, districts would still be required to use an amount equal to 10% of their Title I allocation for professional development. However, districts would have flexibility to use Title II funds, school improvement funds, or other funds to meet the professional development set-aside as required in the prior IASA law. The point is to have schools set aside funds for professional development. It should not matter which funds are used to meet this requirement.

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

The rationale for this proposed change is that due to North Dakota’s rural nature, many parents have not accessed supplemental services because the closest provider is too distant or they didn’t want an online provider. Allowing districts in improvement to be a provider will greatly increase the number of students able to participate in supplemental services.

Under North Dakota’s proposal, we would allow districts in improvement to submit an application to be a state approved supplemental services provider. We would process the applications expeditiously so that parents would have greater choices for the 2008-2009 school year. We feel this change would be very well received in North Dakota and greatly increase the number of students participating in supplemental services.

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

The rationale for this proposed change is that we believe that a school that is performing well, has high test scores, and made AYP in all but one or two categories should not be treated the same as schools who missed AYP in many areas. If only one or two subgroups are the school’s neediest group of students, then supplemental services should only be provided to those subgroups. Being identified for improvement should not be punitive and a financial burden. That scenario will not help the school make AYP. When a school is identified for improvement, they should be required to address those areas that led to the program improvement identification. This proposal would target the subgroup of students not making AYP for supplemental services in the targeted classification, but would require supplemental services for all low-income students for schools in the comprehensive classification.

7. North Dakota is proposing to allow one extra year to implement supplemental services before implementing corrective action in both the targeted and comprehensive classifications.
The rationale for this proposed change is that we believe schools in year two of improvement who are implementing supplemental services for the first time, implementing their program improvement plan, and offering professional development need to be given additional time to determine if the interventions to date are making a difference and are successful. Sufficient time is needed to determine if an intervention is successful before requiring a school to implement another change.

8. North Dakota is proposing to require schools that have been in restructuring for more than one year to formally re-evaluate their corrective action and alternative governance options being implemented.

Our rationale for this proposed change is that North Dakota already has schools that are in category six of school improvement. Rather than remain stagnant and rely on the one alternative governance option to make AYP for several years, we believe it would be more advantageous to the schools to be required to re-evaluate their corrective actions and alternative governance options being implemented. Our planning for alternative governance process is extensive and we believe very beneficial for the schools (See Appendix F). Under North Dakota’s Differentiated Accountability Model, those schools in category six would be required to go through the planning process again and determine if there are additional changes or improvements that could be implemented to enable them to achieve their goals.

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?

North Dakota will use the funds available to the SEA under Title I, Part A, Section 1003(a) and 1003(g) to build capacity at the LEA and school levels to improve student achievement, mainly through expanded use of our North Dakota School Support Team. We are limited in our capacity to provide training and technical assistance to our School Support Team due to the limited amount of funds we are allowed to retain at the SEA level from our 1003(a) dollars. The additional 1003(g) funds will enable us to expand our work with the North Central Comprehensive Center to provide further training to our North Dakota School Support Team so that they can continue their work with schools in improvement. 

LEAs eligible to apply for 1003(g) funds are those with schools in the corrective action, planning for restructuring, and restructuring phases (years three through five) of the school improvement timeline. Further priority will be given to:

· LEAs with the largest number of schools in any of these three categories,

· LEAs with schools in the restructuring phase, and

· LEAs that score the highest on an established rubric to help determine greatest need.

We believe the schools who meet these criteria have the greatest need for additional funding.

North Dakota will use the application that schools complete to determine “strongest commitment.” The application requires the LEA to describe the needs assessment data they will use to determine school improvement activities and describe the research that supports the activities. The responses will be reviewed to determine which schools demonstrate a strong commitment to raising achievement through the use of data and research. In addition, applications will be reviewed for inclusion of a strong evaluation component that will demonstrate commitment to sustaining the school improvement process.

The state Title I office plans to use the 1003(g) funds to continue with the process that has been developed and approved for the use of the 1003(a) funds. We have been extremely pleased with the quality of the activities that are being conducted. Since the inception of NCLB, 17 schools have been removed from improvement status. These schools all report that the additional funds that they received were a contributing factor to their success. It is advantageous that an effective process is in place because the schools may access the funding immediately after it becomes available, and our schools in improvement are familiar with this established process. These school improvement funds present an opportune mechanism for providing additional assistance to our schools that have been identified for improvement. By continuing with this process, we believe we have created an opportunity for low performing schools to help their students achieve to high standards.

A follow-up report and annual report have been developed that asks the schools to measure the effectiveness of the improvement activities. These reports have been promising in showing that the activities conducted have helped the schools reach their target goals.

North Dakota will carefully review each LEAs application to determine their commitment to making structural changes designed to improve student achievement.

LEAs will still be encouraged to integrate all funding sources, including 1003(g) funds; Title I, Part A; 1003(a) funds, Title II funds; etc., to provide targeted interventions to those schools subject to the most intense interventions. In addition, many districts in North Dakota choose to utilize the REAP option under NCLB and transfer their other Title funds into Title I to promote school improvement initiatives. They can request to expand initiatives that were approved with the 1003(a) funds. For example, many schools were approved to use the 1003(a) funds for professional development. These additional funds could be used to provide further training on the selected topic to sustain their training efforts. Several schools were approved to provide extended day services in their building. These funds could be used to further strengthen the program that they have already established by adding additional staff or resources to the program. Eligible schools will be encouraged to integrate these 1003(g) funds with the 1003(a) funds that they were awarded last fall to build on and expand current initiatives.
North Dakota will assess the effectiveness of the school improvement activities through the reporting process that has been established. Schools are required to submit a follow-up report annually, which assesses whether the funds were spent according to how they were approved. In addition, all schools in improvement must complete an annual report which requires that they report progress made toward reaching their goals, evaluates their school improvement plan, discusses the success of their restructuring efforts, and describes how they will make changes for the subsequent school year. These reports will be reviewed each summer to evaluate the effectiveness of their school improvement activities.

North Dakota’s process for disseminating information on what works to other LEAs within the state is mainly accomplished through our in-service trainings and our extensive website. We sponsor several trainings and workshops annually which always highlight available resources. In addition, we are constantly adding new resources and information to our Title I website. A few examples include the creation of a “What Works” document disseminated at our annual program improvement workshop last year, and subsequently made available to others on our website, and the recent establishment of a monthly Research/Resources Report which highlights new resources and research, and is electronically shared each month with all Title I schools in the state.

As stated in the previous section, North Dakota monitors the effectiveness of the school improvement strategies through the reporting process that is currently in place.

In addition, we actually monitor schools in improvement to ensure all of the required school improvement provisions are being met. We have created a self-monitoring tool that schools in improvement would complete and submit to the state Title I office for review. Schools receiving these funds would be required to complete a specific section of the self-monitoring tool reporting on these funds.

Schools in improvement are informed in writing and at our annual workshop that once they move into corrective action and beyond, the state has increased oversight as to how their Title I and school improvement funds are utilized.

The state has had to deny activities in both the consolidated application using Title I funds and the school improvement applications using 1003(a) funds because we didn’t believe that the activities would contribute to increased student achievement. Therefore, we have an established oversight process in place. The 1003(g) funds would be monitored in the same way to ensure the effectiveness of the strategies selected and implemented by LEAs.

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

Schools that have not made Adequately Yearly Progress (AYP) for three consecutive years begin their first year of program improvement. As is outlined in the ESEA requirements, North Dakota schools identified for program improvement must offer public school choice (PSC) beginning in their first year of being identified and continue offering PSC until the school meets the criteria for AYP. All students enrolled in Title I schools that are identified for program improvement may request PSC. If it is not possible to offer school choice to all who request it, then priority must be given to the lowest achieving, low-income students. This practice has been in place in the past and there will be no changes in our current plan.

Schools that have not made AYP for four consecutive years, which are in year two of the program improvement cycle, are required to implement the supplemental educational services (SES) provision. SES are additional academic instruction, provided outside of the regular school day, designed to increase the academic achievement of eligible students, including tutoring, remediation, and other interventions.
The State of North Dakota identifies organizations that qualify to provide SES services and parents are notified by the district with a list of SES providers. Parents have the option of choosing any approved provider that they feel will best meet their child’s needs. If funds are insufficient to provide supplemental services to each eligible student whose parent requests those services, the district must give priority to providing services to the lowest achieving eligible students.

With the approval of North Dakota’s Differentiated Accountability Model, those schools identified for program improvement in the targeted classification, will offer supplemental services to those groups and/or subgroups of students for which the school was placed into program improvement and meet the definition of low-income. For example, if AYP was not met in the subgroup of “students with disabilities”, then low-income students within that subgroup, “students with disabilities,” would be the students targeted to receive supplemental services. All eligible students would have the option of requesting SES services; however, the targeted group of students would receive priority in receiving SES services. This would provide more assistance to the students that put the school into program improvement and improve their chances of meeting AYP for the next school year.   

Schools in the comprehensive classification were placed in program improvement because there were several groups and/or subgroups that did not meet AYP. These schools in the comprehensive classification would continue to offer supplemental services to all eligible students who meet the definition of low-income.
North Dakota is a very rural state. North Dakota has a land area of 70,762 square miles and a population of 642,200. There are 9.3 people for every square mile. The number of children ages 6 to 17 is 97,838. Our 12 largest cities in North Dakota include
	
City
	Population

	Bismarck
	55,532

	Devils Lake
	7,222

	Dickinson
	16,010

	Fargo
	90,599

	Grand Forks
	49,321

	Jamestown
	15,527

	Mandan
	16,718

	Minot
	36,567

	Valley City
	6,826

	Wahpeton
	8,586

	West Fargo 
	14,940

	Williston
	12,512


Even within our 12 largest cities, the population ranges from 6,826 to 90,599. One of the leading trends in North Dakota is the movement of rural residents to the larger cities, which has depopulated the rural areas of North Dakota. Currently, more than half of the 53 counties in North Dakota have a population base below 5,000 residents.

All of the schools identified for program improvement are all in the rural areas of North Dakota with the exception of one school in Bismarck.

Parents are notified regarding public school choice (PSC); however, since most of these rural areas have only one school in each grade level, PSC is not usually an option.

Supplemental educational services (SES) have also been a challenge in North Dakota. Currently there are 12 supplemental educational services from which parents of eligible students may choose. Six of these are online SES providers and three SES providers are in Bismarck. This limits the choices for parents. Parents have the choice of either an online SES provider or traveling many miles to reach an SES provider.
Our plan proposes to allow districts in program improvement to apply to become an approved SES provider. The NDDPI will notify districts of this option immediately, giving them a chance to apply. NDDPI will quickly process all applications over the summer (2008) and the district’s SES would be in place by the beginning of the 2008-2009 school year. Those districts that are in years four, five, and six of program improvement would then have another SES option for parents’ of eligible students. With this change, North Dakota will be moving a long way in providing many more students with the opportunity to utilize supplemental educational services.  

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)? 

During the 2006-2007 school year, there were 14 schools in program improvement that were required to offer SES and PSC and a total of 2,340 students were eligible to participate in SES and/or PSC. (See Appendix G)
Out of the 2,340 students eligible to received SES, only 11% or 251 utilized SES. The main reason is that there are so few SES providers. There are 12 approved SES providers in North Dakota; six of these are online providers. Parents have the option of using an online providers or having their child travel a very long distance to receive SES. So far, no parent has expressed an interest in an online provider, which leaves a choice of six in-state SES providers.  

The NDSA is administered in the fall each year and AYP is calculated in the spring. Schools are quickly notified of their AYP results. This timeline provides ample time to get districts in place as an SES provider for the 2008-2009 school year. As soon as this plan is approved, the NDDPI will notify districts of their option to apply as an SES provider, applications will be quickly reviewed, and approved district SES providers will be in place before the 2008-2009 school year begins. Parents will receive notification of SES and districts that are approved this summer will be on the list for next school year as one of the choices.

With districts as an SES provider, parents will have an SES option that is right in their own home town. More eligible students will take advantage of SES and provide a better opportunity for students to receive the extra assistance they so desperately need.  

To increase the awareness of PSC and SES options, our department has posted many helpful resources on our website for PSC and SES including the following:

· Parent notification requirements, school choice and supplemental services,

· A sample parent letter explaining SES,

· A list of ND approved SES providers,

· A description of each of the ND approved SES providers,

· A brochure called Supplemental Services Brochure, an Informational Guide for Parents, and 

· A school choice and supplemental services presentation.

NDDPI makes every effort to keep the schools well-informed on the requirements of PSC and SES. We provide resources to schools that can be passed on to parents.  

North Dakota will improve the quality and availability of SES providers by allowing districts to apply as an SES provider. With the 2007-2008 preliminary AYP results released, the final list of schools in program improvement will soon be available. If districts choose to apply as an SES provider, we will be able to expedite the process and have the districts ready to begin services by the beginning of the 2008-2009 school year. 

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?  

As indicated in NCLB, several options for restructuring are indicated within the law. These options include reopening as a charter school, replacing staff, alternative contracted government, and turning over the school to the SEA. As indicated in the North Dakota Accountability workbook and approved by the USDE, the state of North Dakota has developed means to meet the restructuring options outlined in NCLB. 

At the present time, the state of North Dakota offers USDE approved options that include: 

· Defer administrative funds to program improvement schools. 

This option allows for administrative budgets to be cut with the excess funds going to the schools in program improvement. These funds could then be utilized to address the program improvement school’s needs.

· Offer a signing bonus.

This option allows schools/districts to give incentives for positions if turnover is an issue. Schools/districts selecting this option would need to have a definition and process to identify staff that qualify and will be required to demonstrate meeting the requirements of state law.

· Offer school choice across district boundaries. 

In a school’s third year of not making AYP, they must offer school choice within the district. During alternative governance, schools must continue to offer school choice within the district, but schools/districts could choose to open up school choice across district lines as an alternative governance option.

· Contract with an outside expert.

Schools/districts have many responsibilities and often seek advice from outside the school/district system when implementing new reforms or curriculums. Often times, an outside consultant who has expertise in school reform can pinpoint problem areas more easily than school/district staff that is faced with these issues day in and day out. This option is for schools/districts that have examined and identified their needs and pursue contracting with an outside expert to assist them in addressing those needs.  

· Other form of major restructuring.

Schools/districts have the option of researching other major restructuring measures to implement rather than those listed above. Adequate documentation and proven effectiveness must be evidenced.

Schools in year five of the program improvement timeline must indicate in their plan for alternative governance, for either classification, which method of alternative governance they are planning to implement in year six and beyond. This idea of alternative governance must also be addressed within the program improvement plan submitted by the school in specific detail.

At the present time, North Dakota has made the four options listed in section 1116(b)(8)(B) readily available as we currently have schools implementing plans for alternate governance. Many of these schools have been using these plans since shortly after the conception of the NCLB Act. 
The changes within the program improvement designation of classifications have been discussed in Core Principle 8 of this document. Within this section, the state has provided rationale for the proposed changes to its current intervention plan.

As indicated in Appendix C you can see the schools that are now in year six of program improvement status. This listing includes those schools that are identified as lowest performing.

The NDDPI has been implementing many efforts in the past year to attempt to strengthen the support for schools and districts identified for program improvement status within our state. Specific intervention strategies have been implemented during the 2007-2008 school year to target those schools within the corrective action phase of this process.
The state Title I School Support Team has officially been assigned schools and districts in need of improvement to make contact with and provide mentorship to key administration from these schools and districts. Our process with the Title I School Support Team has been supported by the efforts of the North Central Comprehensive Center (NCCC). During the course of this year, Title I School Support Team members have consulted with schools and districts providing support for leadership activities, professional development selection, plan assistance, and data work. Through this team, the state Title I office will also be holding a special data retreat in June 2008 and has already held a pre-assembly session at the April 2008 Program Improvement Workshop to ready participating schools and districts for a successful retreat. 
In addition, the NDDPI has implemented a new team effort referred to as the High Risk Schools Team. During the 2007-2008 program year, this team put together a pilot effort with one selected program improvement district/school to offer intense training and mentoring assistance addressing their high risk issues. Future plans for this team concept include branching out of these efforts toward other schools in the high risk category within our state. 
The State of North Dakota is also working with the NCCC to complete the process for focusing department efforts to provide a more comprehensive Statewide System of Support. Currently North Dakota is within Step four of the ten step process. This effort to create a more comprehensive system will directly benefit schools in need of improvement within every aspect of their work with the NDDPI. At the present time, nearly all units within the department’s structure are represented with members on this team. 

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

 interventions?

NDDPI plans for this proposal to include the same original expectations as indicated in our initial timeline for years six and seven through nine. In Appendix A, you can see North Dakota’s documented plan for both classifications in year six are very similar, except in the area of supplemental services. Years seven through nine are identical for both classifications. 

Designation of the school to either the targeted or comprehensive classification would be done by a review of the adequate yearly progress data. If a school is placed in the comprehensive classification, they would receive intensive comprehensive technical assistance and signification comprehensive resources. The only way that they can be removed is make adequately yearly progress for two consecutive years and be removed from program improvement status. 

Schools in the targeted classification include those that are not persistently failing in multiple categories. They would include schools that are failing to meet the needs of only a portion of their population, such as not making adequate yearly progress in one subgroup. 

The State of North Dakota does not plan to take significant and comprehensive interventions, such as those in the restructuring phase, for the lowest-performing schools earlier in the improvement timeline. This information is not applicable to the North Dakota application for this program as North Dakota still plans to continue all steps in years one through nine within the process for both categories of classification. 

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?

At the present time, analyzed data indicates that North Dakota’s schools within the category of program improvement will significantly rise in the next two years. North Dakota presently has eighteen schools identified in need of improvement. Estimations from the 2007-2008 data, shows the number of schools in improvement for the 2008-2009 school year at 28. In addition, 2007-2008 data shows approximately 170 schools not making AYP which could significantly increase the number of schools in improvement for the 2009-2010 school year.
The Title I School Support Team currently consists of a seven-member external team of individual education experts across North Dakota. There are also approximately five members from the NDDPI, who as part of their primary duties, work intricately with program improvement schools and efforts to make improvement. 

The State of North Dakota is vitally in need of a method to differentiate and target its time and resources to those schools that need it the most. This proposed system will not only address the level of technical assistance from the state department, but also put in place a system to designate funding resources to those schools most in need. 

The state of North Dakota does not intend to cap the amount of schools in either classification. The proposed classification system simply provides a means of differentiating school progress. 

Individual schools within the targeted classification will receive some targeted financial resources to implement strategies that will assist their targeted groups in need. The technical assistance provided by the state will include information focusing on strategies and reform efforts that target specific groups that the school is need of providing services. Technical assistance centers like the North Central Comprehensive Center that North Dakota works very closely with have already identified certain strategies that are beneficial if implemented in certain subgroup populations. Presentation of these strategies with supporting resources is the focus of the state’s plan for schools in this targeted classification.

The comprehensive classification consisting of those schools with multiple issues of adequate yearly progress will receive much more comprehensive services. As indicated in section 10.1, these schools will receive the intense services outlined by the School Support Team, High Risk Schools Team, and Statewide System of Support.

Services that will be offered include the assignment of a Title I School Support Team member to the school to provide mentorship and external professional development as needed by the school. Specific services including assistance with all aspects of program improvement can be requested. These ideas include: Improvement Readiness, Data (Collection, Organization, Desegregation, Creating a Data Picture, Assessment Plans, Staff Use of Data, Assessments and other needs), Steps of Implementation, Subgroup Assistance, Goals and Activities, Professional Development, School Improvement Plan, Reflective Practice, Leadership, Road Map Design, or any other specified aspect. Members of the team will be trained by the state Title I office, members of McREL, and other external experts to provide this assistance to schools. Specific group trainings in the areas of data or other issues may also be held if they are determined to be group appropriate. 

The High Risk School Team and Statewide System of Support will also provide very intense, pinpointed services to schools in need of improvement within the comprehensive classification. Just like the efforts that are being piloted this year by the High Risk School Team, the learning experience from this year will be expanded into direct services to other schools within this same category of corrective action. 
10.4 How has the state worked with its school districts to ensure that school districts are implementing interventions for the lowest-performing schools?

The services provided by the Title I School Support Team and the High Risk School Team this past year have been provided to both schools and districts. In the past, the majority of the districts in program improvement also have one or more school buildings identified. Therefore, it only seems appropriate that support in the form of technical assistance is provided to the district to assist the school with this process. The summer data retreat that will be held in June 2008 by the state Title I office will incorporate both schools and districts in program improvement. 

Conclusion
The State of North Dakota has outlined a proposal that is consistent with the 10 Core Principles and the purpose of NCLB. We believe North Dakota is a prime candidate to implement a Differentiated Accountability Model because we meet the eligibility criteria, have 2007-2008 AYP data already released, and have significant capacity issues as a small state to implement the school improvement requirements under NCLB. North Dakota believes we have proposed an innovative model of differentiation and system of interventions that will provide the needed level of support to all schools in improvement.[image: image2.png]
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