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NEW YORK STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

PROPOSAL TO PARTICIPATE IN THE NCLB DIFFERENTIATED ACCOUNTABILITY PILOT PROGRAM

New York State Education Department

Albany, New York 12234

INTRODUCTION

The New York State Education Department (SED) is submitting this proposal to participate in the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Differentiated Accountability Pilot Program for implementation in the 2008-2009 school year using 2007-08 school year assessments. We are requesting for 2008-2009 to apply the Differentiated Model only to the 2008-2009 identified Schools in Need of Improvement (SINI-1) and to certain schools in restructuring.  New York State meets the eligibility criteria of having: 1) fully approved State standards and a fully approved assessment system; 2) no significant monitoring findings under NCLB or IDEA; 3) an approved highly qualified teacher plan; and 4) timely and transparent information being provided to the public regarding adequate yearly progress (AYP).  New York currently has 18 percent of its Title I schools identified as in need of improvement and has a variety of mechanisms in place that require schools all along the NCLB accountability continuum to take aggressive actions when they are also farthest from State standards and determined to be most in need of improvement.  New York is in the process of building a broader world class system of accountability, supports and interventions, under the leadership of the Board of Regents and as required by Chapter 57 of the Laws of 2007 (“Chapter 57”). New York intends to submit a more comprehensive differentiated accountability model proposal later this year for all categories of existing improvement schools for implementation beginning in 2009-2010.

EXPECTED OUTCOMES FOR NEW YORK

The New York State Board of Regents believes that the best interest of the students and school districts in New York will be met by incorporating differentiated accountability into the current state accountability system as one of the tools needed to help strengthen accountability, focus on closing the achievement gap, and target school improvement efforts.  The Board of Regents in January 2007 adopted proposals for the reauthorization of NCLB that called for the law to allow for targeted and differentiated interventions.  The Board of Regents in October 2006 adopted a P-16 action plan focused on raising achievement for all students and closing the achievement gap. To help implement this plan, the Board of Regents has received support from the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation and The Wallace Foundation to:
·  Strengthen the State Education Department's organizational design and capacity to bring about needed reforms in low-performing schools. 

· Support education leaders to be effective in their efforts to dramatically transform the state education system by identifying and implementing best practices in school leadership, improvement and accountability strategies. 

· Create the strategic plan for a statewide data system that will track the progress of individual students from pre-kindergarten through college. This comprehensive data system will be used by schools and colleges to revise instruction and improve student achievement.

Under the leadership of the Board of Regents and consistent with Chapter 57, SED will systemically expand school improvement efforts, including the appointment of school quality review teams, intervention teams, and distinguished educators who will help under-performing schools. Using funds provided by the Gates and Wallace Foundations, SED has been working with national experts to develop an enhanced accountability system that is the most educationally sound in the New York context and is consistent with the NCLB core principles. This differentiated accountability model is one step in the Regents’ efforts to transform the way in which schools and districts are supported in their efforts to raise student performance and close achievement gaps. 

BUILDING ON SUCCESS

Since the implementation of NCLB, the achievement gap in New York is closing and student achievement overall is rising as the data below demonstrates.
Results from the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) Between 2002 and 2007, the gap between the percentage of White students who score at or above proficient in Grade 4 reading and the percentage of Black and Hispanic students who score at or above proficient has declined by five and four percentages points respectively. During that time, the percentage of Black students scoring at or above basic improved by nine percentage points and the percentage of Hispanics improved by four percentage points. In grade 4 mathematics, New York made even more dramatic gains with the percentage of all students who are proficient increasing between 2003 and 2007 by ten percent, the percentage of Black students proficient increasing by six percent and the percentage of Hispanic students proficient increasing by ten percent. These gains are in part attributable to aggressive efforts that New York has made to implement a Universal Pre-kindergarten program and promote effective reading and mathematics instruction in the early grades. While New York has not demonstrated dramatic gains in Grade 8 reading and math during this period, the percentage of students who are at or above Basic in Grade 8 Reading exceeds the national average and the percentage who or at or above Proficient in Grade 8 Math also exceeds the national average.

http://www.nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/profile.asp
Results from State assessments:  New York tested elementary students in Grade 4 and middle school students in Grade 8 from the 2001-2002 to 2004-2005 school years. During this period, the percentage of students scoring at or above proficiency in elementary ELA rose from 61.5 percent to 70 percent and the percentage of students at or above proficiency in middle level ELA improved from 44.3 percent to 48 percent. With the implementation of 3-8 testing for the 2005-06 school year, performance in Grade 3-8 ELA continued to improve, with a two percent increase in the percentage of students who were proficient between 2005-2006 and 2006-2007.  In elementary school mathematics, the percentage of students who scored at or above proficiency increased from 68 percent to 85 percent between 2001-2002 and 2004-2005 while the percentage of students at or above proficiency in Grade 8 mathematics rose from 47.7 percent to 55.5 percent. In grade 3-8 mathematics, the percentage of students who scored at or above proficiency rose from 66 percent in 2005-06 to 73 percent in 2006-2007. The achievement gap also narrowed. Across grades 3-8, the number of Black students performing at or above proficiency increased from 46 percent to 55 percent, the number of Hispanic students increased from 52 to 62 percent and the number of White students from 76 to 82 percent.

At the high school level, New York has also been decreasing the graduation achievement gap, with the percentage of Black students graduating within four years increasing by three percent between 2004 and 2006 and the percentage of Hispanic student increasing by four percent during that period. 

Contributing to these gains was the fact that New York raised the percent of core classes taught by highly qualified teachers in every subject except the arts between 2004-2005 and 2005-2006. More significantly, New York also narrowed the gap between high and low poverty school districts. 

http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/irts/press-release/archive/home.shtml
A Differentiated Accountability Model would enable the State to build on its record to close the remaining achievement gap. Focusing on the root causes of identification for improvement, in addition to the length of time that a school is on the improvement continuum, in order to distinguish the level and degree of intervention, would greatly facilitate the gap closing efforts of the State.

Failing AYP due to insufficient participation requires a blueprint to ensure students’ presence, while failing AYP due to lacking knowledge in a given content area requires academic and/or tutorial interventions. A more finely tuned, i.e. differentiated, approach can build on New York’s success by better aligning the type and intensity of supports and interventions with the specific needs of identified schools. 

While the number of times that a school or district has failed to make AYP is an important component in determining a school’s accountability status, the actual reason(s) for failing should have more weight in determining the support and interventions to provide to schools. Improvement resources can be better utilized if the number of years failing to make AYP were used concurrently with the reasons for identification. We propose that the reasons for identification should be the primary consideration for intervention decisions in school improvement efforts.  In addition, the proposed differentiated approach is designed to reflect the reality that participation in SES occurs at much greater rates than does participation in public school choice.  
NEW YORK’S CURRENT EFFORT TO DEVELOP A WORLD CLASS SYSTEM OF SCHOOL AND DISTRICT SUPPORTS AND INTERVENTIONS

Consistent with the Regents’ P-16 Plan and Chapter 57, the Regents and SED are  working with state and national experts to review New York's current system of accountability, supports and interventions and establish a world class system that will streamline and promote greater transparency in accountability determinations, further continuous improvement in the accuracy of determinations, link determinations to deeper diagnostic analysis and differentiated consequences, and ensure the delivery of a range of high-impact supports and interventions.  We view this proposal as one important piece of this broader initiative.  Our intent is to fully integrate this proposal into that effort in the coming months and to phase in the more comprehensive system beginning with the 2009-2010 school year.  Information regarding the Regents P-16 action plan can be found at: http://usny.nysed.gov/summit/p-16ed.pdf 

Information regarding Board of Regents efforts to implement the accountability provisions of Chapter 57 of the Laws of 2007 can be found at: 

http://www.regents.nysed.gov/2008Meetings/January2008/0108emscd1.doc  

Information about the Regents efforts to transform the State Education Department into a world class provider of support for schools can be found at:   

http://www.oms.nysed.gov/press/documents/GatesWallaceCommitment.doc
NEW YORK’S CONCEPTUAL MODEL FOR DIFFERENTIATED ACCOUNTABILITY

The proposed phase-in of the Differentiated Accountability Model for 2008-09 (with determinations based on data from the 2007-2008 school year) would focus on schools newly identified for improvement and provide an approach that would:

· base accountability designations and interventions primarily on the reasons that a school failed to make AYP (i.e., participation, failure of a single accountability subgroup and failure of the ALL subgroup or multiple accountability groups).   

· provide flexibility to newly identified schools in need of improvement to determine whether public school choice (PSC) or Supplementary Education Services (SES) is the appropriate intervention based on the reason for identification. 
· expand SES services for students, especially  in New York State schools outside the Big Five cities ( Buffalo, New York City, Rochester, Syracuse and Yonkers) where options for PSC are limited or nonexistent due to building/grade configuration.  
· promote  the provision of SES in instances where there is little or no likelihood of student participation in PSC by providing enhanced grants to school districts and permitting at the district’s discretion the use of Title I funds to provide transportation to SES sites.
· set more specific planning requirements, supports and interventions based on the reason for designation.
· ensure that schools that fail to successfully implement restructuring plans are targeted for phase out or closure.
All other schools identified for improvement as Schools In Need of Improvement Year 2 (SINI-2), Corrective Action and Restructuring for 2008-2009 must implement all current NCLB requirements.  2007-2008  SINI-1 schools that made AYP for 2008-2009 and will remain in SINI-1 status for 2008-2009 would have the option of continuing to implement their existing plans and all the requirements of NCLB or participate in the proposed Differentiated Accountability Pilot.

Later this year, New York intends to submit a second phase of this proposal that extends its differentiated accountability model to all identified schools in 2009-10 and will be guided by the following core principles:

· Accountability designations would be based primarily on the reasons that a school has failed to make AYP. Interventions, while becoming increasingly rigorous over time, would primarily be determined by causal factors (i.e., participation, failure of a single accountability subgroup, or failure of the ALL student subgroup or multiple accountability groups) that resulted in the school not making AYP.  Under the new model, when PSC and SES are offered and to which students will be determined first by the category of the school and then by how long it has been in that category.  How far away from making AYP groups are may also be considered in determining the categorization of a school.
· Currently, NCLB, IDEA and Title III each have separate and discrete accountability requirements.  A school may be required to develop one improvement plan for the low-income subgroup under NCLB, a second for students with disabilities under IDEA and a third for limited English proficient students (LEP) under Title III.  In reality, the three plans may actually focus on the same students (i.e. low-income, LEP students with disabilities). New York will propose ways to use the differentiated accountability model to better coordinate improvement planning and interventions both among federal accountability requirements and between federal and State accountability systems, including the likely use of consistent categories (i.e., Targeted Improvement and Comprehensive Improvement) and associated interventions throughout the trajectory and for all schools and districts.

NEW YORK’S PROPOSAL FOR 2008-09

For 2008-09, schools newly identified as SINI-1 would be classified as Participation Improvement Schools, Targeted Improvement Schools or Comprehensive Improvement Schools.   The schools would be designated for identification based upon their failure to make AYP according to the following criteria:

1. Participation Improvement - identified solely for not meeting the participation requirement; 

2. Targeted Improvement - identified for a single accountability subgroup (except the ALL student subgroup), regardless of the number of content areas identified; and 

3. Comprehensive Improvement - identified for the ALL student subgroup or multiple subgroups.  

Differentiated interventions requirements for each of the three classifications for 2008-2009 would be as follows:

2008-2009 Newly Identified School Improvement Schools

1. PARTICIPATION IMPROVEMENT SCHOOLS 

Schools newly identified for school improvement solely because one or more NCLB accountability subgroups failed to meet the 95 percent participation requirement would enter school improvement as Participation Improvement Schools.  

· Rather than be required to offer PSC, a district would have the option of offering either PSC or SES.
· If a district chooses SES instead of PSC, the school would be required to offer SES at minimum to all low-income, non-proficient students who attend the school.  
· School districts that cannot offer choice because no other school serves the same grades as the school identified for improvement would be eligible for an enhanced school improvement grant if they provide SES to students. 
· To promote participation in SES, the newly identified schools will be permitted to use Title I funds to transport students to SES sites.  
· These schools would complete a one year “Participation Improvement Plan” in lieu of a two-year Comprehensive Educational Plan (CEP).  The Participation Plan will contain historical data, unique factors that caused the school to be identified for improvement solely because of participation and strategies that the school will undertake to ensure that all NCLB accountability groups meet the 95 percent participation requirement. 

· A State assigned School Quality Review Team will review the Participation Plan.   

· Participation Improvement Schools will be exempt from the 10 percent set aside for professional development and the teacher mentoring requirement. 

2. TARGETED IMPROVEMENT SCHOOLS
Schools newly identified for school improvement for a single accountability subgroup (except for the ALL subgroup) regardless of the number of content areas identified would enter school improvement as Targeted Improvement Schools.  


· Rather than be required to offer PSC, a district would have the option of offering either PSC or SES.  
· If a district chooses SES instead of PSC, the school would be required to offer SES at minimum to all low-income, non-proficient students who attend the school, with priority given to students in the low-performing subgroup.  
· School districts that cannot offer PSC because no other school serves the same grades as the school identified for improvement would be eligible for an enhanced school improvement grant if they provide SES to students. 
· To promote participation in SES, the newly identified schools will be permitted to use Title I funds to transport students to SES sites.   
· Schools will complete a targeted improvement plan in lieu of a CEP.  The targeted improvement plan will focus on the causal factors for the subgroup identification and the strategies to improve student performance.  
· The targeted improvement plan must be coordinated with any required District Improvement Plan (i.e., Title I, IDEA, Title III) that a district has created as a result of the performance of the same subgroup. 

· A State assigned SQR Team will review the targeted improvement plan.  

· Targeted improvement schools will be required to set aside at least five percent of funds for professional development and must offer mentoring as appropriate to teachers who are primarily responsible for providing instruction to the subgroup of students whose performance caused the identification.   

3. COMPREHENSIVE IMPROVEMENT SCHOOLS 
Schools newly identified for school improvement for the ALL student subgroup or multiple subgroups would enter school improvement as a Comprehensive Improvement Schools.  

· Rather than be required to offer PSC, a district would have the option of offering either PSC or SES.  
· If a district chooses SES instead of PSC, the school would be required to offer SES to all low-income students with preference given to low-performing, low-income students if funding is not available to serve all students.

· School districts that cannot offer choice because no other school serves the same grades as the school identified for improvement would be eligible for an enhanced school improvement grant if they provide SES to students. 
· To promote participation in SES, the newly identified schools will be permitted to use Title I funds to transport students to SES sites.   
· The school must meet all other requirements in current legislation pertaining to SINI-1 schools. 
· After a systematic review and careful analysis of student needs and existing activities, the schools will develop a Comprehensive Education Plan (CEP).  The proposed modifications and/or alternatives developed and the action plans created as part of the plan will translate into observable, effective strategies to improve student achievement.  
· The CEP must be coordinated with any required District Improvement Plan, i.e., Title I, IDEA, Title III.  

· A State assigned SQR Team will review the CEP.  

· The school will also be required to submit a School Quality Indicators Inventory, which will be used to determine whether a School Quality Review Team will conduct an on-site review of teaching and learning at the school.  
The Table below illustrates the Differentiated Model and interventions for 2008-09:

	Current

Classification
	Participation Improvement School
	Targeted Improvement

School

	Comprehensive Improvement

School

	SINI-1


	Option of offering PSC or SES

IF SES selected instead of PSC, SES for all low income, non-proficient students at minimum

If cannot offer PSC, eligible for enhanced school improvement grant to provide SES

Participation Improvement Plan

Exempt from 10 percent set aside for professional development and teacher mentoring requirement

Assignment of SQR Team
	Option of offering  PSC or SES

IF SES selected instead of PSC, SES for all low income, non-proficient students at minimum with priority given to students in the low-performing subgroup
If cannot offer PSC, eligible for enhanced school improvement grant to provide SES

Targeted Improvement Plan (coordinated with any required District Plan)

Required to set aside at least five percent for professional development and offer mentoring to teachers primarily responsible to the subgroup

Assignment of SQR Team


	Option of offering  PSC or SES

If SES selected instead of PSC, SES for all low-income students with preference given to low-performing, low-income students if availability is limited

If cannot offer PSC, eligible for enhanced school improvement grant to provide SES

CEP (coordinated with any required District Plan)

Must meet all  NCLB requirements, except PSC /SES option

Assignment of SQR Team

Required to submit a School Quality Indicators  Inventory which may generate an on-site review


NEW YORK’S INTENT TO SUBMIT A COMPREHENSIVE MODEL FOR 2009-2010/STAKEHOLDER AND POLICYMAKER INVOLVEMENT

It is New York’s intent to submit a comprehensive model for 2009-2010 (for determinations based on data from the 2008-2009 school year) later this year with the specifics of the framework for the differentiated accountability model for all other categories of school improvement.  This would allow additional consideration of the model by the Regents and further input from all stakeholders.  In 2009-2010, all schools identified for improvement would be transitioned into the new differentiated model according to the specifics of the framework. 

Transitioning the schools in 2009-2010 would also allow time to align the proposed plan with the ongoing work of the Regents with regard to the P-16 plan and the broader State reforms of Chapter 57, which charge the Board of Regents with building on the system that the Regents have developed to create an enhanced accountability for New York State.  The following additional support mechanisms are being put in place to further encourage increased academic performance in schools in need of improvement and would be proposed as interventions in each school, as appropriate.  These activities include:

· Contracts for Excellence (C4E) -  School districts with large aid increases and at least one school identified as in corrective action or restructuring status or as a school requiring academic progress: year two or above or as a SINI-2 are required to spend their aid increases in ways that are documented to improve student achievement.  The law requires school districts to target funds to students with the greatest educational needs and to supplement, rather than supplant, existing district effort.  C4E’s link fiscal, program and performance accountability.  Districts provide data on the allocation of C4E funds on programs with a track record of success in raising student achievement and identify student performance targets they expect as a result of C4E expenditures.  End-of-year assessments will determine if performance targets are met and form the basis for subsequent year’s C4E planning.

· School Quality Review Teams - SQR Teams are appointed by the Commissioner to assist any school in improvement, corrective action, restructuring or SURR status.  The teams may conduct resource, program and planning audits, and examine organization, operations, curriculum, instructional plans, and learning opportunities available to students. The teams make diagnostic recommendations, which are advisory. 

· Assignment of Joint Intervention Teams - Joint School Intervention Teams are appointed by the Commissioner to assist any school in restructuring or SURR status that has failed to demonstrate progress as specified in a corrective action plan or comprehensive educational plan.  The teams must include district representatives. 
· Assignment of Distinguished Educators - Distinguished Educators may be appointed by the Commissioner to assist districts and schools that have failed to make AYP for four or more years with the development and review of school improvement plans, reorganization and/or reconfiguration efforts. These Distinguished Educators will be assigned to the extent practicable to school districts with similar demographics to those in which the Distinguished Educators demonstrated success. The Distinguished Educators may be current or former superintendents, principals, teachers or educators. However, they may not come from for-profit entities. Once the Distinguished Educators are identified, they serve as ex-officio, non-voting members of the school board.  Distinguished Educators must either endorse improvement plans for the school(s) or district to which they have been assigned or send them back to the school district for modification.  A school district must modify the plan as required by the Distinguished Educator unless the district provides compelling reasons to the Commissioner for why the plan should not be modified.  All school districts and charter schools are required to enter into contracts with their superintendent or school head that stipulate that they will fully cooperate with any assigned Distinguished Educator. A distinguished educator may also be assigned to serve on a joint intervention team.  

· Enhanced SURR process - Chapter 57 requires that NYSED expand the scope and effectiveness of the Schools Under Registration Review process.   In New York State, schools that are identified for improvement and also are determined to be farthest from State standards and most in need of improvement are identified by the Commissioner for registration review.  Once identified for registration review, the Commissioner gives the school a set of performance targets that the school is expected to achieve within a specified period of time or risk having its registration revoked by the Regents.  This plan of action is actually more rigorous than NCLB, e.g., a school could be identified as a SINI-2 but be identified as a SURR. The SURR process thus represents an NCLB restructuring type intervention that is applied to the lowest performing schools in the State prior to their reaching the restructuring phase of the NCLB continuum.   Chapter 57 calls for an increase in the number of lowest performing schools identified for improvement and support. 

· District Improvement Plan - Chapter 57 requires a District Improvement Plan for Districts identified as Requiring Academic Progress or with one or more SURR, school in need of improvement, corrective action or restructuring schools.
· Development of a Growth Model - Chapter 57 requires the Board of Regents to implement by 2008-09 school year, subject to USDE approval, a growth model.  The incorporation of a growth model into the AYP determination process will further assist in determining the appropriate interventions for schools identified for improvement.

· Alignment of the schools identified through the State Accountability System, i.e., non-Title I schools (Schools Requiring Academic Progress) with the NCLB categories for Title I schools -  New York  is investigating changing the nomenclature of the State accountability system classifications for improvement  to create a more streamlined system of determinations that eliminated distinctions based on the receipt of federal funding.
MEETING THE CORE PRINCIPLES OF A DIFFERENTIATED ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL

	Core Principles
	New York Response

	Accountability: The state maintains  current practice for determining AYP and identifying schools as in need of improvement.
	

	1. AYP determinations are made for all public schools in the state, as required by NCLB and as described in the state's accountability plan. The state's accountability system continues to hold schools accountable and ensure that all students are proficient by 2013-14.
	1. 8 NYCRR §100.2(p)(4) states, “Each year, the commissioner shall review the performance of all public schools, charter schools and school districts in the State.” 8 NYCRR §100.2(p)(4) further states, “The commissioner, commencing with 2002-2003 school year test administration results, shall determine whether each public school, charter school and school district has achieved adequate yearly progress.”

In 2003, the Regents adopted these regulations to explicitly require that the commissioner review the performance of all schools and LEAs in the State to determine whether they have made adequate yearly progress. The regulations also specify the use of back mapping for schools that cover only grades below grade 4. In the 2005-2006 school year, the Regents shall amend the regulations to reflect revisions in the use of back mapping for schools that cover only grades below grade 3. 
Article 56 of Education Law requires charter schools to be subject to the State assessment requirements and student performance standards adopted by the Board of Regents.

The State’s accountability system continues to hold schools  accountable to ensure that all students are proficient by 2013-14.See: http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/irts/accountability/home.shtml


	2. The state provides the public with clear and understandable explanations of how AYP is calculated for its schools and districts, and how it ensures that all students are included in its accountability system.
	2. The New York State Education Department posts extensive material pertaining to the State’s accountability rules and regulations.  The accountability rules are presented in text format (HTML) and as PowerPoint presentation. See Accountability Rules posted on the main website:
http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/irts/accountability/home.shtml
Calculating AYP is described in detail in the Accountability                                Rules presentation, see above.  Confidence Intervals and Effective AMO’s are explained separately, see:

http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/irts/school-accountability/confidence-intervals.htm
Other statistical adjustments are used in determining AYP for students with disabilities and are described in a PowerPoint presentation also located at the main website.

http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/irts/accountability/home.shtml
Every school and district has its AYP determinations stated in the school and/or district report card.  These report cards are available to the public at:

http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/irts/reportcard/2006/home.shtml
The district/school report cards explain the methods of calculating AYP to the public, see: http://www.nystart.gov/publicweb
Page 6 of the district/school report card breaks down the key components that are used to calculate AYP, i.e., AMO and PI.

New York provides clear documentation of its accountability system under NCLB on the district/school report card. The elementary-middle level and high school language arts and mathematics criteria, elementary-middle level science criteria and graduation rate, are defined on page 5

see: http://www.nystart.gov/publicweb


	3. Title I schools in the state continue to be identified for improvement as required by NCLB and as outlined in the state's accountability plan. However, the identification labels (i.e., schools in need of improvement, corrective action, restructuring) may be changed to reflect how interventions for schools are differentiated.
	New York will continue to identify schools for improvement as required by NCLB and as defined in New York’s approved NCLB accountability workbook and operationalized in Commissioner’s Regulation’s 1002.(p),  except as noted in 4 below, all current identification labels will continue to be used in New York for the 2008-09 school year.  

	Differentiation: The state clearly defines its process for categorizing and differentiating among schools.
	

	4. The method for differentiation of identified schools is technically and educationally sound, based upon robust data analysis, and uniform across the state. The differentiation of schools is based primarily on proficiency in reading and mathematics.
	4. For 2008-2009, newly identified improvement schools would be classified according to the following criteria:

PARTICIPATION IMPROVEMENT SCHOOLS- Schools newly identified solely for participation would enter the Differentiated Accountability Model, as a Participation Improvement School.  

Using most recent data results, out of 129 SINI-1 schools, there were 11 schools that meet the criteria solely on participation.  This is the approximate number of schools that we would expect to be in the Participation Improvement Schools classification when it is phased in 2008-09.

TARGETED IMPROVEMENT SCHOOLS- Schools newly identified for a single accountability subgroup (except for the ALL Student subgroup), regardless of the number of content areas identified, would enter the Differentiated Accountability Model as a Targeted Improvement School.

              Using most recent results, out of 129 SINI-1 schools, there were 58 schools that meet the Targeted Improvement criteria.  This is the approximate number of schools that we would expect to be in the Targeted Improvement Schools classification when it is phased in 2008-09.

COMPREHENSIVE IMPROVEMENT SCHOOLS- Schools newly identified for the ALL student subgroup or multiple subgroups would enter the Differentiated Accountability Model as a Comprehensive Improvement School.

Using most recent results, out of 129 SINI-1 schools, there were 52 schools that were identified for the ALL student subgroup or multiple subgroups.  This is the approximate number of schools that we would expect to be in the Comprehensive Improvement Schools classification when it is phased in 2008-2009.

The proposed method of differentiation is not limited by the achievement of a particular student group. For example, of the 58 schools identified for Targeted Improvement, thirteen schools failed in groups other than SWD and LEP. 
In addition to these schools, 35 schools that were SINI-1 in 2006-2007 made AYP on all criterion for which they were identified. This is the approximate number of SINI-1 schools that would have the option to be designated as participation improvement, targeted improvement or comprehensive improvement rather than remain a SINI-1 school.
It is the intention of New York to submit the additional specifics of the differentiated accountability model later this year for all categories of existing improvement schools for implementation in 2009-2010 based on 2008-09 school year data. This would allow for additional consideration by the Regents and further input from all stakeholders.  It would also allow time to align the proposed plan with the broader State reforms of Chapter 57.

	5. When transitioning to the differentiated accountability model, the state considers the current status of schools, including interventions previously implemented in schools and services provided to students.



	For 2008-2009:

Schools newly identified for improvement will be designated  based on the reason for their identification, i.e., according to one of the three classifications, Participation, Targeted or Comprehensive.  Differentiated interventions previously outlined would apply to these three classifications.

If a school was newly identified as a SINI-1 in 2007-08 and made AYP for 2008-2009,  it would remain in SINI-1 status for 2008-2009 and would have the option of continuing to implement its existing two-year plan and all the requirements of NCLB or participate in the proposed Differentiated Accountability Pilot
All schools identified as SINI-2, Corrective Action and Restructuring must implement all current NCLB requirements and required interventions.

All schools identified prior to 2008-09 would be required to continue to offer SES and PSC according to the current regulations and eligibility requirements.  SINI-1 schools identified prior to 2008-09 that have no option for PSC would also be eligible for the enhanced School Improvement Grants previously outlined to encourage them to provide SES.

	6. 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. The new proposal for differentiation and the resulting interventions for schools in different classifications or phases of differentiation are data-driven, understandable, and transparent to the public because they would be based upon the actual reason that the school is identified rather than basing the classification on the amount of time the school is in improvement.

	Interventions: The state clearly defines its system of interventions.

	7. All identified schools receiving Title I funds are subject to interventions, 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.


	New York’s state system of accountability requires an annual determination of whether each public school and district made AYP in ELA and mathematics at the elementary-middle and high school levels.  In addition, schools must perform at or above a State-designated standard in those subject areas.

Under the State’s system, when a school performs below the State standard in ELA or math, it is required to develop and implement a Local Assistance Plan, which may be a stand alone plan or integrated into other plans required by the State or NCLB accountability system.  This will still be required under this proposal.  When a school fails to make AYP for two consecutive years on an accountability criterion, the school is identified as a school requiring academic progress or, if it is a Title I school, as a SINI-1.  These schools are required to develop and implement a two-year school improvement plan that must be annually updated.  

Under the proposed differentiated accountability, a school newly identified in 2007-2008 as a SINI-1 school will be designated a being in: Participation Improvement, Targeted Improvement or Comprehensive Improvement, depending on the reason for identification.  For 2008-2009, the required plan will focus on the specific reason for identification.  In addition, Chapter 57 requires the assignment of a SQR Team to provide assistance to the school in assessing the problem and developing the plan.  Under the proposed system, intervention at this stage may include the provision of SES instead of PSC in an effort to target the root cause of identification. 

In addition, under the State system, schools that are identified for improvement, farthest from State standards and most in need of improvement (“SURR schools”) will continue to be identified by the Commissioner and given a set of performance targets that it must meet or risk registration revocation.  Under Chapter 57 the number of these schools so identified for intervention may be increased over four years to provide more schools resources and assistance for improvement. 

For 2008-2009, schools that were previously identified as requiring academic progress or SINI, and continued to fail in 2007-2008 to make AYP, will still be subject to increasingly rigorous intervention, including taking corrective actions and restructuring.  Those schools will be required to provide PSC and SES in accordance with current prescribed timelines.  In addition, under Chapter 57 a Joint School Intervention Team, which may include an appointed Distinguished Educator, must be assigned to assist a school in restructuring or SURR status that fails to demonstrate progress as specified in its required plan.  A Distinguished Educator may also be appointed by the Commissioner to assist schools or districts that fail to make AYP for four or more years.

Integration of the proposed differentiated accountability system into New York’s existing State/NCLB accountability system, as described here, will continue to result in systematic intervention of increasing intensity, but will provide more opportunity to focus on root causes of initial identification.    

	8. Interventions are educationally sound. The state provides a rationale, including evidence of effectiveness, for each intervention proposed. The state explains 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 options for parents and students, and improve teacher effectiveness.
	8.   New York is working to build world class systems of accountability, supports and interventions to help further the Regents goals of improving student achievement and closing achievement gaps.  This includes ongoing efforts, as described above, to streamline and improve upon accountability determinations, link determinations to deeper diagnostic analysis and differentiated consequences, and ensure the delivery of a range of high-impact supports and interventions through efforts to strengthen the organizational design and capacity of the SED.    These steps will ensure greater effectiveness in the proposed interventions by making the identification of schools more relevant and by allowing for more precision in targeting resources, supports and interventions, including SES and PSC.

New York State provides a statewide support and intervention system for targeted districts and schools.  This system includes a network of providers that include SED employees plus SED funded regional networks (see list, below) and institutes of Higher Education.  They collaborate to provide focused, tiered professional development and strategic planning and research-based interventions and technical assistance based on an analysis of Comprehensive Education Plans (CEPs), monitoring visits, and other data.  The technical assistance is focused and specific to a school's needs and based on evidence/research-based practices.

Participating Providers include: 

· VESID's (Vocational and Educational Services for Individuals with Disabilities) SEQA (Special Education Quality Assurance) Office and their network, SETRC (Special Education Training and Resource Centers)

· P-16's Offices of School Improvement (Regional and New York City) and their network, the Regional School Support Centers (RSSCs)

· BETAC (Bilingual Education Centers)

· SSSN (Student Support Services Network)

· IHEs (Institutes of Higher Education)



	9. The differentiated accountability model is designed to result in an increased number of students participating, in the aggregate, in public school choice and supplemental educational services (SES) at the state level, even if the number of students eligible for these options decreases. If a state proposes to change the eligibility requirements for SES, these services are offered, at a minimum, to low-income non-proficient students in all Title I schools identified for improvement (no later than the timeline required by NCLB
	9. New York’s Differentiated Accountability Model is designed to increase participation, in the aggregate, by encouraging Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) to expand access to SES into the first year of accountability. LEAs with newly identified Schools in Need of Improvement would have the flexibility to offer SES before PSC.  If PSC is not available, identified schools would be encouraged to offer SES through an enhanced School Improvement Grant.  To promote participation in SES, the newly identified schools would be permitted to use Title I funds to transport students to SES sites.
The current eligibility criteria for PSC would not be changed, but SES eligibility would be revised as follows:

· Participation Improvement and Targeted Improvement schools who choose to offer SES in the first year of accountability must offer SES to non-proficient, low-income students at minimum. 

· Comprehensive Improvement schools that choose to offer SES in the first year of accountability would be required to offer SES to all low-income students with preference given to low-performing, low-income students if availability is limited.

SINI-1 schools that made AYP for 2008-2009 and will remain in SINI-1 status for 2008-2009 would have the option of continuing to implement their existing plans and all the requirements of NCLB or participate in the proposed Differentiated Accountability Pilot.

All schools identified prior to 2008-09 would be required to continue to offer SES and PSC according to the current regulations and eligibility requirements.  SINI-2 identified prior to 2008-09 that have no options for PSC would also be eligible for the enhanced School Improvement Grant to encourage them to provide SES.  

Of the 789 LEAs in New York State (excluding the Big Five cities), 538 have only one building per grade span and no options for PSC.  Of the remaining 251 LEAs: 

· 194 have PSC options at the elementary level only; 

· 41 have PSC options at the elementary and middle levels; and 

· 16 have PSC options at all levels. 

The most recent data shows that of the 429,683 students eligible for PSC, 4,102 (less than 1 percent) have transferred to another public school.  Of the 272, 164 students eligible for SES, 87,814 (32 percent) have received services.  

While the number of students eligible for SES is approximately 60 percent of the number eligible for PSC, the number of students participating in SES is more than 20 times the number participating in PSC.  It is evident that if SES is offered sooner, more students will participate.



	10. There must be a category of differentiation for at least a subset of the lowest-performing schools that have not met annual achievement targets for five years (currently the restructuring category).  
	In addition to the SURR process described in 7, above, it has been the policy of SED, that when a school is in Restructuring and for three years continues to be unable to meet AYP as a Restructuring school, the school is expected to resubmit a Restructuring Plan that would implement a phase out or closure of the school unless the district demonstrates that extraordinary or temporary circumstances caused the school’s failure to successfully implement its restructuring plan.  
 Consistent with the requirements of Chapter 57, SED will assign a Joint Intervention Team and a Distinguished Educator, if necessary, to these schools.  The assigned teams will offer support to revise the Restructuring plan, if appropriate, or develop a Phase-Out Closure Plan.


NEW YORK’S ANNUAL EVALUATION PLAN FOR DIFFERENTIATED ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL

Method and Data Capacity: 

An annual evaluation will be conducted to assess both the implementation and outcomes as a result of the new Differentiated Accountability system.  In 2008-09 school year, the evaluation will focus on the implementation. From 2009-2010 and forward, the evaluation will assess both the implementation and outcomes. The current NY Student Information Repository System collects individual student demographic and achievement data as well as school and district level program data. The repository system allows the linkage between student level data and program data for use in the evaluation. 

In order to evaluate the appropriateness and effectiveness of the new Differentiated Accountability model, new data elements need to be added to the data repository system: 1) student level data to allow the identification of students receiving SES or PSC, 2) school level data on the type of improvement plan (i.e., Participation Improvement, Targeted Improvement, or Comprehensive Improvement), 3) school level data on Title I program identification type (i.e., SINI-1, SINI-2, CA. etc.).  The individual student level data will allow the State to assess the impact of the accountability model on student achievement at the student level, as well as at the school and district level. The outcome evaluation will be based initially on school level data using cross sectional analysis. Once a growth model is adopted by the State, the outcome evaluation can be performed using individual student level data. In addition, the capacity to evaluate the low performing schools is already in place through such programs as SURR and Contracts for Excellence. 

Criteria for Evaluating Implementation: 

· Number of schools identified for participation improvement only submitting Participation Improvement Plans

· Number of schools identified for not meeting AYP for a single accountability group  submitting Targeted Improvement Plans 

· Number of schools identified for comprehensive improvement for the performance of the “all student group” or the performance of multiple subgroups submitting Comprehensive Improvement Plans

· Number of qualified students receiving SES and/or PSC

· Number of hours of SES per week

Criteria for Evaluating Outcomes:

· Annual increase in number and percent of qualified students receiving SES and/or PSC due to the new flexibility and increased transportation

· Annual increase in number and percent of students meeting the State ELA and math standards (Level 3 and above) 

· Annual decrease in number and percent of students in identified group(s) with severe academic problem (Level 1) and partially proficient (Level 2)  

· Annual increase in participation rate in schools identified for participation improvement and for comprehensive improvement

· Increase in the number of schools/districts making AYP

· Decrease in number of subgroups being identified for not meeting AYP

· Increase in the number of schools and districts declassified from the identification list 

· Decrease in number of years schools are identified.

It is anticipated that this proposed model will help improve student achievement in schools that educate students with the greatest needs by more closely focusing resources and interventions on the actual reason that a school is identified for improvement.

� After evaluation of the targeted improvement model, SED may expand in future years the definition of targeted improvement schools to include schools that are identified for more than one subgroup, particularly when the subgroups comprise largely the same group of students.
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