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South Carolina Department of Education 

NCLB Differentiated Accountability Pilot Application
Section I: Accountability

Core Principle 1: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Determinations Consistent with State’s Consolidated Accountability Workbook 

South Carolina’s proposed Differentiated Accountability model includes the elements in our approved accountability plan.  The state maintains its current practice for determining annual Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and identifying schools as in need of improvement.  Our accountability system continues to hold all public schools accountable and ensure that all students are proficient by 2013-14.  The SCDE is not seeking waiver for any requirements of section 1111 of ESEA.

As stated in the Accountability Workbook (Critical Element 1.1) and the Accountability Manual, every public school (approximately 1,144) and school district (86 districts) in South Carolina is required to make adequate yearly progress and is included in the State Accountability System.  The SCDE will continue to implement as part of its differentiated accountability model the elements outlined in our approved accountability plan for making annual AYP determinations for all public schools and districts in South Carolina, as required by No Child Left Behind (NCLB).

The state’s Education Accountability Act of 1998, Section 59-18-100, included as a purpose of the system “to provide an annual report card with a performance indicator system that is logical, reasonable, fair, challenging, and technically defensible which furnishes clear and specific information about school and district academic performance and other performance to parents and the public.”  The report card contains AYP determinations for all public schools and districts.

All school districts and schools, including those that serve special population, are required to make AYP.  In addition, the Education Oversight Committee—an independent, nonpartisan group made up of 18 educators, business people, and elected officials who have been appointed by the legislature and governor to enact the South Carolina Education Accountability Act of 1998 (EAA)—requires that a report card is issued for each school or district.  Each school or district includes each special school operated by the Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ); the Felton Laboratory School at South Carolina State University; the Governor's School for the Arts and Humanities; the Governor's School for Science and Mathematics; the John de la Howe School; the Palmetto Unified School District; the South Carolina School for the Deaf and the Blind; and the Wil Lou Gray Opportunity School.  

Core Principle 2: Transparent information about AYP calculations

2.1  Components of AYP Include All Students

The SCDE has a valid process for making AYP decisions.  The SCDE analyzes the data and then applies the safe harbor provisions.  The SCDE notifies schools and districts of their preliminary results for AYP and allows two weeks for districts and schools to submit a written appeal of the accountability decision.  These procedures are similar to those in place under the state’s EAA.  The SCDE notifies the school or district of missing data or questions regarding computations, and the district supplies corroborating information on the Ratings Review Template.  The appeal is reviewed and a determination made to allow for school/district improvement notification within 30 days as required by NCLB.

Definition of Full Academic Year.  Any student who is in membership in a school at the time of the 45-day enrollment count will be included in decisions about AYP if he or she was continuously enrolled until the time of testing. An administrative procedure of our state accountability system for the past few years, this definition of a full academic year is applied consistently statewide.  Any student who is continuously enrolled in the district at the time of the 45-day enrollment count and remains until the time of testing will be included in decisions about AYP for a district, even if he or she changed schools within the district.  Any student who is continuously enrolled in a South Carolina school district on the 45th day and remains until the time of testing in a school district within the state will be included in the State AYP results, even if he or she changed school districts within the State.

Minimum Group Size.  For reporting purposes but not for determining AYP, the SCDE employs a minimum size of 10 for all subgroups, provided anonymity of students is maintained.  For counts below 40 in a subgroup at the school level, the performance of these students will be aggregated for consideration in district and/or state AYP determinations where the count is considered to be reliable statistically.  For AYP calculations, the minimum number for a subgroup for accountability is set at 40.

Fairness to small schools and districts.  The use of an N size of 40 allows for balance between reliability of decisions and the maximum number of schools in accountability.  Results of small groups will be rolled up to the school district or state level for reporting and accountability purposes, provided the numbers are sufficient to be considered statistically reliable at those levels.

The SCDE does not propose any amendments to the state’s accountability plan regarding its methods for AYP determinations.  

As mandated by state law, the SCDE is responsible for collecting data for and printing the annual school and district report cards.  This work includes checking for incomplete results or data, inconsistency with assessment results, and other anomalies.  Accordingly, the SCDE conducts procedures to ensure that student performance on the PACT is measured properly and that accurate data are collected.  Data used to rate schools and districts undergoes routine screening before the release of accountability results.

A uniform procedure is applied to both grades and years.  The state calculates the percent proficient across grades within a school and district to determine if the annual measurable objective was met.  The percentage proficient is calculated based on the number of tested students that were enrolled for a full academic year and is also calculated separately for English language arts and mathematics.  The SCDE also averages the percentage of students scoring at proficient and above during the most recent three years of test scores (the two prior years’ and the current year’s scores) and compares the results to the current year’s test scores.  The higher score is used to determine the district’s/school’s AYP status.  

An error band of one standard error of measure is employed in calculating the percent of students that meets the state objective for each demographic group.  One standard error is added to students’ scores on the English language arts and math tests of the PACT and HSAP.  If, with the addition of standard error, the students scores exceed the lower bound of the next higher score range, then the students are treated as having obtained that score for determining whether the state objective was met.

According to NCLB, a safe harbor provision can be applied in any particular year the student subgroup does not meet the annual measurable objectives.  The state calculates three safe harbor options (described below).  If a student group meets the criteria for any safe harbor option and makes progress on one or more of the State’s other academic indicators and meets the 95% participation rate in the statewide assessment, that student group will have met AYP. 
Safe Harbor 1 (Option 3):  If the percentage of students in the group who did not meet or exceed the proficient level of academic achievement on the state assessments for that year decreased by 10% of the percentage from the prior school year, then the safe harbor option applies.

Safe Harbor 2 and 3 (Options 4 & 5): The SCDE applies an additional safe harbor process that encourages a focus on improving the performance of all students, not just those “on the bubble” to be proficient. This will counter any unintended consequence of the current safe harbor procedure where schools decide to focus their efforts on students who are “almost proficient” rather than on all students enrolled at the school, including those students who score “below basic” or at the lower end of “basic.” 

South Carolina adds to the traditional method of calculating safe harbor (decreased by 10% of the percentage from the preceding public school year) an index that recognizes the fact that students who move from lower levels to higher ones at any point on the scale are approaching proficiency even though they have not yet reached the required level.  The index is used in two ways:

1. Option 4: A statewide index value will be calculated that will be used to determine if a group is making sufficient progress to lead the group to 100% proficiency by 2014. 

2. Option 5: Index values will be determined for each individual group to determine if the level of improvement is sufficient to lead the group to 100% proficiency by 2014.


The indices use the same logic that underlies the absolute ratings that our state uses, although the indices appear very different to avoid confusion.  The numbers of students in a school/district/group who score Proficient or Advanced, Basic, Below Basic 2 and Below Basic 1 are determined.  (Below Basic 1 is a level that was defined for use in the state’s absolute ratings.  It includes scores that fall two standard deviations below the cutoff between Below Basic and Basic.)  The numbers are multiplied by weights: scores of Proficient or Advanced are weighted 100; scores of Basic, 75; Below Basic 2, 50; and Below Basic 1, 25.  The results are totaled and divided by the total number of scores.  The result is the index value.  If all students score at least Proficient, the index will equal 100.


To set the statewide index value, the same procedures are used that were used to set overall AYP objectives.  Using 2004 data, the state calculated the percentage of students scoring proficient/advanced on each test and sorted the schools from highest to lowest. We identified the schools at the 20th percentile of the state’s enrollment and calculated performance indices.  The results became the state’s baseline figures.


To set the values for individual groups within schools or districts, the state calculates the indices for each group, subtracts the indices from 100 (the highest possible value), and divides by the number of years until 2014.  The values are recalculated each year.

Details of the state’s accounting procedures can be viewed in the annual technical documents for each of the statewide assessments, including the administrator’s manuals.  (http://ed.sc.gov/agency/offices/assessment/publications/manuals2.html). 

The SCDE does not propose any amendment regarding its system to calculate AYP for the next or future school years.

All school districts and schools, including those with variant grade configurations and alternative schools operating as separate schools according to BEDS codes, will be required to make adequate yearly progress (AYP).  Each school and district’s annual report card is posted on the South Carolina Department of Education’s website (http://ed.sc.gov/topics/assessment/scores/ayp/)  Each student enrolled in a public school in South Carolina is presented with a copy of that child’s school and district report card no later than November 15th each year.  The annual report card for schools and districts in SC includes the results of the AYP calculation and meets all federal reporting requirements for the public release of AYP.

Our state treats charter schools as regular public schools, not as individual local educational agencies, thereby holding them to AYP as any other school.  The AYP status of the primary schools serving grades K-2 is based on third-grade English language arts and mathematics results of the students previously enrolled in the feeder primary school’s highest grade (for a full academic year), tracking these students only to the school(s) in the same district in which the primary school feeds.  

The South Carolina School for the Deaf and Blind is included under the State Accountability System.  The Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) is not a public school, and the average length of stay for these students, ranges from 21 to 87 days.  Because the majority of the students at these sites are not enrolled at the site for the full academic year, no AYP calculation/designation will be applied for these schools. 

All public schools receive AYP determinations.  The state provides data on the number and percentage of schools that received AYP determinations on the state report card website

(http://ed.sc.gov/topics/assessment/scores/ayp/2007/default.cfm)

The SCDE also provides data on the number and percentages of schools that receive AYP determinations through press releases.  The Office of Communication meets with new press members annually to train them on the processes involved with AYP determinations and calculations to ensure the dissemination of accurate and transparent information to the public.

2.2  Transparent, Easily Accessible Information about how the State Calculates AYP

The SCDE provides the public with clear and understandable explanations of how the state calculates AYP for all its schools and school districts and how it includes all students in its accountability system.  Explanations for calculating AYP may be found on the SCDE’s Web site located within each of the state, district, and school report card websites. (http://ed.sc.gov/topics/assessment/scores/ayp/2007/documents/2006-2007-AYP-Calculation-Documentation.doc).  Another resource can be found at at http://eoc.sc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/D6D52D1E-3163-416A-A121-187450134675/0/0607ResourcesToolKit.pdf 

Continually refining our documentation and explanations ensures that all interested stakeholders (from students, parents, teachers, and the larger community) understand the factors and elements used in determining AYP for a school and district.  As part of our differentiated accountability model, we will convene a parents group to help us identify strategies for making AYP easier for the public and parents to access and understand.  The SCDE will conduct train the trainer sessions to use parent groups, as well as district staff, to help disseminate information regarding the calculation of AYP, as well as the new Differentiated Accountability Model, to make both processes easier for the public and parents to access and understand.

With more than 50 languages spoken in South Carolina and less than one percent of the population speaking languages other than English, it is not practical to make the state report card accessible in languages other than English.  However, translation services are available in Spanish from the SCDE, and the Education Oversight Committee has model report cards available in Spanish. 

The SCDE has also worked diligently to make its methodology clear to the public for calculating AYP for all schools and districts.  The annual district report card, which is posted on the South Carolina Department of Education Web site, as well as disseminated in hard copy, to every child in the district, contains information on the School Improvement status of every Title I school in the district and the consequences associated with each stage of School Improvement.  This district report card also contains the status of the district regarding District Improvement and the consequences if the district is in one of the stages of District Improvement.

To follow-up the district report card, each child in a Title I school or district of Improvement will also receive a letter explaining the designation of school or district improvement, including the reason for the designation and ways in which parents can assist the school or district.

Core Principle 3: Title I Schools Continue to be Identified for Improvement 

According to the Education Accountability Manual, “the current State accountability system mandates the issuance of school and district report cards. The report cards must be furnished to schools no later than November 1 and to parents and the public no later than November 15.  The SCDE prepares school and district report cards and disseminates them to parents by the school and district.  Schools, in conjunction with the school district board, must also advertise the results of their report card in an audited newspaper of general circulation in their geographic area within 45 days of receipt of the report cards from the State Department of Education.  The advertising requirement is waived (Proviso 1A.44) if the audited newspaper has previously published the entire report card results as a news item.” 

The SCDE makes state-, district-, and school-level achievement and AYP results available to parents no later than September 30.  As soon as possible, but no later than November 15, the SCDE distributes remaining information as part of the state-, district-, and school-level report cards 

For school and/or district improvement identification purposes, the SCDE has established consecutive years of failing AYP requirements to be predicated on failing the same subject (English language arts subgroup performance and percent tested or mathematics subgroup performance and percent tested) for multiple years.  A district must miss AYP in the same subject for two consecutive years AND miss AYP in both grade spans (elementary/middle and high) for two consecutive years to be identified for district improvement.
If the school and/or district show(s) progress in all other targets except the indicator (attendance/graduation) in one year, identification for improvement is based on failing the indicator for two years in a row.  For example, for a school that is determined as not making AYP in one year due to attendance and in year two does not make AYP due to math achievement, all students would not be identified for school improvement.  For a school that is determined in one year as not making AYP due to attendance and in year two does not make AYP due to attendance and math achievement, all students would be identified for school improvement.

To assess a full year of student attainment, the state administers assessments for grades 3–8 (PACT) and high school (HSAP) in the spring.  The assessments are multiple choice and open-ended or extended responses.  The end of July is the earliest that contractors can provide complete test data for PACT, HSAP, and alternate assessments to the SCDE.
To meet the mandates of NCLB for the next school year, the state issues preliminary AYP results and notifies schools and districts that are failing to show progress of their improvement determinations.  Preliminary AYP results stem from a review of historical performance data.  Upon receiving preliminary notice, schools and districts are required to notify parents of their school choice options for all students assigned to that school that it has been identified for improvement on this preliminary basis.  Parent notification will take place no later than August 1, allowing alternative school assignments to be made as soon as possible in the new school year. 

Final school/district accountability reports and AYP determinations are issued by September 30.  A final analysis of the data leads the SCDE to revise (as necessary) the list of schools identified for improvement.  Upon receiving these final results, districts must notify parents and make mid-year choice available in any cases where preliminary AYP results did not identify a school for school improvement or where a choice option was originally not possible because all schools (Title I and non-Title I) in the grade span were identified for school improvement based on the preliminary list.  In cases where a school was preliminarily identified but does not appear on the final list, the school and its district will be informed and relieved of prospective requirements.  Any school choice commitments (e.g., transportation) based on the preliminary identification must be honored for the full school year. 

Timeline:

	June 15  
	Using historical data, release preliminary school improvement list.  Two-week window starts for schools to appeal preliminary identification.

	July 31
	Anticipated return of test results by the test contractors.

	August 15
	Preliminary Report Card data sent to districts and schools (to include achievement information). Two-week window starts for schools and districts to appeal data.

	August 31
	Deadline for districts to notify parents of PSC and SES options

	September 30
	Release school, district, and state achievement and AYP information to parents

	September 30
	Release final confirmation of school and district improvement; districts notify parents of final confirmation of choice and supplemental services options. 

	November 1–15
	Final state, district, and school report card dissemination. 


Section II: Differentiation Model

Core Principle 4: Method of Differentiation  

South Carolina’s Differentiated Accountability model stems from three core principles that have evolved within the improvement process: 

1. South Carolina has a strong intervention system as defined by the Education Accountability Act (EAA) of 1998 that outlines technical assistance, intervention, and monitoring requirements for any school that does not meet the state standard.  State standards regarding academic achievement levels for schools vary from NCLB standards for academic achievement as found in AYP objectives.  Having two systems with two different sets of standards and two separate lists of at-risk schools with two different methods of interventions resulted in uneven identifications and interventions for some schools.  Even though the state program reached most of the Title I schools (federal system) identified in School Improvement, as time has passed, some of the Title I schools identified as needing assistance as defined by NCLB did not qualify for focused state assistance.  The Differentiated Accountability model merges the gap between the two systems and extends the state accountability interventions to Title I schools that may not have qualified for state interventions otherwise.  South Carolina will focus funds and intervening efforts to reach all low-performing schools in need of assistance based on federal and state measures.

2. The SCDE recognizes that there are varying degrees of successful mastery of meeting AYP objectives in schools and districts of improvement.  Implementing a Differentiated Accountability Model will allow the state to recognize and address these schools and districts differently. 

3. The schools and districts in varying levels of improvement and academic achievement must receive reasonable interventions that target specific needs to provide site-based tools necessary to meet academic standards and maintain the integrity of the accountability system in NCLB.

The proposed Differentiated Accountability derives from data-based and stakeholder-driven (SCDE personnel and our Committee of Practitioners and Title I personnel across the districts) criteria to distinguish between the stages of differentiation.  Application will be uniform across districts and schools.  

The student academic achievement indicators for AYP determinations include data from the High School Assessment Program (HSAP), the approved state assessment for high school students, the Palmetto Achievement Challenge Test (PACT), South Carolina’s state assessment in grades 3-8, and alternate assessments.
4.1  Distinction Between the Stages of Differentiation

South Carolina’s model does not alter the school and district Improvement process.  Schools and districts will move through the stages as they have before, and they will follow the same movement top to bottom in the stages of improvement.  We propose revisions to the hold and delay provisions only.
Current Stages of School and District Improvement for Title I Schools

(South Carolina Accountability Workbook)
	Label/Criteria
	Criteria and Sanction

	Newly Identified
	School missed AYP for two years

	Sanctions*
	· Choice to another school not in school improvement.

· School Improvement Plan, developed and implemented by the school.

	
	District missed AYP for two years

	Sanctions
	· District Improvement Plan, developed and implemented by the district.

· District set-aside of 10% for Professional Development.

	Continuing Improvement
	School missed AYP for three years.

	Sanctions*
	· Choice to another school not in school improvement.

· School Improvement Plan, developed and implemented by the school. 

· Supplemental Educational Services (SES) offered to students qualifying for free or reduced-priced lunch.

	
	District missed AYP for three years.

	
	· District Improvement Plan, developed and implemented by the district.

· District set-aside of 10% for Professional Development.

	Corrective Action
	School missed AYP for four years.

	Sanctions
	· Choice to another school not in school improvement.

· Corrective Action developed by the district for implementation by the school.

· SES offered to students qualifying for free or reduced-priced lunch.

	
	District missed AYP for four years.

	Sanction
	· Corrective Action implemented in the district, as determined by the state following recommendations from the district.

	Planning to Restructure
	School missed AYP one full year after corrective action.

	Sanctions
	· Choice to another school not in school improvement.

· Year of planning by the district and the school to restructure the school the following school year if the school remains in School Improvement.

· SES offered to students qualifying for free or reduced-priced lunch.

	Restructure
	School missed AYP after one full year of planning to restructure.

	Sanctions
	· Choice to another school not in school improvement.

· Implementation of the plan to restructure as developed by district and school.

· SES offered to students qualifying for free or reduce-priced lunch.

	*All sanctions required by NCLB

	Exceptions in the movement from one stage to the next:

· Delay—The school/district met AYP (met AYP in all subgroups and the “other” indicator) for one year.  The school/district remains in the same stage of Improvement as the previous year.

· Hold—The school/district made progress for one year in the subject area that identified the school for improvement.  The district made progress for one year in either grade span for the subject area.  The school/district remains in the same stage of Improvement as the previous year.


As currently defined in the South Carolina Accountability Workbook, within the stages of improvement, schools and districts will be subject to hold and delay provisions.  For example, in some cases, schools and districts may be subject to a delay in their status if the school or district met AYP, thus the school or district remains in the same status as the prior year.  The school or district may also be subject to a hold provision if the school or district made progress for one year in the subject area identified for improvement; therefore, the status remains the same as the prior year. All schools and districts are subject to the NCLB School Improvement requirements as they progress through the stages.

To ensure stakeholder understanding of the Differentiated Accountability for School and District Improvement, the state has developed a communication plan that will be put into place immediately upon acceptance of the proposed model.  The state will first assist schools and districts by conducting regional train-the-trainer sessions for district, school, agency, and organization staff members.  These train-the-trainer sessions will provide each trainer with user-friendly explanatory documents and training tools to use in conveying the Differentiated Accountability model to a wide variety of stakeholders across the state.  The state also plans to use public information methods to communicate information regarding the model to the press.  These efforts will serve to broaden public awareness of the South Carolina Differentiated Accountability model and build consensus for the process of school and district improvement it contains.
4.2  Criteria to Differentiate Between Categories Within a Stage of Improvement 

South Carolina’s model includes categories of improvement within the stages of improvement for both schools and districts. Upon approval, the SCDE will identify schools on a timely basis upon final notification and determination of school assessment results.  In the proposed model (see chart below), the stages will remain constant, but schools and districts will be split into three categories.

Categories Within Stages of Improvement

	Label
	Criteria
	Intervention Level

	Adjustment
	Schools and districts meeting 90-99% of AYP objectives
	Limited

	Transitional
	Schools and districts meeting 60–89% of AYP objectives OR 
Missing in the same subgroup for 5 or more years
	Targeted

	Priority
	Schools and districts meeting less than 60% of AYP objectives
	Comprehensive 


We based these categories on a longitudinal study of school data and an analysis of the schools and districts in Improvement.  Approximately 25% of the current number of schools in Improvement will be Schools of Priority, allowing the SCDE to target comprehensive interventions to the lowest performing schools.  These categories will provide a balanced system for Improvement based on the specific needs of the school or district.  The table on the next page and Attachment 8 show the integration of the stages and categories of school improvement.
	Proposed Categories within Stages of Improvement and Interventions

	Priority
	Transition
	Adjustment

	Met <60% of AYP Objectives
	Met 60-89% of AYP Objectives or Missed AYP Objectives in the same subgroup for 5 or more years
	Met ≥90% of AYP Objectives



	Newly Identified

	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· Supplemental Educational Services (SES) offered to poverty students and to low-performing students when NCLB Choice is not possible (SES is not an NCLB requirement at this stage).

· External Review Team Liaison (ERTL) assigned to the school.

· NCLB-required School Improvement Plan incorporated into ERTL planning process.

· NCLB-required 10% Title I set-aside for Professional Development (PD) may be used for interventions as recommended by the combined ERTL and School Improvement Plan process.

· Data Quality assistance, sponsored by the SCDE, provided to school staff.

· Allowable 15% district set-aside of IDEA funds for Early Intervening Services encouraged by the Office of Exceptional Children for use in the schools at this stage.
	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· Supplemental Educational Services (SES) offered to poverty students and to students in the deficient subgroup(s) when NCLB Choice is not possible (SES is not an NCLB requirement at this stage).

· Required participation of select school staff in Data Driven Decision Making course sponsored by the SCDE.

· Data Quality assistance provided to the school staff, sponsored by the SCDE

· Allowable 15% district set-aside of IDEA funds for Early Intervening Services encouraged by the Office of Exceptional Children for use in the schools at this stage.

· NCLB-required School Improvement Plan process will be maintained.

· NCLB-required 10% Title I set-aside for Professional Development (PD) may be used for interventions as defined in the School Improvement Plan process.

	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· Supplemental Educational Services (SES) offered to poverty students and to students in the deficient subgroup(s) when NCLB Choice is not possible (SES is not required by NCLB at this stage).

· Data Quality assistance provided to the school staff, sponsored by the SCDE

· Allowable 15% district set-aside of IDEA funds for Early Intervening Services encouraged by the Office of Exceptional Children for use in the schools at this stage. 

· District-driven interventions chosen from “Best Practices Toolbox” training coordinated by the SCDE.

· NCLB-required School Improvement planning will be maintained.

· NCLB-required 10% set-aside for PD may be used for interventions.

	Continuing School Improvement

	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· NCLB-required SES offered to poverty students and to low-performing students (low-performing student participation in SES not required by NCLB).

· ERTL assigned to the school.

· NCLB-required School Improvement Plan incorporated into ERTL planning process.

· NCLB-required 10% Title I set-aside for PD may be used for interventions as recommended by the combined ERTL and School Improvement Plan process.
	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· NCLB-required SES offered to poverty students and to students in the deficient subgroup(s) (deficient subgroup participation in SES not required by NCLB).

· Required participation of select school staff in Data Driven Decision Making course by the SCDE (if the school staff has not previously participated in this course).

· NCLB-required School Improvement Plan process will be maintained. 
· NCLB-required 10% Title I set-aside for PD may be used for interventions as defined in the School Improvement Plan process.

	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· NCLB-required SES offered to poverty students and to students in the deficient subgroup (deficient subgroup participation in SES not required by NCLB).

· District-driven interventions chosen from “Best Practices Toolbox” training sponsored by the SCDE.

· NCLB-required School Improvement planning will be maintained. 

· NCLB-required 10% set-aside for PD may be used for interventions.

	Corrective Action

	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· NCLB-required SES offered to poverty students and to low-performing students (low-performing student participation in SES not required by NCLB).

· ERTL assigned to school.

· NCLB-required district-driven corrective action(s) to include recommendations, as appropriate, from previous ERTL processes.

· 10% Title I set-aside for PD  continued (not required by NCLB at this stage) which should be used for corrective action(s) and interventions as determined by the district.
	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· NCLB-required SES offered to poverty students and to students in the deficient subgroup(s) (deficient subgroup participation in SES not required by NCLB).

· Required participation of select school staff in Data Driven Decision Making course sponsored by the SCDE (if the school staff has not previously participated in this course). 

· 10% Title I set-aside for PD continued (not required by NCLB at this stage) which should be used for corrective action(s) and/or intervention(s) determined by the district.


	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· NCLB-required SES offered to poverty students and to students in the deficient subgroup (deficient subgroup participation in SES not required by NCLB).

· NCLB-required district-driven corrective actions developed during “Best Practices Toolbox” training.

· 10% Title I set-aside for PD continued (not required by NCLB at this stage) which should be used for corrective action(s) or interventions as determined by the district.


	Planning to Restructure

	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· NCLB-required SES offered to poverty students and to low-performing students (low-performing student participation in SES not required by NCLB).

· 10% Title I set-aside for PD continued (not required by NCLB at this stage) which should be used for corrective action(s) and interventions as determined by the district.

· Required attendance at the SCDE’s “Best Practices” session led by a cross divisional team which highlights effective strategies and programs to determine most appropriate strategies for implementation during the Restructuring stage.

· Required application by the school for additional EEDA Intervention funding for all high schools in this stage.
	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· NCLB-required SES offered to poverty students and to students in the deficient subgroup(s) (deficient subgroup participation in SES not required by NCLB).

· 10% Title I set-aside for PD continued (not required by NCLB at this stage) which should be used for corrective action(s) and/or intervention(s) determined by the district.

· Required attendance at the SCDE led “Planning to Restructure” training using US Department of Education training template to involve an instructional and administrative team from the school and the district.


	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· NCLB-required SES offered to poverty students and to students in the deficient subgroup (deficient subgroup participation in SES not required by NCLB).

· 10% Title I set-aside for PD continued (not required by NCLB at this stage) which should be used for corrective action(s) or interventions as determined by the district.

· Required attendance at the SCDE led “Planning to Restructure” training using US Department of Education training template to involve an instructional and administrative team from the school and the district.



	Restructuring the Instructional Program
	Targeted Restructuring
	Limited Restructuring

	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· NCLB-required SES offered to poverty students and to low-performing students (low-performing student participation in SES not required by NCLB). 

· NCLB-required district-driven interventions determined most appropriate for the school, following training received during the “Planning to Restructure” stage. 

· 10% Title I set-aside for PD continued (not required by NCLB at this stage) which should be used for restructuring efforts as determined by the district.
	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· NCLB-required SES offered to poverty students and students in the deficient subgroup(s) (deficient subgroup participation in SES not required by NCLB). 

· NCLB-required district-driven restructuring interventions most appropriate for the school after training during Planning-to-Restructure stage.

· 10% Title I set-aside for PD continued (not required by NCLB at this stage) to be used for district-determined targeted restructuring interventions.
	· NCLB-required Choice offered to all students.

· NCLB-required SES offered to poverty students and to students in the deficient subgroup (deficient subgroup participation in SES not required by NCLB). 

· NCLB-required district-driven restructuring interventions, most appropriate for the school following the training received during the “Planning-to-Restructure” stage.

· 10% Title I set-aside for Professional Development continued (not required by NCLB at this stage) which should be used for limited restructuring interventions as defined by the district.


These schools and districts in Improvement will have opportunities to plan, implement, and evaluate the academic interventions contained within their designated categories.  The tiers of support and training can help these schools and districts engage in professional dialogue with external resources to improve instructional practices.  Schools and districts that make academic progress through meeting AYP objectives will be recognized for their efforts through the federal recognition system for Distinguished Title I Schools and those who meet stand standards with the Palmetto Gold and Silver Awards and the Education Oversight Committee’s Closing the Achievement Gap Award. 

The use of percent ranges and the aligned interventions reduce the probability of limiting differentiation to a particular student group on a long-term basis for two reasons.  

1. The state will target technical assistance and interventions toward areas of greatest need.  Schools and districts will receive assistance based on previous AYP performance to increase student achievement.  Schools and districts that improve academic performance will be identified in a hold or delay placement for a year period.  If the next year the school or district meets all AYP objectives, they will move out of the Improvement process and, therefore, be removed from all sanctions and intervention requirements. 

2. If schools or districts do not improve, they will fall to the next stage of Improvement. This will necessitate a deeper examination of the achievement issues and a higher level of interventions.  Therefore, a variety of interventions and evaluative strategies will be addressed to prevent a particular underachieving student group from moving downward through the Improvement process on a long-term basis.  The state will also use surveys and monitoring of schools and districts to evaluate their progress on an ongoing basis to team with schools and districts congruently in their efforts to move toward higher levels of student academic progress.

4.3 Movement Between Different Categories and Stages of Improvement

Schools and districts will be placed in a level of improvement based on the most current performance data and AYP results as required by NCLB.  Schools and districts will move vertically through the NCLB stages and horizontally through the three categories of the framework in a progressive fashion based on annual performance results.  In some cases, schools and districts may be subject to a delay in their status if the school or district met AYP, thus the school or district remains in the same status as the previous year.  The school or district may also be subject to a hold provision if the school or district made progress for one year in the subject area identified for improvement which allows the school or district to remain in the same stage of Improvement as the previous year.  

The progression along the continuum of improvement categories and stages will be altered based on the state accountability system’s school and district ratings as defined by the Education Accountability Act (EAA).  In the proposed Differentiated Accountability model, schools and districts may retain their status through hold or delay provisions, or move to the new category of improvement based on the percent of AYP objectives met. 
A variety of interventions are imbedded within the proposed Differentiated Accountability Model.  Schools and districts in the Adjustment category receive limited interventions, with improvement efforts more local and internally based.  Schools and Districts in the Transition category receive more targeted interventions, so these schools and districts receive more external assistance with some local control.  Schools and districts in the Priority category receive the most comprehensive external and internal interventions.  However, within the parameters of each category, school, district, and state technical assistance support and interventions will be offered to analyze results and build sustainability of reform efforts.  Some of these interventions highlight professional development, which will be emphasized through Best Practice Toolbox trainings (see 7.1 for detailed information).  Student achievement will be targeted for technical assistance efforts with data driven decision-making and data quality assistance.  Training and support for leadership and governance will be provided through the insertion of  External Review Team Liaisons.  For a description of how schools and districts would move through the categories over time, please see Attachment 1.
4.4  Additional Indicators

South Carolina’s proposal does not use additional indicators to differentiate among identified schools or districts to be identified for Improvement.  However, the Differentiated Accountability model does include interventions to provide substantive and directed use of additional indicators to positively impact student achievement.  

The state will provide technical assistance to build capacity in making educationally sound data decisions, which is an integral part of many of the interventions in the proposed Differentiated Accountability Model. The use of the additional assessments for School Improvement is not mandated in the Differentiated Accountability model, but the practice is strongly recommended because additional diagnostic assessments are needed at the school level to provide a more complete understanding of student performance in such interventions as the development of Focused School Renewal Plans in Title I Schools of Priority. For districts newly identified for improvement in the Priority category, the use of formative assessments is required to track, analyze, and intervene with students not making AYP. 

South Carolina schools and districts principally use the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) through Northwest Evaluation Association and STAR Reading and STAR Math through Renaissance Learning as additional indicators to measure academic achievement.  Both tests are aligned to state standards and both are included in the state-approved adoption list. These computerized adaptive assessments provide growth and achievement data that can be used in developing instructional strategies for academic improvement in grades 2-8.  MAP and STAR Reading and Math were evaluated by a panel of measurement experts including university faculty and district test coordinators and met the requirements for adherence to professional measurement standards as determined by the Education Oversight Committee (EOC) and the State Board of Education (SBE).  Consequently, these additional indicators are recommended to schools in improvement and required in newly identified Priority districts in improvement to support existing assessment programs in providing relevant and valuable student achievement data.
Core Principle 5: Transition 

5.1 Transition from Current to Proposed Accountability Model 

The proposed Differentiated Accountability model will operate as a framework for improvement over time.  A school’s and a district’s placement will be computed yearly for AYP purposes.  Under the proposed Differentiated Accountability model, a correlated category of improvement also will be calculated based on the percentage of AYP objectives met.  

The starting point for schools and districts in improvement will be based on the current improvement status.  Therefore, schools and districts now identified for a particular stage of improvement in the previous stages of improvement will transition to the same stage of improvement in the proposed Differentiated Accountability model.  No school or district will have to or be able to “start over.” 

For example, under the current system, a school that has been identified as a needs improvement school and that has not met AYP for five years is in Corrective Action phase.  If the same school did not meet AYP for the sixth year, it would progress into the Planning for Restructuring phase.  Under the proposed model for year six, the school would still be placed in the Planning for Restructuring phase; however, the category of improvement designation would be based on the percentage of AYP objectives met.  So, if the school met fewer than 60% of AYP objectives, it would be identified in the Priority category with the most comprehensive district, state, and externally provided intervention and monitoring.

A transition plan will be tied to state efforts to integrate services to the lowest performing schools and to coordinate interventions according to needs.  The SCDE is working with our regional comprehensive center, Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL), to perform a self-assessment survey and study to coordinate better technical assistance and intervention efforts across SCDE divisions.  Please see section 8.2 for further explanation.
The state will address the transition for continuation of the school and district Improvement planning process.  Based on their current identification, regardless of the category of improvement in the Differentiated Accountability model, newly identified schools and districts must develop improvement plans outlining their programs, personnel, and resources.  However, if their status in improvement should alter, revisions and/or amendments would need to be submitted as an addendum to align with changing needs assessment documentation.

5.2 Continuation of Public School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services 

Under the proposed Differentiated Accountability model, all students who were eligible for Supplemental Educational Services (SES) will continue their eligibility for SES under the new system.  For public school choice (PSC) in the proposed Differentiated Accountability model, those students who would have been eligible for choice in the current system of School Improvement, will also be eligible for choice in the proposed system.  

Additional opportunities for SES have been added to the Differentiated Accountability model interventions in the Newly Identified stage for each of the three categories of School Improvement when NCLB Choice is not possible.  In the Adjustment and Transition categories of School Improvement, SES has been expanded to allow the districts to offer SES to not only high poverty students but to those students falling in the deficient subgroup for the school.  PSC will continue to be offered universally.  For those students whose schools fall into the Priority category, PSC is offered to all students, and SES is offered to poverty and to low-performing students.  Therefore, the proposed model presents more options for students needing these services, particularly in the academic areas of English language arts and mathematics for students in schools with the lowest levels of achievement.  As a result of the broadening base of opportunities for services, the numbers of students participating in SES and PSC is expected to rise substantially in the future.

Core Principle 6: Transparency of differentiation and interventions

6.1  The Process for Differentiation is Data-driven and Accessible

The process for differentiation is rooted in student performance through state assessment results and AYP documentation; therefore, the foundation for decision-making is data-driven. The model offers a nuanced approach toward stages of improvement and categories that allows for more flexibility in publicly recognizing the performance and progress of individual schools. The level of intervention is based upon severity of need as determined by how many AYP targets the school or district missed.

South Carolina will institute a series of steps to ensure accessibility and transparency in disseminating information regarding the Differentiated Accountability model. 

1. The SCDE will provide public information on the Differentiated Accountability model through multiple means of dissemination to include press releases, Web site placement, meetings, and publications.  The publications, including the AYP Report Card, will be redesigned in a user-friendly format, to ensure easy accessibility and translation for stakeholder dissemination. 

2. The state will provide technical assistance trainings to districts in a train-the-trainer format to broaden district knowledge and awareness of the tools and the processes, methods, and procedures used in adapting the previous model to the Differentiated Accountability model.  In these meetings, district personnel will be provided instruments to use to oversee school and district requirements to conduct parent meetings to discuss and interpret the differentiation model. 

3. South Carolina will collaborate with our state Parent Information Resource Center (PIRC) through its regional sites to assist with the process of parent notification, involvement, and trainings.

4. South Carolina will involve state stakeholders groups including the School Improvement Council (SIC), the Parent Teacher Organization (PTO), the Parent Teacher Association (PTA), and the South Carolina Title I Coalition of Parents to broaden parent awareness of the new model and its ramifications toward their children’s schools. 

5. State teacher groups such as the South Carolina Education Association and the Palmetto Teacher’s Association will be provided information on the new accountability model to disburse to their membership.

Section III: Interventions

Core Principle 7: Intervention Timeline

7.1  Comprehensive System of Interventions Related to School Academic Achievement 

The state has proposed layered levels of support for all schools and districts identified in the three categories of School Improvement and District Improvement. Within the three proposed categories, academic achievement interventions are strengthened at each succeeding stage.  

Adjustment Category (90% or more of the AYP objectives met)

Assistance for the Title I schools in this category includes the following limited interventions: 

· Supplemental Educational Services (SES) is offered to poverty students and to students in the deficient subgroup in the initial stage of improvement if NCLB choice is not possible for students at this school.  SES is also offered to poverty students and deficient subgroup students in each of the remaining stages of improvement in this category.

· NCLB Choice is offered to all students in each of the stages of improvement in the Adjustment category of School Improvement.

· The SCDE through multiple offices will develop a “Best Practices Toolbox” and offer training to schools and districts in the first three stages of School Improvement in the Adjustment category.  The SCDE will include best practices sessions such as whole school reform models; Positive Behavior Intervention Strategies (PBIS); Response-to-Intervention (RtI); public school choice options such as single gender programs, school within a school and Montessori models; innovative programs; successful strategies implemented in the Distinguished Title I schools; feeder school strategies to address specific subgroups not meeting the N size at the feeder school level but impacting the middle or high school AYP performance; and effective use of external consultants to increase academic achievement.  District-driven initiatives will be based on a more thorough knowledge of best practices and proven interventions which will be obtained during the Toolbox training. 

· The NCLB-required provision for a 10% set-aside of the school’s Title I allocation for professional development in the Newly Identified and Continuing School Improvement stages will be continued into the Corrective Action, Planning to Restructure, and Restructuring stages in the proposed model.  The Differentiated Accountability model will provide schools at all stages in this category the flexibility to use this set-aside to fund specific interventions related to School Improvement and not limit the expenditure of these funds to professional development. 

· The NCLB-required School Improvement planning process continues in the Newly Identified and Continuing School Improvement stages of this category. 

· The Office of Technology Services within the SCDE will provide intensive data-quality assistance to build capacity within the school to ensure that the data that identified the school for School Improvement is correct.  This assistance will provide specific strategies for the school-level staff to verify data quality on an annual basis.

· The Office of Exceptional Children in the SCDE will encourage the expenditure of the allowable 15% district set-aside of IDEA funds for early intervening services in Newly Identified schools in the Adjustment category of School Improvement.  The expenditure of these funds in the schools in the Newly Identified stage will channel resources across federal programs and meet specific needs to prevent or forestall the school’s beginning a downward spiral.

· In the Planning-to-Restructure stage, required technical assistance training will be conducted by the SCDE to provide information and resources to district and school administrators as the planning process for Restructuring begins.  This training will follow the planning and implementation template using the U.S. Department of Education endorsed “School Restructuring under NCLB: What Works When.”  This training will include opportunities for self-assessment and evaluation input, while also allowing an opportunity for school and district staff to network with peers and reflect on positive School Improvement plans and procedures to assist them as they guide their staff and stakeholders through the Planning-to-Restructure stage.

· In the Restructuring stage of the Adjustment category of School Improvement, the NCLB-required district-driven Restructuring interventions are implemented based on guidance received and the plans developed during the Planning-to-Restructure stage of School Improvement.

The interventions implemented in this category will offer schools an opportunity to adjust their programs and services with specific support geared toward reaching academic achievement goals.  Schools will have state and district assistance to progress out of School Improvement.

Transition Category (60%–89% of the AYP objectives met OR missed AYP in the same subgroup for five or more years)

The Transition category guards against the likelihood of a school continually missing AYP objectives in the same subgroup, even though the overall percentage of AYP objectives met might have kept the school in the Adjustment category of School Improvement, the category of the least intervention.  For assistance to the schools in this category, the SCDE has defined the following targeted interventions:   

· Supplemental Educational Services (SES) is offered to poverty students and deficient subgroup students in the initial stage of improvement if NCLB choice is not possible for students at this school.  SES is then offered to poverty students and deficient subgroup students in each of the remaining stages of improvement in this category.

· NCLB Choice is offered to all students in each of the stages of improvement in the Transition category of School Improvement.

· The SCDE through the Office of Innovation will sponsor the training of a school-level team in Data-Driven Decision Making.  This training is required for a school-level team at least once during three initial stages of School Improvement in the Transition category.

· The required NCLB provision for a 10% set-aside of the school’s Title I allocation for professional development in the Newly Identified and Continuing School Improvement stages will be continued into the Corrective Action, Planning to Restructure, and Restructuring stages in the proposed model.  The Differentiated Accountability model will provide schools at all stages in the Transition category the flexibility to use this set-aside to fund specific interventions related to School Improvement and not limit the expenditure of these funds to professional development. 

· The NCLB-required School Improvement planning process continues in the Newly Identified and Continuing School Improvement stages of this category. 

· Intensive data quality assistance is provided to the school staff by the Office of Technology Services, SCDE, to build capacity within the school to ensure that the data that identified the school for School Improvement is correct.  This assistance will provide specific strategies for the school level staff to verify data quality on an annual basis.

· The Office of Exceptional Children, SCDE, will encourage the expenditure of the allowable 15% district set-aside of IDEA funds for early intervening services in the schools in the Newly Identified stage in the Transition category of School Improvement.  The expenditure of these funds in the schools in the Newly Identified stage will channel resources across federal programs and meet specific needs before the school begins a downward spiral.

· In the Planning-to-Restructure stage, required technical assistance training will be conducted by the SCDE to provide information and resources to district and school administrators as the planning process for Restructuring begins.  This training will follow the planning and implementation template using the U.S. Department of Education endorsed “School Restructuring under NCLB: What Works When.”  This training will include opportunities for self-assessment and evaluation input, while also allowing an opportunity for school and district staff to network with peers and reflect on positive School Improvement plans and procedures to assist them as they guide their staff and stakeholders through the Planning-to-Restructure stage.

· In the Restructuring stage of the Transition category of School Improvement, the NCLB-required, district-driven Restructuring interventions are implemented based on guidance received and the plans developed during the Planning-to-Restructure stage of School Improvement.

Title I schools in the Transition category of improvement receive targeted intervention efforts designed to provide opportunities to transition to higher levels of academic achievement.  

Priority (fewer than 60% of the AYP objectives met)

For assistance to the Title I schools in this category, the SCDE has defined the following comprehensive interventions: 

· Supplemental Educational Services (SES) is offered to poverty students and low-performing students in the initial stage of improvement if NCLB choice is not possible for students at this school.  SES is then offered to poverty students and deficient subgroup students in each of the remaining stages of improvement in this category.

· NCLB Choice is offered to all students in each of the stages of improvement in the Title I Schools of Priority category of School Improvement.

· The required NCLB provision for a 10% set-aside of the school’s Title I allocation for professional development in the Newly Identified and Continuing School Improvement stages will be continued into the Corrective Action, Planning to Restructure, and Restructuring stages in the proposed model.  The Differentiated Accountability model will provide schools at all stages in the Title I Schools of Priority category the flexibility to use this set-aside to fund specific interventions related to School Improvement and not limit the expenditure of these funds to professional development. 

· The Office of Technology Services, SCDE, will provide intensive data-quality assistance to the school staff to build capacity within the school to ensure that the data that identified the school for School Improvement is correct.  This assistance will provide specific strategies for the school level staff to verify data quality on an annual basis.

· The Office of Exceptional Children, SCDE, will encourage the expenditure of the allowable 15% district set-aside of IDEA funds for early intervening services in the schools in the Newly Identified stage in the Title I Schools of Priority category of School Improvement.  The expenditure of these funds in the schools in the Newly Identified stage will channel resources across federal programs and meet specific needs before the school begins a downward spiral.

· An External Review Team Liaison (ERTL) will be assigned to each school in the Newly Identified, Continuing School Improvement, and Corrective Action stages of the Title I Schools in Priority category.  The ERTL intervention for schools in the first three stages may be limited to the NCLB funds available for School Improvement.  If a limitation is needed, the state will determine school priority criteria.  A description of the ERTL process is found below.

· The NCLB-required School Improvement planning process continues in the Newly Identified and Continuing School Improvement stages of this category. The School Improvement planning process, however, will be combined with the ERTL planning process for schools in the Title I Schools of Priority category of School Improvement.

· In the Planning-to-Restructure stage, required technical assistance training will be conducted by the SCDE to provide information and resources to district and school administrators as the planning process for Restructuring begins.  This training will follow the planning and implementation template in the U.S. Department of Education endorsed “School Restructuring under NCLB: What Works When.”  This training will include opportunities for self-assessment and evaluation input, while also allowing an opportunity for school and district staff to network with peers and reflect on positive School Improvement plans and procedures to assist them as they guide their staff and stakeholders through the Planning-to-Restructure stage.

· In the Restructuring stage of the Transition category of School Improvement, the NCLB-required district-driven Restructuring interventions are implemented based on guidance received and the plans developed during the Planning-to-Restructure stage of School Improvement.

External Review Team Liaison (assigned to the Title I Schools of Priority Category, Newly Identified, Continuing, and Corrective Action Stages of School Improvement)

Through collaboration with the state, the proposed Differentiated Accountability model links services for schools in the first three stages of Title I Schools of Priority category with an outside expert as an interventionist.  As defined by the state, the External Review Team Liaison (ERTL) is a qualified educator who provides on-site support throughout the school year to assigned schools for the purpose of assisting the school staff in planning, implementing, and assessing results of a required Focused School Renewal Plan (FSRP), the state-mandated core school planning document that drives school improvement.
The primary intent of the revised ERT Process is to bring about dramatic improvement in student achievement in schools with an unsatisfactory absolute rating.  The ERT Process provides ongoing support and collaboration with the district and school through an assigned ERTL.  Schools are receiving varied degrees of on-site support based on the years in which they are required to meet expected progress.  The regularity of visits, monitoring and reporting will be determined for the identified Title I Priority schools for school year 2008-09 based on recommendations received through the state accountability office.

The ERTL supports the work of the district administrators, the principal, the School-based Staff Developer (SBSD), the School Leadership Team (SLT), and the Collaborative Teams (CT) in implementing their focused goals to increase the instructional effectiveness of teachers and student learning, along with evidence-based strategies/practices to assist the school in increasing student achievement. ERTL qualifications include recent extensive curricular and instructional experience in a school or district; administrative experience in a school or district, and extensive experience with the analysis of student achievement data.

These outside experts assist the schools in examining all aspects of their operation and assist in the development, monitoring and review of the focused school renewal plan.  

Parent and Community Involvement 

In the School of Priority category, parental and community input in the Planning-to-Restructure stage is already a key component and will be reinforced further at the school and district levels through this model.  Priority schools are the schools that will receive the most comprehensive and direct academic intervention efforts including:

· Schools will be required to attend a state Planning-to-Restructure training to support the Restructuring process which will include stakeholder involvement. 

· High schools at this stage are required to apply for additional Education and Economic Development Act (2005) career-oriented school reform initiative funding to interface with academic progress goals. 

· At the final stage of Restructuring, schools are required to implement the NCLB district-driven interventions of Restructuring the instructional program in a comprehensive approach deemed most appropriate for the school to remedy and build sustained academic improvement.  Stakeholder involvement is critical in the restructuring stage.

Differentiated Accountability model for District Improvement
The categories of District Improvement mirror those of the school Differentiated Accountability model.  The categories of District Improvement are:

· Districts in Adjustment, for districts meeting 90% or more of AYP objectives,

· Districts in Transition, for districts meeting 60% to 89% of AYP objectives, and

· Districts of Priority, for districts meeting less than 60% of AYP objectives.

The interventions provided to schools at each stage and category of the Differentiated Accountability model for School Improvement are expected to have a positive impact on the district in addition to the positive impact on the schools.  The Differentiated Accountability model includes specific interventions for districts beyond those planned for the Title I schools in School Improvement.  These district-level interventions include:

· Documented implementation of interventions in all schools for subgroups in which the district did not make AYP, regardless of the N size at the school level for these subgroups. This intervention will be used in districts meeting 60-89% of the AYP objectives or the Transition category in the Newly Identified and Continuing District Improvement stages.

· Required use of interim assessments with documented efforts to track, analyze and intervene with student groups not making AYP.  This intervention will be used in the Districts of Priority category at the Newly Identified and Continuing District Improvement stages. 

· Districts in the first two stages of the Districts of Priority category are required to use the results of a professional development survey, generated by the SCDE, to direct the use of 10% of Title II funds.

· Flexibility in the use of funds will be extended to districts in the use of the NCLB-required 10% set-aside for districts in improvement, which will be maintained in the Differentiated Accountability model.  These funds are not limited to professional development and may be expended for interventions.

· District Corrective Action in each of the categories of District Improvement will require NCLB action determined by the state for implementation in the district.

Exceptions in the movement of districts from one stage to another in the Differentiated Accountability Categories indicate that a district will not progress to the next stage of improvement if the district has an average or above rating on the South Carolina State Accountability System’s Improvement or Absolute rating as noted on the annual district report card. Additionally, current hold and delay exceptions, as defined in the South Carolina Accountability Workbook will be maintained in the proposed model.  

Stakeholder Involvement in Developing South Carolina’s Differentiated Accountability Model 

The Office of Federal and State Accountability conducted multiple sessions to receive input from a wide variety of stakeholders in the development of the proposed Differentiated Accountability model.  Educators, parents, SCDE personnel from multiple offices, and the Title I Committee of Practitioners attended these sessions.  We reached consensus in reference to the levels and types of support included in the adapted model and the assistance efforts rendered. The process also included verification that the proposed Differentiated Accountability model contained the most appropriately aligned stages and categories of School and District Improvement for South Carolina to meet and exceed the accountability requirements of NCLB.  

Future Revisions to the Interventions in the Differentiated Accountability Model

Prior to the release of the Differentiated Accountability model by the U.S. Department of Education, the SCDE contracted with the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL) to guide us in using a reflective tool and interview process to best identify and interweave existing intervening services and support to the schools and districts, while also more appropriately defining the state System of Support. 

Beginning in May 2008, SEDL will assist the agency in examining its current practices of technical assistance across offices and divisions to assist in streamlining services to build capacity at the local levels.  We expect this effort to lead to an internal systematic and systemic approach for communication and collaboration between offices and divisions within the SCDE to best align technical assistance, intervention, and monitoring services.  The result of this self-assessment will certainly lead to a need to reexamine the interventions included in the Differentiated Accountability model for Schools and Districts.  Quite possibly, we will be able to offer more differentiated services to the schools and districts based on their needs.  For further information on SEDL’s assistance, please see section 8.2.

7.2  Alignment of Interventions with Current State Interventions

South Carolina currently has dual systems of interventions based on the requirements of state and federal law.  The SCDE is working to expand and incorporate existing state interventions into the components of the Differentiated Accountability model to link intervention services between the state and local school districts to build an academic assistance alliance.

South Carolina’s state system of support and accountability is based on legislation enacted in 1998, the Education Accountability Act (EAA), that identifies schools and districts through a rating system based on the South Carolina Report Card.  Consistent with the spirit of NCLB, the purpose of the EAA is to establish a performance-based accountability system for public education that focuses on improving teaching and learning so that students are equipped with a strong academic foundation.  Provisions focus on eliminating the achievement gap and targeting resources to low-performing schools.  These low-performing schools typically have percentages of poor or minority children greater than the state average.  Because this legislation preceded NCLB, terms such as “highly qualified teachers” and “equity” are not referenced.  

The EAA authorizes a declaration of a state of emergency in schools rated below average that do not satisfactorily implement approved recommendations or meet expected progress.  The state superintendent, after consulting with the external review committee and with the approval of the State Board of Education, is granted the authority to take any of the following actions: 

1.
furnish continuing advice and technical assistance in implementing the recommendations of the State Board of Education; 

2.
declare a state of emergency in the school and replace the school's principal; or 

3.
declare a state of emergency in the school and assume management of the school. 

The requirements of this system differ from the federal accountability mandates for School Improvement in NCLB, so gaps and overlaps of service within the state exist.  To recommend strategies to reconcile the two programs and create a unified and centralized service unit, the SCDE convened an accountability task force in the summer of 2007 comprised of a wide range of stakeholders including educators, legislators, and parents.  A key recommendation of the task force was to consolidate state and federal accountability requirements. These recommended revisions to the EAA were submitted to the South Carolina Legislature for the January 2009 session.  
Until further action by the legislature allows for this reconciliation, the two systems will continue to operate independently with varying regulations, requirements, and improvement identifications.  The Differentiated Accountability model will support South Carolina in merging the two systems through interconnecting state and federal accountability technical assistance.

To bridge these gaps and overlaps, the state has married assistance, intervention and funding efforts as possible through collaboration with state, federal, and external sources.  These areas are documented in the plan through the External Review Liaisons, data-driven decision-making training, data quality assistance, professional development opportunities, and combined funding for programs.  Other avenues for further collaboration may open as the state advances toward a unified state and federal compliance and accountability program. 

Through the state system, schools with the lowest Absolute ratings on the EAA State Report Card over time or those that have failed to meet expected progress have been designated as Palmetto Priority Schools (PPS).  According to state compliance guidelines, the 16 schools face the possibility of state takeover; however, at this time, the state has opted to use the available sanctions with support mechanisms to move the schools toward expected progress standards.  Sanctions included replacement of principals at three of the schools and removal for the following school year of an additional number of interim principals.  Support systems included creating a collaborative leadership team with the principal, district superintendent, and district school board chair working in concert with the state coordinator of the PPS Project, assigned state liaisons, and the state superintendent of education.  Other measures of support include additional resources offered through higher education, the Governor’s School for Science and Mathematics, and the Governor’s School for Arts and Humanities.  Targeted resources based on needs assessment procedures are used, and fewer regulations are placed on these schools on a short-term basis. For the current school year, this group includes three Title I schools subject to the requirements of NCLB.

In the Differentiated Accountability model, the state would provide targeted interventions for mid-range and comprehensive interventions for the lowest performing schools in the federal system.  Based on the proposal, this would include schools in the planning for restructuring stage of improvement. These schools will receive intervening services to reform the school program, including state Planning-to-Restructure trainings.  Schools identified in the Restructuring stage will target restructuring for Transition schools and restructure the instructional program in a comprehensive manner for Priority Schools.  In their restructuring efforts, schools will be required to offer Supplemental Educational Services (SES) to poverty students and students in the deficient subgroup as well as choice to all students. For professional development purposes, the 10% Title I set-aside will be required but for expanded purposes. 

7.3  Interventions that Increase in Intensity

South Carolina’s Differentiated Accountability model has a timeline and framework designed to provide limited, targeted, and comprehensive interventions if schools and districts fail to improve their academic achievement as measured through percentages of AYP objectives met. In the limited intervention stage, academic improvement efforts are primarily focused on local efforts whereas in the transition intervention stage, more state level technical academic assistance is featured.  In the comprehensive intervention stage, a host of intervention efforts is provided from local, state, federal, and external sources.  Schools and districts will be subject to periodic onsite and desk audits to ensure compliance, and surveys will be employed to gauge teacher and district input in the implementation of the model.  In-depth explanations of the progression are presented in sections 4.1 and 7.1  

7.4  Access to and Development of Effective Teachers and Principals

Schools that qualify for state assistance are Title I and non-Title I schools that do not meet state standards and are ranked below average or unsatisfactory on the state Absolute EAA Report Card rating receive additional interventions.  As outlined in section 7.2, EAA guidelines require specific interventions with escalating consequences for chronically low-performing schools.  These schools receive a variety of interventions including access to teachers and principals with a demonstrated history of improving student achievement through the External Review Team liaison position and the specialist program.  Under our state accountability system, South Carolina maintains a cadre of professionals in these roles with histories of exemplary academic achievement to serve in our most challenged schools.  These highly qualified educators serve as on-site models, instructional coaches, facilitators, and mentors to teachers and administrators in the lowest performing schools targeted by the state.

Upon determination of a below average or unsatisfactory state Absolute EAA Report Card ranking, all schools must have a Focused School Renewal Plan (FSRP), and the assigned External Review Team Liaison (ERTL) assists with developing this plan.  As part of its FSRP, a school may identify a need to improve leadership and instruction.  

Other improvement professionals are trained and available to assist schools in meeting those focused goals.  These specialists coach school-level staff to build local capacity and accelerate academic improvement. These professionals include principal leaders, principal mentors, principal specialists, curriculum specialists, teacher specialists (SCDE employed), and district instructional facilitators (district employed).  Principal specialists are experienced exemplary educators who replace the prior principal in an unsatisfactory school.  If the building principal remains in place, support for that leader may be in either of the following forms:

· Principal leaders work on-site for 12 months with the school principal, staff, and leadership to build capacity and increase the rate of improved student achievement. 

· Principal mentors likewise work with the building principal and school staff, but in a less intensive periodic mentoring capacity. 
· Curriculum specialists are subject matter experts who assist school level staff in curriculum development, instruction, assessment, data analysis, and professional development. 

· Teacher specialists (SCDE employed) and district instructional facilitators (district employed) serve on-site for one year (200 days) to assist classroom teachers by: 

· demonstrating effective teaching and serving as coaches to improve instruction especially as it relates to connecting activities to the state's curriculum standards and assessment system; 

· assisting the faculty in gaining knowledge in implementing best instructional practices and well-validated alternatives designed to improve instruction; 

· assisting school teams in analyzing test data to identify patterns and instructional deficiencies; and 

· developing strategies to address instructional deficiencies, providing support, and training for needed changes in instructional practices and techniques to improve classroom assessment, and supporting teachers in acquiring new skills. 

South Carolina has a built-in career path for teachers based upon experience and skills.  The state maintains a database of “professional certified staff” and forwards funding based upon the level of qualifications and experience.  South Carolina has made great strides in meeting the NCLB requirements for highly qualified teachers and professionals.  
Quality Counts 2008 ranks South Carolina No. 1 in efforts to attract, develop, and retain the best teachers.  South Carolina has several initiatives (including financial incentives and performance bonuses) aimed at recruiting and retaining its best teachers at its neediest schools and paying them well for it. The South Carolina Teacher Advancement Program (TAP) has several key inter-related components, one of which is market-driven, performance-based pay.  In addition to the “official” TAP schools, the SCDE consults with schools and districts that want to implement similar programs.  SCDE promotes using Title I SIF innovation funds and state technical assistance funds for TAP programs.  South Carolina has increased the program from 18 to 43 schools this year.  The program was featured in the February 25, 2008, issue of TIME Magazine.  In addition, Attachment 2 details additional efforts by the State Department of Education to recruit and retain highly qualified staff.

Through varying levels of intensity and types of interventions in our Differentiated Accountability model, teachers will receive assistance in meeting the state and federal standards of academic achievement.  Teachers and principals will receive data-based quality assistance and in some categories of improvement, data-driven-decision-making coursework to build capacity around issues of assessment and instruction.  Teachers and principals will also have access to the Best Practices Toolbox, with training on the Toolbox aligned to site-based needs.  The needs assessment process for Title I schools also includes a parallel coordination of needs and scientifically based research to improve instruction.  Teachers are presented a number of opportunities for advancement and professional development and may receive performance-based monetary incentives.  Principals and Assistant Principals have a variety of opportunities to engage in leadership training to grow their professional development skills.  

Within the proposed framework, schools identified in the Transition category for targeted intervention, in the stages of Newly Identified, Continuing School Improvement and Corrective Action, will have access to a data-driven decision-making training course as well as data-quality assistance to improve school based identification of academic based needs.

Professional development for teachers in the Priority category for comprehensive intervention will be congregated in the areas of academic achievement and based on recommendations through the ERTL and School Improvement plan process.  Local, state and external providers will provide technical assistance and support in this effort. In this category, the 10% Title I set-aside will be required for funding specific efforts to improve teacher and instructional quality.

Core Principle 8: Types of Interventions

8.1  Educationally Sound Interventions that will promote meaningful reform in schools

The proposed interventions are rooted in the principles of NCLB that include the application of data based analysis, accountability, and stakeholder involvement.  State testing data verifies that the divisions contained within the Differentiated Accountability model will provide an equitable distribution of schools.  The requisite interventions will be balanced with school, district, and state interventions to prevent overburdening of any one system in this new implementation process while ensuring that the depth and breadth of support and interventions will lead to meaningful reform in schools and districts in improvement.

To build data capacity, the Office of Innovation will provide a data-based decision-making course for schools in the Transition category newly identified in improvement.  The Office of Technology Services will provide data quality assistance for schools in all three categories (Adjustment, Transition, and Priority) in the Newly Identified stage of Improvement.  The State and Federal Accountability office will assist with the addition of ERTL services to schools in the Priority category in the stages of Newly Identified, Continuing School Improvement and Corrective Action.  The Office of Federal and State Accountability has been active in the cross-divisional Response to Intervention (RtI) team to develop a state RtI plan.  This plan will bridge assistance across general and special education areas to improve all aspects of the instructional programs in Title I and non-Title I schools.  A recently hired state coordinator is facilitating this process to ensure full participation in developing and implementing the plan as well as brokering resources and information for statewide dissemination. 

The outlined interventions found in the Differentiated Accountability model will be accomplished on a timely basis through the collaboration of all SCDE offices, school districts, and schools working together in collegial partnership toward prompt full implementation of interventions upon identification of category and stage.

One potential impediment to timely intervention might be the state return date for final AYP calculations.  Processing times on finalizing state assessment results (PACT) may mean that districts will not receive final notifications until September, but our state’s preliminary notification process will be used to place schools in categories and stages on a timely basis. Individual adjustments for school classifications may be required upon confirmation of final AYP calculations, but most information will be relevant and reliable for implementation of the proposed Differentiated Accountability model. 

8.2  Aligning and Leveraging Resources to ensure Substantive and Comprehensive Support 

South Carolina plans to align state and federal resources to increase its capacity to ensure substantive and comprehensive support to consistently underperforming schools through a number of processes including improving the statewide system of support, targeting use of School Improvement Funds, and collaborating with the Office of Educator Preparation.

A cross-divisional team with a focus on low-performing schools was established in the fall of 2007 to coordinate services across the SCDE to low-performing schools.  As a result of this team’s work, the SCDE’s senior staff decided to improve the delivery of technical assistance by using a process developed by the Center on Innovation and Improvement and facilitated by Southwest Educational Developmental Laboratory (SEDL).  This process, Strengthening the Statewide System of Support (SSOS), takes state agencies through a self-assessment of its system of support and leads to a plan for its improvement.  The process will include a steering committee and a self-assessment team.  The self-assessment team assists in gathering key documents, participates in on-site discussions related to the self-assessment questions and interviews, participates in on-site presentation of the SSOS Self-Assessment Report to the broader group of personnel involved in the SSOS, provides feedback to revise the report, and participates in the on-site planning session to develop and implement the SSOS plan. 
SEDL will use this information drawn from interviews with the self-assessment committee members, observations, and discussions with selected district instructional leaders to prepare an analysis report intended to inform a plan for strengthening the SSOS.  In June 2008, the SEDL team will meet with the self-assessment team to present a draft report that will be presented to a broader audience of stakeholders and amended from feedback.  The self-assessment team, assisted by SEDL, will identify strengths and weaknesses from the analysis report and will generate a SSOS Plan, with a monitoring component.  The plan should be ready for implementation in the 2008–09 school year. 

In the proposed model, Title I School Improvement Funds will be allocated to schools in improvement based on the number of students in the school that scored Basic or Below Basic on the most recent state assessment, rather than by the number of poverty students in the school (the most current allocation method).  Changing the allocation of Title I School Improvement Funds will concentrate funds in the schools with the most critical needs.

The Federal Programs team and the Office of Innovation worked collaboratively in developing the most recent grant criteria and awards for the School Improvement Funds received under section 1003(g).  These awards targeted funds to middle schools in the most rural school districts that missed AYP in all subgroups.  As these funds increase for the upcoming fiscal year, the Federal Programs team and the Office of Innovation will continue to target these funds to schools identified in the proposed Differentiated Accountability model as in most need. 

Specifically addressing the interventions in the Differentiated Accountability model, Title II funds will be targeted towards professional development in Priority schools based on a professional development survey developed the Office of Teacher Advancement.  This is in addition to the State’s priority that all students, regardless of ethnicity, socioeconomic status, or disability, be taught by Highly Qualified (HQ) teachers.  The Title II, Part A application, facilitated by the Office of Educator Quality, requires a plan and specific strategies for staffing that comply with NCLB expectations.  Districts must provide a rationale for class-size reduction choices of schools, grade levels, and subjects as related to failure to make AYP.  The plan must also include documentation of scientifically based research for professional development initiatives.  Each district must assure the following in its Title II, Part A, plan:

· The needs assessment was conducted in consultation and collaboration with the teachers of the school district, including those teachers in schools receiving assistance under Title I, school administrators, and charter school and private school representatives (where applicable) in the development of the needs assessment.

· Through incentives for voluntary transfers, the provision of professional development, recruitment programs, or other effective strategies, that low-income students and minority students are not taught at higher rates than other students by unqualified, out-of-field, or inexperienced teachers.

· Title II-A teacher quality funds will be directed to schools that have the lowest proportion of highly qualified teachers, have the largest average class size, or are identified for school improvement under the specification in Title I, section 1116(b)(1)(A) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).

Each district must present a plan and timeframe to accomplish the goal of having 100% of core academic classes taught by HQ teachers in its Title II, Part A application. Districts must offer appropriate methods for teachers to become HQ and must address all groups of teachers who have not met requirements. Steps that districts have specified in their yearly plans include the following ways to support teachers in meeting requirements:

· reimbursing for courses needed for full certification or for demonstration of content mastery

· offering study sessions for exam preparation

· reimbursing for Praxis II content exam,

· conducting the Highly Objective Uniform State Standards of Evaluation (HOUSSE), as appropriate 

· providing support and stipends for National Board for Professional Teaching Standards Certification above the support provided by the state

· stipulating in teacher contracts the necessary steps and timeline to meet HQ requirements.

The state collects data to monitor districts for compliance in fulfilling their documented plans for each teacher of core academic subjects to become HQ.  The Office of Educator Preparation, Support, and Assessment (EPSA) and the Office of Technology generate periodic reports of classes taught by non-HQ teachers.  Coordinators schedule monitoring visits to districts, giving priority to those that do not make AYP.  Districts must provide appropriate documentation of plans and progress toward meeting the 100% goal.  A plan for corrective action is mandated for districts that do not fulfill their plans and make sufficient progress.

Additional information is available in Attachments 3 through 6 regarding the continuing role of the Office of Educator Preparation in building state and district capacity to work with low performing schools.  The attachments focus on ensuring that employed teachers meet requirements, recruiting a workforce of highly qualified teachers, retaining a workforce of highly qualified teachers, and providing high-quality professional development.

Core Principle 9: Public School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services

9.1  Eligibility Criteria for PSC and SES

	Stage
	Student Groups Offered SES in each Category of School Improvement

	
	Schools of Priority
	Schools in Transition
	Schools in Adjustment

	Newly Identified

(for schools with no Choice options)
	Poverty and Low-performing
	Poverty & Deficient subgroup
	Poverty & Deficient subgroup

	Continuing School Improvement 
	Poverty and Low-performing
	Poverty & Deficient subgroup
	Poverty & Deficient subgroup

	Corrective Action
	Poverty and Low-performing
	Poverty & Deficient subgroup
	Poverty & Deficient subgroup

	Planning to Restructure
	Poverty and Low-performing
	Poverty & Deficient subgroup
	Poverty & Deficient subgroup

	Restructure
	Poverty and Low-performing
	Poverty & Deficient subgroup
	Poverty & Deficient subgroup


Eligibility for SES and PSC has been expanded under the proposal. When a school is Newly Identified (year 1 of improvement), it will offer SES to low-income students and to students who are in the deficient subgroup if NCLB Choice is not possible for that school.  Beyond the Newly Identified stage in each category, SES will be expanded to students beyond those of poverty.

The state will continue to offer SES in all schools identified for improvement including those that include grade spans that are not part of the state assessment.  Local school districts must inform the SCDE of the method they will use to identify non-proficient students in Grades K-2. 

9.2  Plan to Increase the Number of Students Participating in PSC and SES

Under our proposal, the number of students eligible for participation in PSC and SES should increase because some schools will offer SES one year earlier when choice is not available and will expand SES offerings to also include low-achieving students who are in schools in the remaining stages of improvement. 

SES and Choice Participation Rates

	School Year
	SES Eligible
	SES Served
	PSC Eligible
	PSC Served

	2004-2005
	37,017
	3,792
	
	1,447

	2005-2006
	60,006
	6,465
	86,936
	925

	2006-2007
	52,762
	6,842
	110,400
	2,695

	2007-2008 
	64,219
	~10,000
	103,053
	~ 4,000


In the past several years, the SCDE has received numerous calls from parents questioning the availability of SES for their child who is not considered low-poverty.  For schools that are struggling the most to meet AYP, we propose that SES will be offered to all low-achieving students, not just those who are considered high poverty.

The SCDE will conduct a joint technical assistance session for SES providers and school district personnel in July 2008.  This meeting will serve to explain the state’s expectations for SES and will allow valuable time for networking. 

Dr. Jim Rex, State Superintendent of Education, strongly values public school choice for parents.  As his efforts to increase choice are manifested in public pronouncements and legislative action, parents should make use of PSC more readily. 

On-site monitoring of PSC and SES at the district level is conducted on a three-year cycle as part of the established Title I monitoring process.  In addition, SCDE staff conducts a desk review of parent notification annually to ensure timely and accurate dissemination of required information.  The SCDE involves district staff in the on-site monitoring of SES providers. 

As more parents choose SES, it is becoming increasingly necessary to develop an effective monitoring and evaluation system.  In the past, we have relied on provider-reported data as our major evaluative tool to determine if providers are effective.  Beginning this year, we will use a standard data set to look at provider evaluation. A majority of the schools in our state use the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) to conduct interim testing throughout the school year.  We will use the fall and spring administration of the MAP test to conduct a formal evaluation of the providers.  The creator of the test, Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), will use a scientifically created virtual-match-paired sample design to provide us with evaluation results.  These results, along with district and parent surveys and on-site visits, will yield information to judge whether to keep providers on the state-approved list.  A “proven” pool of providers will increase trust in the system and help parents see the initiative’s value.
The SCDE has recently established an SES advisory committee comprised of district-level staff and SES providers.  This group will develop recommendations related to the effective implementation of SES and how to maximize participation.  The group will also work to streamline the provision of tutoring services to alleviate areas of contention between providers and schools. 

One of the areas we hope to strengthen is the use of school buildings by providers.  We have made this a priority in the past year, and, at this time, approximately 50% of our districts allow providers to use their facilities.  As this number increases, it should alleviate the problem many rural areas, including schools and districts, face in the transportation of students.  

The SCDE purchased a statewide data management system for all districts and providers that allows immediate data analysis at the state level.  SCDE staff can track the number of students requesting services, the provider with whom they are placed, attendance, and funds used.  

Efforts have begun to explore a Web-based data management system for PSC.   We have been in contact with a company that has a basic PSC data management system for school districts, and we are studying the feasibility of developing our own.

The SCDE proposes that schools and districts in Adjustment be allowed to serve as SES providers.

The SCDE conducts annual desk audits of parent notification regarding SES and Public School Choice.  In general, schools are notifying parents in a timely manner and are not dissuading them from participating in either SES or PSC.  We will continue to push for additional means of communication.  Several districts have choice highlighted on their district websites, others have published full-page notices in their local papers, and some have created user-friendly brochures.  These efforts will be used as exemplars to continue to urge districts to promote PSC more effectively.  The SCDE will partner with the state’s Parent Information Resource Center (PIRC) to explore innovative ways to encourage parents to participate in PSC and SES.  The SCDE publishes and disseminates a preliminary school improvement list in April to allow schools and districts to send timely notice to parents regarding PSC and SES.  

The SCDE holds a provider meeting in January to explain the application process to potential providers.  Technical assistance is offered to potential providers to ensure parents have many options available at the local level.  In 2007-08, the state approved 68 providers including private companies, faith-based organizations, community-based organizations, on-line providers, in-home providers, and individuals.  Providers must apply each year in South Carolina.

The biggest challenges to implementing PSC and SES are the availability of other options for parents that already exist in the school district; the lack of transportation options for SES, especially in rural areas; and the continued reluctance about these options by district personnel. Several initiatives will be taken in the next several years to resolve the barriers.

	Barrier
	Action to be taken
	Deadline

	District Attitudes
	1. Dissemination of USDE publication “Giving Parents Options”

2. SES meeting in July directed towards effective communication between district personnel and providers

3. Teleconference on SES and PSC to highlight effective programs being implemented in the state.
	7/1/08

7/31/08

1/31/09

	Transportation to SES
	1. Encourage districts to allow the use of their buildings for SES providers.

2. Allow schools that are in the lowest level of intervention to serve as SES providers.
	Ongoing

7/31/08

	Parental Knowledge of NCLB Options
	1. Inclusion of a session on PSC and SES at the state’s parenting technical assistance session.

2. Translation into Spanish of the provider descriptions.

3. Meet with PIRC staff to develop outreach strategies.
	11/30/08

8/1/08

9/1/08


Section IV: Restructuring 

Core Principle 10: Comprehensive Interventions for Lowest-performing Schools

10.1 Comprehensive Interventions for the Lowest Performing Schools  

The state’s Categories of Improvement which reflect the levels of improvement among all Title I schools based on Adequate Yearly Progress objective met are:

· Title I Schools in Adjustment met 90% or more of their academic targets.

· Title I Schools in Transition met 60%-89% of their Adequate Yearly Progress or missed Adequate Yearly Progress objectives in the same subgroup for 5 or more years.

· Title I Schools in Priority met less that 60% of their Adequate Yearly Progress targets.

The SCDE will implement the most comprehensive interventions in the schools in the Priority category, schools and districts that have consistently performed far below academic achievement goals.  Nearly 25% of the Title I schools currently in school improvement would fall into the Priority category.  

The state has a developed a range of meaningful interventions for these lowest performing schools.  Approval of our model will also enable the SCDE to continue to implement meaningful interventions especially as our Annual Measurable Objectives continue to increase, which will place more schools into School Improvement.  
When a Title I school reaches the Restructuring stage in each of the three categories of School Improvement, the state must proceed to provide the school with supports that will help the school stop the downward spiral of low performance.  At this point, it is obvious that the administration, teachers, students, parents, and community need the most intensive and extensive interventions to help strengthen their school and make it viable for students to receive a solid education.

NCLB requires one or more of the five options for schools that fall into Restructuring.  

· Closing and reopening as a charter school.

· Replacing school staff, including the principal and other relevant staff.

· Contracting with an outside entity to operate the school.

· Turning school operations over to the state educational agency.

· Other–Engaging in another form of major restructuring that makes fundamental reforms.

The state has taken steps to ensure that schools and districts clearly understand these five options.  The SCDE conducts a Planning-to-Restructure training that reviews the five options.  During the training, the SCDE will share strategies with a proven record of improving student performance in high-poverty schools.  The intensive, directed interventions included in the Planning-to-Restructure stage will assist schools with more clearly defining and selecting the most appropriate of the five options.  In presenting restructuring options to schools and districts, the SCDE will ensure that restructuring options and the other category of Restructuring will be as rigorous as defined in NCLB.

The State of South Carolina currently has charter school legislation in place.  Many charter schools throughout the state are part of school districts.  However, a few schools have joined the recently established Statewide Public Charter School District.  Currently, no cap exists on the number of charter schools that can be established in the state.
The state does not have the authority to replace all or most of the school staff; however, we encourage districts to consider this option.  Under the state accountability system, a school district has been taken over by the state.  This has not been a consequence to date under the federal system as the state has also not opted to transfer the operation of a school to a private management company. 

The state is building on the success of interventions that have been used in at-risk Title I and non-Title schools as defined by the state accountability system.  Under the Differentiated Accountability Model, these interventions will be expanded to ensure the lowest-performing Title I schools have access to these interventions whether the Title I school in School Improvement fails to meet the state standard.

The state’s justification and data for the number of schools in Restructuring and Planning-to-Restructure for 2007-08 is reflected on Attachment 7.  Based on the current system, we estimate that 15% of the schools in School Improvement are in the Restructuring stage of School Improvement.  Under the Differentiated Accountability Model, these schools will be dispersed over the three categories.

10.2 Timeline for Schools to Enter and Exit the Interventions

The timeline for interventions in the Differentiated Accountability Model is as rigorous as outlined in NCLB for schools in Improvement.  The stages in the proposed Differentiated Accountability Model are the same as the current stages of School and District Improvement and follow the NCLB-recommended identification of schools and districts in Improvement after two years of not making Adequate Yearly Progress.  This will allow for an easy transition from the current system to the proposed model.  This parallel nature of the current system of School and District Improvement and the stages in the Differentiated Accountability Model will allow the state to implement differentiated accountability using Spring 2008 state assessment and AYP results.  

We propose that a school and district will exit the Priority category (the category of schools and districts receiving the most intensive and comprehensive interventions) when it meets more than 60% of its Adequate Yearly Progress objectives.  A school or district meeting AYP for two years will allow the school or district to exit School Improvement.

The model implements intensive, comprehensive interventions beginning at the Newly Identified stage in the Title I schools of Priority of School Improvement.  For example, the ERTL process provides year-long support in the achievement of focused student achievement goals, which is combined with the NCLB School Improvement Planning process.  These interventions track improvement of student achievement and successful strategies, valuable information if the school reaches Planning-to-Restructure. 

10.3  Number of Schools Receiving the Most Substantive, Comprehensive interventions

The SCDE does not propose to limit the number of schools that receive the most substantive and comprehensive interventions. However, as the Annual Measurable Objectives increase and more schools and district face higher levels of Improvement, we may have to consider this option for an amendment of the original Differentiated Accountability Model proposal. 

10.4  District Implemented Interventions for the Lowest-performing Schools
The SCDE will provide extensive training to ensure district capacity to implement interventions to the lowest-performing districts.  Districts will be given specific and clear information on Restructuring options and the Restructuring process to assist them in the Planning-to-Restructure stage.  Monitoring and assistance will ensure interventions are being implemented as described in the proposal.

Section V: Differentiation Data Analysis

The SCDE provided the Title I Committee of Practitioners and other stakeholders a data analysis for review during the development of the Differentiated Accountability model.  This data included the number of schools and districts in various stages of Improvement as currently implemented as compared to the number of schools and districts that would fall in the various stages and categories of Improvement under the Differentiated Accountability model.  Attachment 7 provides the primary data, which was the basis for this proposal.  The analysis of data provided to the stakeholders and the discussion of this data across various groups of stakeholders provided the impetus for developing the model. 

The state analyzed prior year academic achievement of schools in select stages and categories of Improvement disaggregated by student groups for the proposed Differentiated Accountability model.  In this analysis, the subgroups and subject areas missed in AYP were not consistent.  This indicated a need to provide interventions that would, when implemented, address the specific needs of each school, in that generalities could not be determined for schools and districts in a common stage or category of the proposed Differentiated Accountability model.

Even though it was not possible to provide empirical evidence or data models to provide a theoretical justification of the need of differentiated accountability, the SCDE has struggled to support and intervene in schools and districts identified as needing assistance under the current Improvement system.  The SCDE lacks capacity and availability of federal and state funds to assist the more than 42% of Title I schools currently in Improvement and the more than 49% of the districts currently in Improvement.  The opportunity to develop a Differentiated Accountability model will help resolve the current dilemma in working with the volume of schools and districts requiring assistance.

The number of Choice and SES students is expected to increase under the Differentiated Accountability system.  Strategies to support this expectation are detailed within the proposal.

The SCDE’s Office of Educator Preparation (Title II team) has been an active partner in the development of this proposal.  This office will continue to work with the Title I team in gathering data to determine the impact of Differentiated Accountability on teacher quality.

As required and defined in the South Carolina Accountability Workbook, all students in the required grades and for the required subjects will continue to be tested under the Differentiated Accountability model.  All schools will also continue to be included in AYP calculations as currently defined in the Accountability Workbook.  The rigor of the testing program and rigor of the calculation of AYP has been maintained in this model.

Section VI: Annual evaluation plan

The state will annually evaluate the implementation and outcomes of the proposed model using data from the annual state report card ratings which are mandated by the state Education Accountability Act (EAA) and by an analysis of the annual calculation of the  federal Adequate Yearly Progress for each school and district.  In addition to these annual evaluations, the state will require periodic reports from districts and schools on the status of the implementation of the interventions to determine if the interventions are working to improve student achievement.

The state will use a combination of onsite monitoring, desk monitoring and self-reporting to evaluate the appropriateness, effectiveness and level of implementation of the proposed model for differentiation.  Through an analysis of formative assessment results, monthly ERTL reports, parent and teacher surveys and surveys conducted as part of the “Best Practices Toolbox” sessions, the state will also be able to ascertain the impact of these interventions on daily instruction and the impact that these interventions have on teacher quality and student achievement.

The state will continue to categorize districts, schools and student subgroups using AYP data.  Based on current data, South Carolina has a large percentage of schools identified for improvement affecting the state’s ability to provide meaningful technical assistance.  Therefore, the implementation of the Differentiated Accountability Model will identify the schools and districts most in need of technical assistance to allow South Carolina to target its resources to most effectively assist these schools.  Annual Measurable Objectives (AMO) will continue to increase until 2013, therefore continuous monitoring of schools’ and districts’ performance will ensure the state’s capacity to provide meaningful reform. 

The state’s evaluation plan includes a review of schools and districts under the differentiated accountability model compared to school and school district identification for improvement in accordance with current statues and regulations.  The evaluation plan includes a review of student achievement for schools in each category and stages of improvement using both the current identification and the differentiated model. (See Attachment 7).
The state plan includes components that will build capacity for districts and schools to implement substantive and comprehensive interventions.  The level of implementation will be monitored using a variety of periodic reports as school, district and state interventions are occurring.  The reports will provide the necessary feedback on the adequacy and appropriateness of trainings, the impact of the interventions on instruction and student achievement and the increased level of understanding teachers and parents have regarding the way schools and districts are categorized for school improvement.
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