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Differentiated Recognition, Accountability and Support

Background
The Department is planning to submit a proposal to the U.S. Department of Education (USED) for the ESEA Flexibility as allowed under guidance issued on September 23, 2011. There are four principles within the flexibility guidance: Principle 1 – College- and Career- Ready Expectations for All Students; Principle 2 – State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and Support; Principle 3 – Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership; and Principle 4 – Reducing Duplication and Unnecessary Burden. A state must articulate its plan for meeting the four principles. The flexibility is related to current reauthorization of ESEA, commonly referred to as No Child Left Behind (NCLB).
This document provides a summary for Principle 2 focused on the state’s new proposed accountability system.  The ESEA Flexibility guidance allows states to propose a differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system, and a high quality plan to implement this system no later than the 2012(2013 school year.  The plan must be designed to improve student achievement and school performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for students.

The state is required to maintain many of the elements of No Child Left Behind (NCLB); however, has flexibility in:  1) the determination of new annual measurable objectives; and 2) how schools are identified for differentiated support.   The guidance does have specific requirements that will be discussed.

The expectation is that State Administrative Code will need to change, but that the current statutory framework can remain as is.

Under guidance for ESEA Flexibility, states are required to calculate and report Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), but AYP will not automatically set into motion the prescribed requirements that are in NCLB.  These include the 20% set aside for school choice (transportation costs) and supplemental educational services (free tutoring), 10% set aside for professional development at the district level when the district is under improvement, 10% for professional development at the school level for each school under improvement, and Title II Teacher Improvement Plans. 


	Current AYP Elements – Status & Growth Models


	Proposed AYP – Status & Growth Models

	Performance – disaggregated by 11 subgroups – 100% proficiency by 2013-2014.

Performance is based on Status and/or Growth Model targets.

*Growth Model targets are correlated to the Status Model targets.

Year

Reading

Math

2010-11

50

49

2011-12

66.5

66.3

2012-13

83.3

83.2

2013-14

100

100


	Performance – disaggregated by 11 subgroups – new annual measurable objectives (AMOs)

New statewide AMOs will reflect a 50% reduction of non proficient students by subgroups with a floor. Floor is based on 2011 AMOs (50% Reading and 49% Mathematics) (see table on page 10)
Performance is based on Status and/or Growth Model targets.

*Growth Model targets are correlated to the Status Model targets.

	Participation (95%) – disaggregated by 11 subgroups


	Participation (95%) – disaggregated by 11 subgroups

	Other Academic Indicator (OAI) - 

Attendance (90%) for Elementary and Middle schools

Graduation Rate (targets to be recalculated because of cohort reassignment)

All students used for AYP; subgroups for Safe Harbor


	Other Academic Indicator (OAI) - 

Attendance (90%) for Elementary and Middle schools

Graduation Rate (targets to be recalculated because of cohort reassignment)

All students used for AYP; subgroups for Safe Harbor

	“N” count for cells – 40 students
	“N” count for cells – 40 students

	Confidence Interval - 98%  Status Model Only
	Confidence Interval - 98%  Status Model Only

	Safe Harbor including confidence interval 75% – Status Model Only 
	Safe Harbor including confidence interval 75% – Status Model Only

	For Growth model – performance are points based on growth of students performance – Fall to Spring
	For Growth model – performance are points based on growth of students performance – Fall to Spring


Delaware is proposing a system of accountability, recognition and support for all schools.  The requirements and identification for both Title I (eligible and participating/nonparticipating) and Non Title I schools will be aligned. 

	Name/

Classification
	Criteria
	Title I or Non Title I 

	Reward


	Reward Schools: 

All SEAs are required to identify at least 5% of the Title I schools in the state as Reward Schools. The determination of schools is based on those schools identified as Title I in the 2010-2011 school year and the assessment data for that year.   Delaware had140 Title I schools, so this number is 7 schools.   


	Title I only 

	Recognition
	The proposal is to select up to 10 additional Recognition Schools using the same criteria as Reward Schools. 


	Title I and Non Title I 

	Tier 3
	Using the Status and Growth performance cells and Other Academic Indicator, a school that meets AYP in both the Status and Growth models.  These are the schools that were not identified as Reward or Recognition. 


	Title I and Non Title I

	Tier 2
	 Using the Status and Growth performance cells and Other Academic Indicator, a school that does meet AYP in Status but does not meet AYP using Growth performance, the distance of the cells from the Status performance targets.  

OR

Using the Status and Growth performance cells and Other Academic Indicator, a school that does not meet AYP in Status but does meet AYP using Growth performance, the number of cells the school or district qualified and how many were missed.


	Title I and Non Title I

	Tier 1
	Using the Status and Growth performance cells and Other Academic Indicator, a school that does not meet AYP in either model, the number of cells the school or district qualified and how many were missed and then distance from target. 


	Title I and Non Title I

	Focus
	Focus Schools: 

All SEAs are required to identify at least 10% of the Title I schools in the state as Focus Schools.  The determination of schools is based on those schools identified as Title I in the 2010-2011 school year and the assessment data for that year.  Delaware had 140 Title I schools so this number is 14 schools.   The proposal is to select up to 7 additional (5%) non Title I schools. 


	14 Title I and up to 7 additional Non Title I 

	Partnership Zone

(includes Priority schools required under ESEA Flex)
	ESEA Flexibility requires “Priority Schools”:

All SEAs are required to identify at least 5% of the Title I schools in the state as Priority schools.  The determination is based on those schools identified as Title I in the 2010-2011 school year and the assessment data for that year.  Delaware had 140 Title I schools so this number is at least 7 schools.   

As a result of the current regulatory framework, Delaware already identifies schools that meet these criteria and have identified these schools as Partnership Zone schools. 


	Title I and Title I eligible 


Partnership Schools (includes Priority Schools as required by ESEA Flex)
All SEAs are required to identify at least 5% of the Title I schools in the state as Priority schools.  As a result of the current regulatory framework, Delaware already identifies schools that meet these criteria and have identified these schools as Partnership Zone schools. 

Priority School Criteria as required under ESEA Flexibility: 

a) Among the lowest five percent of Title I schools in the State based on the proficiency and lack of progress of the “all students” group 

b) Title I-participating or Title I-eligible high school with graduation rate less than 60% over a number of years

c) Tier I or Tier II SIG school implementing a school intervention model
This calculation for Persistently Low Achieving Schools meets this definition.
The Priority schools pursuant to the ESEA Flexibility need to be determined only once during this Flexibility period (through 2011-12, 2012-13, 2013-14). 

Names of Partnership Schools (includes SIG)
1. Mt Pleasant HS (SIG 2010-11)

2. Seaford HS (SIG 2010-11)

3. Stubbs ES (PZ 2010-11)

4. Glasgow HS (PZ 2010-11)

5. Howard HS (PZ 2010-11)

6. Positive Outcomes (PZ 2010-11)

7. Lewis Dual Language (PZ 2011-12)
8. Stanton MS (PZ 2011-12)
9. Marbrook ES (PZ 2011-12)
10. Bancroft ES (PZ 2011-12)
11. Dover HS (PZ 2011-12)
12. Laurel MS (PZ 2011-12)
Supports for Partnership Zone Schools

Partnership Zone (PZ) schools would receive the funding from Race to the Top (RTTT), SIG (as available) and would receive the same supports as the PZ schools from the School Turnaround Office.  Additionally, the LEA could set aside 20% of their LEA Title I allocation for activities to support Partnership Zone Schools.
Focus Schools 

All SEAs are required to identify at least 10% of the Title I schools in the state as Focus Schools.  The determination of schools is based on those schools identified as Title I in the 2010-2011 school year and the assessment data for that year.  Delaware had 140 Title I schools so this number is 14 schools.   The proposal is to select up to 7 additional (5%) non Title I schools. 
Focus School Criteria as required under ESEA Flexibility
a. Has the largest within-school gaps between the highest-achieving subgroup(s) and the lowest-achieving subgroup(s) or, at the high school level, has the largest within-school gaps in the graduation rate

b. Has a subgroup or subgroups with low achievement or, at the high school level, a low graduation rate

c. A Title I-participating high school with graduation rate less than 60% over a number of years that is not identified as a priority school
Focus School Criteria proposal:

Identification based on gap and subgroup performance.

1) Focus schools will be identified from a list of schools with the lowest ranking on the combination of most recent year performance gap and 5-year performance gap trend for low income versus non-low income students (7 Title I schools and a TBD number of non-Title I schools).  

2) The remaining schools will be selected from the lowest performing schools in the most recent year in the following subgroups: 
· Low income (2 Title I schools and a TBD number of non-Title I schools), 
· African American (2 Title I schools and a TBD number of non-Title I schools), 
· Hispanic (1 Title I school and a TBD number of non-Title I schools), 
· Students with Disabilities (1 Title I school and a TBD number of non-Title I schools) and 
· English Learners (1 Title I school and a TBD number of non-Title I schools). 
This proposal captures gaps in heterogeneous schools, and captures the lowest performance in subpopulations in homogeneous schools.   The proposal would use the same criteria for the Title I and non Title I schools.

Focus School Changes to Regulation
Change Regulation 103 to require Focus Schools to plan, apply for competitive School Improvement funds, implement plan, and to establish exit requirements.

Focus Schools funding:
· Title I Focus Schools = state improvement fund base + competitive Title I 1003(a) grant and/or LEA Focus could set aside up to 10% of their LEA Title I allocation for activities to support Focus Schools
· Non-Title I Focus Schools = state improvement fund base + competitive state improvement fund grant

Suggestion for Focus School Requirements
· Teacher and parent community engagement in determining specific root causes related to identification and strategies for improvement

· Local school board participation in or approval of LEA plan to support focus schools
Focus School Options for Planning
· Extended time (day, week, year) for students

· Partnerships with community – 21st CCLC-like (academic + enrichment)

· Strategies to address social, emotional and heath needs

· Job-embedded Professional Development
· Assignment of Development Coach

· Use of Data Coaches in LEA and school leadership PLCs

· Parent and community outreach efforts (define)

· Use of External Provider

· Changes to LEA policy, practices, and/or procedures

· Locally developed option(s)

Requirements for Partnership Zone and Focus Schools

· LEAs would submit plans for their Priority and Focus schools. 

· There would be a menu of options for the Priority and Focus schools to select.  

· The 1003(a) funds could be used for the Title I schools.  LEAs would be allowed to set aside up to 10% of LEA funds for the plans.  
· Participate in the Comprehensive Success Review or equivalent process.

· The state school improvement funds could fund the non Title I schools.  

· Both the 1003(a) and state funds would be competitive.  The competition is based on criteria and determination of the quality of the plan and not a competition among schools.  Therefore all schools could be allocated funds to support their plans as long as the plans are quality based on a rubric. 

· Exit criteria would be created for both Priority and Focus schools (To be determined)

Reward Schools and Recognition Schools
All SEAs are required to identify at least 5% of the Title I schools in the state as Reward Schools. The determination of schools is based on those schools identified as Title I in the 2010-2011 school year and the assessment data for that year.  Delaware had 140 Title I schools so this number is 7 schools.   The proposal is to select up to 10 additional Recognition Schools using the same criteria as Reward Schools. 

In 2010-11 and 2011-12, Delaware has selected 5 schools each year to receive Academic Achievement Awards.  This award program was established through SB 151 of the 145th General Assembly signed in 2009.  
The determination was based on high performance and high progress. Each school received $150,000 and this was funded by American Recovery and Reinvestment Act  funds.  The RTTT grant provides for the continuation of the Academic Achievement Awards but does not require the same award amount or the same identification method.  The RTTT grant allows the state to review the previous award program and make changes.

The proposal for the Reward and Recognition schools is to use the same criterion that has been used to determine the National Title I Distinguished Schools and the State Title I Distinguished schools.

Title I Distinguished Schools Awards

Background 
The National Title I Distinguished Schools Program is a project of the National Title I Association and provides an opportunity for Title I schools from every state to be publicly recognized for their positive educational achievements. 


Process 

Each state may select two schools for national recognition; one from each of the following categories:

Category 1: School that has exceeded its adequate yearly progress for two or more years 

Category 2: School that has significantly closed the achievement gap between student groups 


Criteria 

Selected schools must:

· have a poverty rate of at least 35% for the selected year,

· met or exceeded state standards for making adequate yearly progress (AYP) for two or more consecutive years.
A National Title I Distinguished School cannot be named again as a national winner for two years. 

In Delaware, two schools are recognized as National Title I Distinguished Schools and receive $10,000 plus a banner. There are three State Title I Distinguished Schools that receive $5,000 plus banner. In the past few years, Delaware has also recognized State Title I Distinguished Honorees, as well. DDOE will visit the schools and make presentations after the Title I Conference in January 2012, when the National Title I Distinguished Schools are recognized. 

The first two of the three State Title I Distinguished School awardees are the highest ranked eligible schools in each category (“Exceptional Student Performance” and “Closing the Gap”) other than the current year national awardees. The third of the three State Title I Distinguished School awardees is the next highest school from the “Exceptional Student Performance” category. 

State Title I Distinguished School Honorees have been all remaining schools meeting the criteria in either category (“Exceptional Student Performance” and “Closing the Gap”).

2010 - 2011 
National Title I Distinguished Schools

Exceptional student performance: 

Long Neck Elementary School

Closing the achievement gap: 

Lake Forest North Elementary School

State Title I Distinguished Schools 

John M. Clayton Elementary School

Robert S. Gallaher Elementary School

Lake Forest East Elementary School

State Title I Distinguished Honorees

Benjamin Banneker Elementary School

W. Reily Brown Elementary School

East Millsboro Elementary School

Allen Frear Elementary School

Georgetown Elementary School

Hartly Elementary School

Lake Forest South Elementary School

May B. Leasure Elementary School 

Joseph M. McVey Elementary School

Evelyn I. Morris Early Childhood Center

North Dover Elementary School

Seaford Central Elementary School

Richard A. Shields Elementary School 

Phillip C. Showell Elementary School

W. B. Simpson Elementary School

Nellie Hughes Stokes Elementary School 

Etta J. Wilson Elementary School

Woodbridge Elementary School

Proposed Awards for Reward or Recognition Schools
	Award
	Reward School
	
	Recognition School

	
	Title I 
	
	Title I
	Non-Title I

	Financial Award 
	Yes – Title I funds
	
	To be determined
	To be determined

	Amount
	To be determined
	
	To be determined
	To be determined

	Banner
	Yes – Title I funds
	
	Yes – Title I funds
	Yes – state improvement funds

	Certificate
	Yes 
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Visit/Ceremony
	State Dignitary, DDOE Associate Secretary
	
	DDOE Staff
	DDOE Staff


Support Schools  

All SEAs are required to identify and differentiate support for all schools that do not fall into the required categories.
The proposal is to tier these mid schools into three tiers based on the following:
Tier 3 - Using the Status and Growth performance cells and Other Academic Indicator, a school that meets AYP in both the Status and Growth models.  These are the schools that were not identified as Reward or Recognition.

Tier 2 – Using the Status and Growth performance cells and Other Academic Indicator, a school that does meet AYP in Status but does not meet AYP using Growth performance, the distance of the cells from the Status performance targets.  These are the schools that were not identified as Reward or Recognition;

 OR
Using the Status and Growth performance cells and Other Academic Indicator, a school that does not meet AYP in Status but does meet AYP using Growth performance, the number of cells the school or district qualified and how many were missed.

Tier 1 - Using the Status and Growth performance cells and Other Academic Indicator, a school that does not meet AYP in either model, the number of cells the school or district qualified and how many were missed and then distance from target.
Support School Interventions/Requirement
Technical support and any requirements to be tailored based on the level of tier a school is identified.

New Proposed Statewide AMOs 
	Option A with Subgroup-Specific Targets based on Modified* 2011 Statewide Subgroup Baselines

	(50% Reduction in the Percent not Proficient by 2017)
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	Targets
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Subgroup
	2011 Baseline
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	

	ELA
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	All Students
	64.0
	67.0
	70.0
	73.0
	76.0
	79.0
	82.0
	

	American Indian/Alaska Native
	66.1
	68.9
	71.8
	74.6
	77.4
	80.2
	83.1
	

	African American/Black
	50.0
	54.2
	58.3
	62.5
	66.7
	70.8
	75.0
	

	Asian
	81.2
	82.8
	84.3
	85.9
	87.5
	89.0
	90.6
	

	Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
	70.0
	72.5
	75.0
	77.5
	80.0
	82.5
	85.0
	

	Hispanic/Latino
	52.0
	56.0
	60.0
	64.0
	68.0
	72.0
	76.0
	

	White/Caucasian
	74.6
	76.7
	78.8
	81.0
	83.1
	85.2
	87.3
	

	Multi-Racial
	68.1
	70.8
	73.4
	76.1
	78.7
	81.4
	84.1
	

	English Learners
	50.0
	54.2
	58.3
	62.5
	66.7
	70.8
	75.0
	

	Students with Disabilities
	50.0
	54.2
	58.3
	62.5
	66.7
	70.8
	75.0
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	51.0
	55.1
	59.2
	63.3
	67.3
	71.4
	75.5
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Math
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	All Students
	64.2
	67.2
	70.2
	73.2
	76.1
	79.1
	82.1
	

	American Indian/Alaska Native
	67.9
	70.6
	73.3
	75.9
	78.6
	81.3
	84.0
	

	African American/Black
	49.0
	53.3
	57.5
	61.8
	66.0
	70.3
	74.5
	

	Asian
	86.2
	87.4
	88.5
	89.7
	90.8
	92.0
	93.1
	

	Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
	71.4
	73.8
	76.2
	78.6
	80.9
	83.3
	85.7
	

	Hispanic/Latino
	55.0
	58.8
	62.5
	66.3
	70.0
	73.8
	77.5
	

	White/Caucasian
	75.1
	77.2
	79.3
	81.3
	83.4
	85.5
	87.6
	

	Multi-Racial
	69.1
	71.7
	74.3
	76.8
	79.4
	82.0
	84.6
	

	English Learners
	49.0
	53.3
	57.5
	61.8
	66.0
	70.3
	74.5
	

	Students with Disabilities
	49.0
	53.3
	57.5
	61.8
	66.0
	70.3
	74.5
	

	Economically Disadvantaged
	52.0
	56.0
	60.0
	64.0
	68.0
	72.0
	76.0
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