
©2008 Education TURNKEY Systems, Inc. 

 

Education TURNKEY Systems, Inc. 
 
256 North Washington Street 
Falls Church, Virginia 22046-4549 
(703) 536-2310 
Fax (703) 536-3225 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

DATE: July 21, 2008 

TO:  TechMIS Subscribers 

FROM: Charles Blaschke  

SUBJ: Opportunities in States Approved to use Differentiated Accountability 

Model 

  

 

 

Attached is a Special Report which, based on our analysis, suggests certain types of 

opportunities that may be provided to many TechMIS subscribers in the six states which 

were recently approved to implement the Differentiated Accountability Model.  The 

opportunities identified in this report focus primarily on supplemental educational 

services and the types of sanctions being placed on schools with the greatest need for 

improvement.  Most of these schools are receiving an increase of Federal School 

Improvement Grant funding from $125 million this last year to $490 million this coming 

year.  In addition, these schools will receive their lion’s share of the $500+ million state 

four percent set-aside, along with some additional state funding in some of the states.   

 

If you have any questions, or wish to discuss possible opportunities in specific states, 

please contact me directly. 
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On July 1
st
, Secretary Spellings announced that six states -- Florida, Georgia, Illinois, 

Indiana, Maryland, and Ohio -- have been approved under the Differentiated 

Accountability Pilot Project in which some states will dramatically change 

implementation of supplemental educational services (SES) provisions.  Some of these 

changes will provide greater opportunities for firms which want to “partner” with districts 

who are approved to operate their own SES programs, firms which can provide response 

to intervention (RTI) products and services, and firms which provide formative 

assessment instruments and directly related training and support.  While all of these states 

will be targeting more Federal School Improvement Grants (SIGs) funding, as well as 

some state funding, on schools and districts which have the lowest student achievement 

records over extended time frames and will be providing more intense interventions 

earlier than the current sanctions timeline in NCLB, all but Maryland will allow SES to 

be provided before parent choice when a school is identified for improvement for the first 

time.  Beyond these similarities, numerous differences exist which could create state-

specific opportunities for most TechMIS subscribers, as described below. 

 

Illinois 
Following the approval by USED to allow Chicago to continue providing its own SES 

program after the district had been identified for improvement, Illinois’ application states, 

“Finally, a district in improvement status may serve as an SES provider, as long as: (i) the 

district is approved through the ISBE (Illinois State Board of Education) approval process 

for all providers, through which the district must demonstrate its capacity to deliver high 

quality SES; (ii) the district demonstrates that a district SES program will be highly 

aligned with its focused or comprehensive improvement objectives; and (iii) the district 

demonstrates that all providers serving the district will have equitable access to students 

and school facilities.”  Even though, last year,  36 districts and 184 schools were removed 

from the “improvement status” by making AYP for two consecutive years it would 

appear that between 125 and 150 districts will likely be in district improvement next year, 

some of which could apply for SEA approval to provide their own SES.  Activities for 

districts receiving the “comprehensive” (versus “focused”) designation, where all student 
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subgroups failed to meet AYP and are most in need the components of a 

“comprehensive” intervention, include:  

 Use a new curriculum with directly-related professional development; 

 Develop and implement frequent formative assessments to inform instruction; 

 Create an extended day program 

 Implement an RTI model that emphasizes data-driven decision-making, team 

planning and coordinated professional development coupled with personalized 

student instruction and interventions. 

 

During the last school year, $23 million of the SEA’s 4% set aside for improvement was 

used to provide support and technical assistance to schools identified for improvement 

through the Regional System of Support Providers (RESPRO).  Under the Section 

1003(g) School Improvement Grants, which increased from $125 to $491 million 

nationwide, schools in greatest need will be given preference in terms of funding.  In 

addition, some state funding will be used for turnaround planning and implementation.  

Perhaps as important, the State plans to reallocate more than the 50 percent of other titles 

allowed under the current Law to some districts and schools in improvement.  Currently 

if a school is in restructuring, then no other NCLB title funding can be reallocated to 

assist those schools.  Another proposed change would allow districts to operate 

“summer” SES programs, if they are approved to provide SES.  Throughout the 

application are numerous initiatives requiring the use of data-driven decision-making 

tools for all activities related to curriculum development, instructional strategies, and 

student level interventions.  Schools designated as “priority” would also receive 

“protected space” for turnaround implementation through flexibility from state, Federal 

and district constraints.  For example, teachers involved in turnaround activities which 

require extra time on the part of the teacher would be provided additional pay.   

 

Georgia 
Implementation of the Georgia Differentiated Accountability plan would begin in the 

2009-2010 school year.  Of the 323 Georgia schools identified for improvement in 2007-

08, 186 were Title I schools.  Since 2003, 446 of Georgia’s Title I schools were removed 

from the needs improvement list because they made AYP for two consecutive years.   

 

The number of SES participants in Georgia would be increased under the new plan 

because any school identified for improvement would allow any of its students who fail 

to meet standards on State tests to be provided SES.  Schools in corrective action -- those 

identified for improvement for three or four years -- would fall into three tiers.  Tier 1 

would represent the top 20 percent of schools; these would not have to select or 

implement any corrective actions spelled out in NCLB.  Tier 2 would constitute the 

middle 60 percent of corrective action schools which would be required to select one of 

the current NCLB corrective actions, but not institute a new curriculum because all 

schools are expected to implement the new Georgia Performance Standards.  Tier 3 -- the 

bottom 20 percent -- would have their corrective actions selected by the Georgia 

Department of Education and would be categorized as “state-directed.”  Curriculum 

replacement would not be an option for this Tier either.   
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Similar to Florida state law and to proposed USED regulations (see Washington Update, 

June 2008), a district would not be allowed to reallocate unspent SES funds for other 

Title I purposes unless 70 percent SES participation is achieved.  Currently, Georgia state 

law, like Florida, requires 50 percent participation or parent documentation.  Also, if a 

district provides its own SES, then the district must allow third-party providers access to 

the local schools for the purpose of providing SES.  Public school choice would be 

required only when a school enters corrective action.  For each school identified for 

corrective action, a school improvement specialist would be assigned to work with school 

administrators in “building-level leadership” teams.  This specialist would provide 

specific professional learning and support on data utilization and would conduct 

classroom observations, model instruction, and collect formative data on classroom 

practices.   

 

The Georgia plan calls for extensive use of instructional coaches and graduation coaches, 

an approach which has grown significantly throughout the State over the last three years.  

While the Georgia proposal is silent on whether the State will encourage districts which 

are in improvement to provide their own SES (as is the case in Illinois), during the initial 

years of NCLB implementation, a large number of Georgia districts were approved to 

provide their own services. 

 

Maryland 
In Maryland, schools and districts would be categorized as “developing stage” (which is 

the equivalent to years one, two and corrective action under NCLB improvement 

sanctions) or “priority stage” (corresponding to restructuring planning and 

implementation), with more intense interventions applied to the latter group.  Within 

these two groups, there would be two levels -- “comprehensive” needs or “focused” 

needs.  An analysis included in the Maryland proposal shows that approximately 50 

percent (183 out of 363) of schools have broader, more “comprehensive” needs, 

contrasted with 35 percent which have “focused” issues and would benefit for 

differentiated accountability and focused interventions.  The remaining 15 percent of 

schools met AYP last year.  For the 39 schools which had only one subgroup failure as a 

cause of being identified for AYP, the primary reason was low performance by students 

with disabilities.  Only four schools failed AYP because of ELL subgroups.  The primary 

support by the SEA to the two categories of districts will be through a “Breakthrough 

Center.”  For example, in developing schools with comprehensive needs, school 

leadership must consult with the “Breakthrough Center” for assistance in analyzing data, 

determining further assessments, prioritizing funding, recommending areas of capacity 

building and professional development.  As the proposal states, “Maryland’s proposed 

Breakthrough Center will be the state’s primary conduit to support schools as they look 

for specific interventions to address the priorities identified in each school.” 

 

With respect to funding, the MSBE allocates Section 1003(a) funds (part of the 4% set-

aside) to school systems with schools in corrective action or restructuring.  The School 

Improvement Grants (SIG) under Section 1003(g) target schools that have been in 

restructuring implementation status for school improvement for three or more years.  

Eighteen schools will qualify for SIG funding in September 2008.  Federal guidelines 
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specify that schools must receive between $50,000 and $500,000 in SIG grants.  These 

funds can be used for a number of purposes such as summer programs, professional 

development, supplemental educational services, reading consultants, teacher specialists 

to implement professional development, consultants to conduct model lessons, and 

consultants, as well as onsite demonstrations to assist teachers in developing 

scientifically-based teaching strategies.  In addition to these two sources of school 

improvement funding, the State allocates approximately $11 million for schools in 

improvement and for schools that have exited school improvement for one year.   

 

As part of LEA needs assessments and interventions, schools identified for improvement 

would also address “school climate” conditions in schools identified for improvement for 

two consecutive years; student enrolled in K-2 are eligible to participate in SES.   

 

The Maryland participation rate in SES has continued to increase over time to almost 82 

percent in 2007 with continued growth expected in 2008.  For districts with low 

participation rates, an on-site meeting between local school system SES staff, state Title I 

directors, local school system point-of-contact and MSDE SES specialists must discuss 

the SES plans for increasing student participation.  Following this face-to-face meeting, 

the State Title I director determines if unspent SES set-asides may be carried over as a 

general Title I funds to purchase other allowable products and services.   

 

Indiana 
The Indiana differentiated accountability models draws heavily on: (a ) research findings 

conducted by the Center on Education Policy through its studies of successful 

restructuring practices in Michigan, California, and Maryland; and (b) the success of the 

Reading First program in districts in the State.  The primary emphasis is on elementary 

reading; the Indiana proposal states, “Since the overwhelming majority of Title I schools 

are elementary schools, our system needs additional supports to ensure the use of 

research-based best practices for teaching Reading.”  It goes further by stating, 

“Beginning with the 2008-09 school year, all schools identified as Comprehensive -- 

whether they are in Year 1 or Year 8 of improvement status -- will be required to fully 

participate in the IDOE’s new reading and mathematics Diagnostic Assessments, using 

Wireless Generation m-CLASS tools in Kindergarten through Grade 2 and 

CTB/McGraw-Hill’s Acuity tools in Grades 3-8 to inform instruction across the school 

year.”  Every “comprehensive” school will have to have a full-time literacy or math 

coach. 

 

The 229 Indiana schools in improvement will be differentiated as “targeted” or 

“comprehensive” with those in “comprehensive” status (approximately 50) being the 

most chronically low-performing.  Over the last two years, Indiana has participated in the 

National Pilot Program which allows the “flip-flop” of SES and parent choice and will 

likely encourage more districts to provide SES one year earlier in schools first identified 

for improvement.  Schools in year four in the comprehensive category will be required to 

provide “open/rolling” enrollment for SES and allow providers to offer instruction on 

school building premises; moreover, the district will be responsible for providing student 
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transportation for SES tutoring.  Because of these changes, one can reasonably expect 

SES participation in Indiana will increase significantly.   

 

Several current or planned activities will be integrated into the State’s differentiated 

accountability model.  For example, IDOE is developing online modules to help teachers 

implement evidence-based instructional practices while Regional meetings currently 

provide professional development.  The online modules will be used by teachers and 

principals beginning in 2009.    Because of Indiana’s increase in the number of LEP 

students -- more than 400 percent over the last 10 years -- schools will be allowed to use 

funds to hire part-time ELL specialists to implementing the Doing What Works practice 

guide developed by IES, which was detailed in the December 2007 TechMIS Washington 

Update.  Literacy or math coaches will also be trained using the Indiana Reading First 

Coaches’ Training Curriculum.  Coaches are directed to encourage teachers to develop 

response-to-intervention programs.  The Indiana Teacher Reading Academies will be 

expanded to include math beginning in 2009, in addition to incorporating the Indiana 

Algebra Initiative into the accountability model.  A new initiative called the Adolescence 

Literacy Strategic Initiative will target middle schools to improve instruction so that 

students may succeed in high school, college and beyond.  This initiative will be 

incorporated into the differentiated accountability model in 2009. 

 

While Section 1003(a) Improvement funds have in the past been distributed to all schools 

in improvement, beginning this year, these funds will be directed to schools identified as 

“comprehensive.”  Section 1003(g) grants have been awarded competitively to seven 

schools.  During the next competitive solicitation, priority will be given to schools with 

the highest need based on percentage of students failing State testing.  These new funds 

can be used for technical assistance and professional development designed to build 

district and school capacity.  Assistance may also include data analysis related to 

classroom instruction, professional development, parental involvement, and identification 

and implementation of high-quality strategies.   

 

The IDOE application proposed to expand involvement of community-based providers in 

SES activities to ensure that each SES district has no fewer than four provider options 

from which parents may choose.  Indiana also has created a parent task force which 

recommends how SES can be approved.  One growing CBO is Indiana Youth Institute.   

 

Ohio 

The Ohio proposal would differentiate schools and districts based on the average 

percentage of student groups that do not meet AYP in reading and math.  If less than 20 

percent of AYP indicators are not met, the district or school would be labeled as “low 

support.”  “Medium support” districts and schools would be missing 20-29 percent of the 

AYP indicators, while “high support” districts and schools would be labeled as such if 30 

percent or more of their AYP indicators were not met.  Low support districts and schools 

must set aside ten percent of Title I funds for professional development and must use the 

state’s Decision Framework to create building and district needs assessments.  Low 

support schools could also provide SES on a flip-flop with parent school choice and 

would have flexibility to allow more students to participate in SES.  Medium support 
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districts and schools would have to develop and implement a district leadership team or 

building leadership teams that follow the state framework.  They may also select 

additional options such as fully implementing a new curriculum, including professional 

development for teachers.  A high support district or school must, in addition to the 

above, participate in an on-site review and follow-up by the State Diagnostic Team as 

selected by the State.  For high support districts that are failing to demonstrate significant 

district improvement, the State could defer programmatic funds, reduce administrative 

funds, or institute and implement a new curriculum based on state and local content and 

achievement standards and provide directly-related high-quality professional 

development.  The State Diagnostic Team (SDT) would appear to be a critical state 

component of providing technical assistance and support to high support districts and 

schools.   

 

One flexibility for categorizing districts which need “support” says that, as long as a 

district is meeting its trajectory to having all students proficient by 2014, it may be 

relegated to a lower support category (e.g., from high support to medium support).   

The state also requires that a consolidated comprehensive improvement plan (CCIP) be 

used for developing district and building improvement plans.  Plans must also explain 

how the district or school takes advantage of Title I schoolwide program flexibilities to 

allow such schools to combine State, local and Federal resources (i.e., pooling of 

resources) to spend Title I and other Federal funds as they see fit and not have to worry 

about reporting whether or not such funds supplement rather than supplant local and State 

funds.  This also would allow some districts who are experiencing significant funding 

cuts in State and local revenues to use Federal funds in these schools to make up for such 

shortfalls.   

 

The Ohio proposal notes that 276 schools currently fall into the low support category, 

206 would fall into the medium support category, and 534 are categorized as high 

support.  The State gives priority to schools in improvement that are located in the 91 

districts in improvement status.  Most of the charter schools in the state which have been 

identified for improvement would fall into the high support category.  Because of a long 

tradition of charter school operations and school choice, the SEA can do very little more 

to encourage parent school choice under Title I accountability provisions. 

 

The Ohio model also plans to build on other recent State initiatives.  One is the 

implementation of the State’s Professional Development Standards approved by the State 

Board of Education in 2005.  Professional development offerings are designed to help 

new and veteran teachers and principals.  The state earmarks Poverty-Based Assistance 

funds for professional development to school districts that have a poverty rating above 

1.0.  Forty-eight percent of the 103 high support districts qualify for such funds.  The 

ODE application includes a list of all districts and vendors that are qualified to receive or 

provide such funding.  Among the 400 approved SES providers, 57 percent of the number 

of the students eligible for SES participated in the latest school year.   
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Florida 

The primary objectives of Florida’s proposed differentiated accountability model are to 

provide more assistance and direction in schools in restructuring, to provide targeted 

interventions for schools not yet in restructuring to prevent the need for complete 

restructuring and to provide assistance to schools that have the opportunity to exit from 

the “improvement” status.  Schools identified and categorized as Category I have grades 

of A, B and C’s under State accountability and have met at least 80 percent of the AYP 

criteria.  All other identified schools are in Category II which includes all state D and F 

schools and schools meeting less than 80 percent of the AYP criteria.  Schools in Need of 

Improvement (SINI), Prevent (Years 1, 2, and 3), and SINI-Correct (Years 4 and up) in 

Category II are required to do formative assessments, particularly relating to prescribed 

reading progress monitoring at least three times a year.  Implementation of response-to-

intervention occurs in these types of schools.  Beginning with SINI-Correct II and SINI-

Intervene (most critical), more intensive interventions occur.  For example, the state 

identifies what research-based core curriculum and school reform models are to be used.   

 

Regarding SES and parent school choice, most of Florida’s rules and laws are more 

rigorous than NCLB regulations and non-regulatory guidance.  Moreover, the proposed 

differentiated model would rely more heavily on these State provisions as 

implementation occurs.  The eligibility criteria for SES participation would be more 

flexible, requiring LEAs to offer SES to all eligible students in Title I schools identified 

in the first year in need of improvement; this change would result in an estimated 

increase of 40,000 SES students during the first year of implementation.  All low-income 

students, regardless of their academic performance, could participate.   

 

A number of activities will be implemented in schools with low SES participation rates, 

including ensuring that the State approves only SES providers who have demonstrated 

records of learning gains of students served in their programs and other State-law-

required initiatives.  During 2006-07, 92 percent of eligible students participated in SES 

which included 17 percent having disabilities and 15 percent reported as ELL.  Sixty 

percent of SES participants were in grades K-3.  Section 1008.331 (Supplemental 

Educational Services in Title I Schools) outlines requirements beyond Federal law related 

to incentives, compliance, penalties for school districts’ non-compliance, additional 

parent notification related to SES and reallocation of unexpended funds.  In February 

2008, an additional State Board of Education Rule 6A-1.039 ensured consistency of 

implementation of relevant provisions for both school districts and third-party providers.  

This rule also requires the State to withdraw approval from any provider that fails to 

contribute to academic proficiency of students who don’t demonstrate increased 

academic proficiency as measured by 60 percent of the students earning a minimum of 

one normal curve equivalency (NCE) point learning gain in reading/language arts and 70 

percent of students earning a minimum of one NCE point learning gain in mathematics 

on assessments identified by the SEA.  Current state law also requires that districts 

document that at least 51 percent of the parents of students eligible for SES were 

contacted and responded with a yes or no for their student to participate in SES before 

unspent SES set-asides could be reallocated and used for other allowable Title I 

purchases or services.   
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Closing Comment 

Because the pilot program will allow up to ten states to implement differentiated 

accountability models, the USED plans to review additional proposals this fall.  One area 

of uncertainty is whether or not the April 2008 proposed regulatory changes will be 

waived for the six states currently approved when those regulatory proposed changes 

conflict with what the states’ approved models would provide.  In addition to the six 

states that were approved to participate in the differentiated accountability pilot, eleven 

additional states were not selected.  These included Alaska, Arkansas, Louisiana, New 

Jersey, New York, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee 

and Virginia.   

 

If anyone has any questions about specific opportunities for the types of products and 

services that they sell or timing, please contact Charles Blaschke directly. 


