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Introduction

Section 8302 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the Every
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA),* requires the Secretary to establish procedures and criteria under which,
after consultation with the Governor, a State educational agency (SEA) may submit a consolidated State
plan designed to simplify the application requirements and reduce burden for SEAs. ESEA section 8302
also requires the Secretary to establish the descriptions, information, assurances, and other material
required to be included in a consolidated State plan. Even though an SEA submits only the required
information in its consolidated State plan, an SEA must still meet all ESEA requirements for each
included program. In its consolidated State plan, each SEA may, but is not required to, include
supplemental information such as its overall vision for improving outcomes for all students and its
efforts to consult with and engage stakeholders when developing its consolidated State plan.

Completing and Submitting a Consolidated State Plan
Each SEA must address all of the requirements identified below for the programs that it chooses to
include in its consolidated State plan. An SEA must use this template or a format that includes the

required elements and that the State has developed working with the Council of Chief State School
Officers (CCSSO).

Each SEA must submit to the U.S. Department of Education (Department) its consolidated State plan by
one of the following two deadlines of the SEA’s choice:

April 3,2017; or
September 18, 2017.

Any plan that is received after April 3, but on or before September 18, 2017, will be considered to be
submitted on September 18, 2017. In order to ensure transparency consistent with ESEA section
1111(a)(5), the Department intends to post each State plan on the Department’s website.

Alternative Template (not applicable to Michigan’s Plan)
If an SEA does not use this template, it must:

1) Include the information on the Cover Sheet;

2) Include a table of contents or guide that clearly indicates where the SEA has addressed each
requirement in its consolidated State plan;

3) Indicate that the SEA worked through CCSSO in developing its own template; and

4) Include the required information regarding equitable access to, and participation in, the
programs included in its consolidated State plan as required by section 427 of the General
Education Provisions Act. See Appendix B.

Individual Program State Plan (not applicable to Michigan’s Plan)
An SEA may submit an individual program State plan that meets all applicable statutory and regulatory
requirements for any program that it chooses not to include in a consolidated State plan. If an SEA

1 Unless otherwise indicated, citations to the ESEA refer to the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA.



intends to submit an individual program plan for any program, the SEA must submit the individual
program plan by one of the dates above, in concert with its consolidated State plan, if applicable.

Consultation
Under ESEA section 8540, each SEA must consult in a timely and meaningful manner with the Governor,

or appropriate officials from the Governor’s office, including during the development and prior to
submission of its consolidated State plan to the Department. A Governor shall have 30 days prior to the
SEA submitting the consolidated State plan to the Secretary to sign the consolidated State plan. If the
Governor has not signed the plan within 30 days of delivery by the SEA, the SEA shall submit the plan to
the Department without such signature.

Assurances
In order to receive fiscal year (FY) 2017 ESEA funds on July 1, 2017, for the programs that may be

included in a consolidated State plan, and consistent with ESEA section 8302, each SEA must also submit
a comprehensive set of assurances to the Department at a date and time established by the Secretary.
In the near future, the Department will publish an information collection request that details these

assurances.

For Further Information: If you have any questions, please contact your Program Officer at
0OSS.[State]@ed.gov (e.g., OSS.Alabama@ed.gov).
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Programs Included in the Consolidated State Plan

Instructions: Indicate below by checking the appropriate box(es) which programs the SEA included in its
consolidated State plan. If an SEA elected not to include one or more of the programs below in its
consolidated State plan, but is eligible and wishes to receive funds under the program(s), it must submit
individual program plans for those programs that meet all statutory and regulatory requirements with its
consolidated State plan in a single submission.

Check this box if the SEA has included all of the following programs in its consolidated State plan.
or

If all programs are not included, check each program listed below that the SEA includes in its
consolidated State plan:

[ Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies
(1 Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children

(1 Title I, Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected,
Delinquent, or At-Risk

[ Title 1l, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction
1 Title I, Part A: English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement

(1 Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants

[ Title IV, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers

[ Title V, Part B, Subpart 2: Rural and Low-Income School Program

1 Title VII, Subpart B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Education for Homeless Children
and Youth Program (McKinney-Vento Act)

Instructions

Each SEA must provide descriptions and other information that address each requirement listed below
for the programs included in its consolidated State plan. Consistent with ESEA section 8302, the Secretary
has determined that the following requirements are absolutely necessary for consideration of a
consolidated State plan. An SEA may add descriptions or other information, but may not omit any of the
required descriptions or information for each included program.



A. Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational
Agencies (LEAs)

1. Challenging State Academic Standards and Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(1) and
(2) and 34 CFR §§ 200.1-200.8.)2

2. Eighth Grade Math Exception (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C) and 34 CFR § 200.5(b)(4)):

i.  Does the State administer an end-of-course mathematics assessment
to meet the requirements under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bb) of the
ESEA?

O Yes

H No

ii. If a State responds “yes” to question 2(i), does the State wish to
exempt an eighth-grade student who takes the high school
mathematics course associated with the end-of-course assessment
from the mathematics assessment typically administered in eighth
grade under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(l)(aa) of the ESEA and ensure
that:

a. The student instead takes the end-of-course mathematics
assessment the State administers to high school students under
section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(l)(bb) of the ESEA;

b. The student’s performance on the high school assessment is used
in the year in which the student takes the assessment for
purposes of measuring academic achievement under section
1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the ESEA and participation in assessments
under section 1111(c)(4)(E) of the ESEA;

c. Inhigh school:

1. The student takes a State-administered end-of-course
assessment or nationally recognized high school academic
assessment as defined in 34 CFR § 200.3(d) in mathematics
that is more advanced than the assessment the State
administers under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bb) of the ESEA;

2. The State provides for appropriate accommodations
consistent with 34 CFR § 200.6(b) and (f); and

3. The student’s performance on the more advanced
mathematics assessment is used for purposes of measuring
academic achievement under section 1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the

2 The Secretary anticipates collecting relevant information consistent with the assessment peer review process in 34 CFR §
200.2(d). An SEA need not submit any information regarding challenging State academic standards and assessments at this
time.



ESEA and participation in assessments under section
1111(c)(4)(E) of the ESEA.

o Yes

o No

iii. If a State responds “yes” to question 2(ii), consistent with 34 CFR
§ 200.5(b)(4), describe, with regard to this exception, its strategies to
provide all students in the State the opportunity to be prepared for
and to take advanced mathematics coursework in middle school.

Response
NA

3. Native Language Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(F) and 34 CFR § 200.6(f)(2)(ii) )
and (f)(4):

i.  Provide its definition for “languages other than English that are
present to a significant extent in the participating student
population,” and identify the specific languages that meet that
definition.

Response

Michigan’s definition for “languages other than English that are present to a
significant extent in the participating student population” states that any language
other than English that accounts for 10% or more of the English Learner student
population is considered significant. The most populous language in Michigan is
Spanish, accounting for 43% of the English learner population in the tested grades
of 3-8 and 11. The second most populous language is Arabic, and accounts for 27%
of the English learner population in the tested grades of 3-8 and 11. Together, these
two languages account for 70% of Michigan’s English learner population in the
tested grades of 3-8 and 11. This information was obtained by examining the
languages of all English learners, including English learners who are migratory,
English learners who were not born in the United States, and English learners who
are Native Americans. In addition, the data query examined the languages other
than English that are spoken by a significant portion of the participating student
population in the LEAs, as well as languages spoken by a significant portion of the
participating student population across grade levels.

ii. Identify any existing assessments in languages other than English, and
specify for which grades and content areas those assessments are
available.

Response

Michigan provides state assessments in the following languages and content areas:
Spanish, Arabic — social studies (5, 8, 11) and science (4, 7, 11) Spanish —
mathematics (grades 3-8)



iii. Indicate the languages identified in question 3(i) for which yearly
student academic assessments are not available and are needed.

Response

Michigan provides state assessments for English learners in the languages present
to a significant extent in the participating student population (Spanish and Arabic)
with one exception. Michigan does not offer Arabic mathematics assessments as
stakeholder feedback deemed it unnecessary.

iv.  Describe how it will make every effort to develop assessments, at a
minimum, in languages other than English that are present to a
significant extent in the participating student population including by
providing

a. The State’s plan and timeline for developing such assessments,
including a description of how it met the requirements of 34 CFR §
200.6(f)(4);

b. A description of the process the State used to gather meaningful
input on the need for assessments in languages other than
English, collect and respond to public comment, and consult with
educators; parents and families of English learners; students, as
appropriate; and other stakeholders; and

c. Asapplicable, an explanation of the reasons the State has not
been able to complete the development of such assessments
despite making every effort.

Response

a.

Although Michigan does not provide mathematics assessments in Arabic,
students are able to have an on-the-spot interpreter. The MDE has published
guidance on how to provide on-the-spot Arabic translations for students
taking the mathematics assessments online and those taking the paper/pencil
version. The majority of the English Learners in Michigan have oral language
proficiency in their native language, but are not literate in that language.
Providing an oral translation of the mathematics assessment takes into
account the oral language proficiency English Learners whose native language
is Arabic have.

Michigan has sought to answer the question of “do we need to create an
Arabic mathematics assessment” through several avenues: discussions with
the Accessibility Advisory Committee, direct contact with an LEA with a
significant number of English learners whose native language is Arabic, and
through surveys of LEAs. The MDE distributed a survey to all LEAs with English
learners whose native language is Arabic to assess the need of the community
regarding the development of an Arabic mathematics assessment.



c. Feedback garnered from efforts described above indicate a mathematics
assessment in Arabic is not necessary and would not prove helpful. Current
guidance to districts is that they notify the MDEs Office of Standards and
Assessment if/when there is a need for an Arabic mathematics assessment.
The MDE has not received any requests for Arabic mathematics assessments
to date; the current practice of allowing the mathematics assessments to be
orally translated is sufficient.

4, Statewide Accountability System and School Support and Improvement Activities
(ESEA section 1111(c) and (d)):

Michigan notes the following before beginning the technical details of the
statewide accountability system and school support and improvement activities
section.

Michigan has engaged in a spirited and statewide debate over the best option for
our school accountability system going forward. At this point in time, the MDE
submits three iterations of an accountability plan. They all leverage some core
components, and they all build on the work of stakeholders over the last 18
months. They are:

1. An A-F grading system for all schools that produces a final summative grade.
Please note: creating this system was the charge given to the ESSA
Accountability Action Team, based on Superintendent Whiston’s direction
and the interest of the legislature and governor at that time. Therefore, the
bulk of the comment obtained through the four rounds of feedback reacts
to this plan.

2. An A-F system that provides grades in six core components (proficiency,
growth, graduation rate, English Learner progress, school quality indicators,
and participation in state assessments) but no final summative grade. This
system utilizes the same underlying calculations as the A-F summative grade
but does not add up to one overall grade.

Both Option 1 and Option 2 are submitted in this plan, with a note that they will be
accompanied by a transparency dashboard (not detailed here, as this is not a
requirement of ESSA).

3. A dashboard accountability system. This system is currently envisioned as a
combination of the six indicators above, along with the transparency
dashboard. However, the Michigan State Board of Education has signaled
that they wish to further develop the dashboard. Therefore, at this point,
the MDE submits a dashboard accountability system consisting of the six
core components detailed in Option 1 and 2, and a series of indicators from
the transparency dashboard, with further development pending.

10



Any technical details presented relate to all three systems and the underlying
calculations unless otherwise noted. The major difference between the three is the
amount of “summarizing” into a single measure or measures that is done.

Rolling Out the Systems

In order to replace Michigan’s current accountability system (Top-to-Bottom list
and Scorecard), Michigan needs to have final decisions on the exact form of the
system by June 30, 2017. Therefore, the MDE plans to do the following:

e If the legislature acts by June 30, 2017, the MDE will implement that system.
MDE will work with the legislature between now and then to help with that
effort. If the legislature does not enact an accountability system by this
date, the default system will be the dashboard outlined in Option 3 below.

e At the same time, the State Board has expressed interest in helping to
develop the dashboard. We will implement the metrics they have identified
by June 30, 2017 and will continue to add to the dashboard over time.

e MDE will continue development of the key indicators identified below, as
they will be important no matter what the final iteration of the system is. It
is also important to note that those indicators meet federal criteria required
under ESSA and therefore allow us to meet federal law while continuing to
develop meaningful accountability as a state.

Throughout the remainder of this section, we note to which option(s) this answer
relates.

i.  Subgroups (ESEA section 1111(c)(2)):

a. List each major racial and ethnic group the State includes as a
subgroup of students, consistent with ESEA section 1111(c)(2)(B).

Response

Michigan’s accountability system includes all required subgroups: American Indian
or Alaska Native; Asian; Black or African American; Hispanic or Latino; Native
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander; Two or More Races; White; Economically
Disadvantaged; English Learners; and Students with Disabilities. This is true of all
three options

11



b. If applicable, describe any additional subgroups of students other
than the statutorily required subgroups (i.e., economically
disadvantaged students, students from major racial and ethnic
groups, children with disabilities, and English learners) used in the
Statewide accountability system.

Response

Michigan is also including a subgroup comprised of the students in the bottom 30%
of academic achievement for reporting purposes only. This is true of all three
options

c. Does the State intend to include in the English learner subgroup
the results of students previously identified as English learners on
the State assessments required under ESEA section
1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(l) for purposes of State accountability (ESEA
section 1111(b)(3)(B))? Note that a student’s results may be
included in the English learner subgroup for not more than four
years after the student ceases to be identified as an English
learner.

O Yes
m No

Response

Michigan will not include the results of former English learners with the results of
current English learners in any indicator calculations for accountability purposes.
This is true of all three options, but is most relevant for Option 1 and 2, as Option 3
does not include judgments of performance relative to standards

d. If applicable, choose one of the following options for recently
arrived English learners in the State:
L1 Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i); or
1 Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii); or
Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i) or
under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii). If this option is selected,
describe how the State will choose which exception applies to a
recently arrived English learner.

Response

Michigan annually enrolls approximately 1000 recently arrived English learners. The
experience of the SEA and LEAs in which these students enroll has been a challenge
under previous and existing regulations due to the numbers of students arriving as
refugees. Michigan proposes using a realistic exception for recently arrived English
learners that addresses the challenges of these students while maintaining
accountability. Michigan proposes the following exception: Year one: exempt from
ELA assessment, student takes English Language Proficiency Assessment and is

12



included in English Language Progress indicator. Year two: student takes ELA
assessment and ELP assessment and is included in English Language Progress
indicator. Year three: student takes ELA assessment and ELP assessment and is
included in Academic Growth and English Language Progress indicators. Year four:
student takes ELA and ELP assessments and is included in Academic Proficiency,
Academic Growth, and English Language Progress indicators. This applies to all
three options.

ii.  Minimum N-Size (ESEA section 1111(c)(3)(A)):

a. Provide the minimum number of students that the State
determines are necessary to be included to carry out the
requirements of any provisions under Title |, Part A of the ESEA
that require disaggregation of information by each subgroup of
students for accountability purposes.

Response

Michigan’s n-size for accountability is 30 for all indicators except for English Learner
Progress, where the n-size is 10. The smaller n-size for English Learner Progress is
due to the loss of transparency and accountability by including this indicator in a
building level accountability system instead of at a district level system as
previously implemented as the Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives
(AMAOs). Michigan’s AMAO system had an n-size of 10 at a district level. In order to
mitigate the loss of accountability and transparency due to the moving of English
Learner (EL) accountability to a building level (with smaller EL populations),
Michigan chooses to continue the use of a smaller n-size for this indicator only.

We note that while this applies to all three options, it is most relevant for Option 1
and Option 2, where subgroups will “count” toward either one summative
accountability determination (Option 1) or summative options in the six primary
categories (Option 2). In option 3, since there are no summative ratings, the n-size
is not applicable in the same way and will be reporting n-size only.

b. Describe how the minimum number of students is statistically
sound.

Response

Michigan’s minimum n-size of 30 meets widely accepted and studied statistical
practices for ensuring reliability. The minimum n-size is the same for all student
subgroups in each indicator, except for English Learner Progress where the n-size is
10. The minimum n-size of 30 ensures subgroups remain an integral piece of a
school’s identification and annual meaningful differentiation within the
accountability system.

13



c. Describe how the minimum number of students was determined
by the State, including how the State collaborated with teachers,
principals, other school leaders, parents, and other stakeholders
when determining such minimum number.

Response

Michigan conducted an analysis of student and student subgroup inclusion at
various n-sizes. Based on the analysis, a recommendation was made to lower the n-
size. Lowering the n-size would increase the inclusion of students within subgroups
and subgroups within schools throughout the accountability system, thereby
increasing transparency. Stakeholders solicited feedback through electronic
surveys, conferences, and ESSA-specific feedback sessions. Feedback was mixed
with concerns around reliability of the accountability system

d. Describe how the State ensures that the minimum number is
sufficient to not reveal any personally identifiable information.3

Response

Michigan’s reporting n-size is 10. To protect personally identifiable information,
Michigan utilizes suppression for data elements not reaching the threshold as well
as top and bottom coding for values less than 5% and greater than 95%. This relates
to all three options.

e. If the State’s minimum number of students for purposes of
reporting is lower than the minimum number of students for
accountability purposes, provide the State’s minimum number of
students for purposes of reporting.

Response

Michigan’s publicly reported information is masked for any group with fewer than
10 students. Schools access student-level data and calculations through a secure
web-based application.

3 Consistent with ESEA section1111(i), information collected or disseminated under ESEA section 1111 shall be collected and
disseminated in a manner that protects the privacy of individuals consistent with section 444 of the General Education Provisions
Act (20 U.S.C. 12329, commonly known as the “Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974”). When selecting a
minimum n-size for reporting, States should consult the Institute for Education Sciences report “Best Practices for Determining
Subgroup Size in Accountability Systems While Protecting Personally Identifiable Student Information” to identify appropriate
statistical disclosure limitation strategies for protecting student privacy.

14
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iii.  Establishment of Long-Term Goals (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)):

a. Academic Achievement. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(1)(aa))

1. Describe the long-term goals for improved academic
achievement, as measured by proficiency on the annual
statewide reading/language arts and mathematics
assessments, for all students and for each subgroup of
students, including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline for
meeting the long-term goals, for which the term must be the
same multi-year length of time for all students and for each
subgroup of students in the State; and (iii) how the long-term
goals are ambitious.

Response

Michigan is aligning its ambitious long-term goals and measurements of interim
progress with an initiative to become a top 10 educational state in 10 years, by the
2024-25 school year. This State Board of Education-approved initiative was
developed through months of stakeholder input covering a wide variety of topics
intended to produce a plan to become a top educational state. Michigan’s
accountability system is specifically aligned to the following Top 10 in 10 guiding
principle, goal, and strategy:

Guiding Principle — Data and accountability will be used to help drive resources and
focus improvement activities for students and educators. Attention will be on
transparency in support of key goals for the entire system to make Michigan a Top
10 state for education.

Goal — Reduce the impact of high-risk factors, including poverty, and provide
equitable resources to meet the needs of all students to ensure that they have
access to quality educational opportunities.

Strategy — Implement an assessment and accountability system that reduces the
impact of high-risk factors while helping ensure equitable resources. This includes a
state accountability and support system that focuses on transparency and high
standards of accountability for all schools, and that holds schools accountable for
closing achievement gaps while dramatically improving systems of support and
capacity-building for struggling and chronically low-performing schools (and
districts).

15



Michigan’s long-term goals and measures of interim progress support its Top 10 in
10 strategy as well as ESSA principles of reducing achievement gaps because all
students and each subgroup of students have the same long-term goals and
measures of interim progress. Michigan’s long term goal is to have 75% of schools
and 75% of student subgroups meet the 2016-17 statewide proficiency rates at the
75th percentile in English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies by
the end of the 2024-2025 school year, to coincide with Michigan’s Top 10 in 10
timeline.

These long-term goals are relevant to option 1 and option 2, as there will be
judgments made regarding performance relative a standard. In Option 3, the state
still needs to decide how performance will be contextualized (i.e. relative state
average, relative long term goal, relative to nothing). The MDE’s goal would still be
to provide these goals for schools and districts to use in their school and district
improvement planning and provide them some reporting on their progress toward
those goals.

2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward
meeting the long-term goals for academic achievement in

Appendix A.
Response
Proficiency Goals
Long Term Goal
(75% of schools/subgroups
Content Area Baseline Year attaining this value in 2024-25)
English Language Arts 2015-16 61.19%
Mathematics 2015-16 48.57%
Science 2015-16 29.52%
Social Studies 2015-16 36.96%
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Growth Goals

Long Term Goal

(75% of schools/subgroups
Content Area Baseline Year attaining this value in 2024-25)
English Language Arts 2015-16 54.94%
Mathematics 2015-16 55.97%
Science 2015-16 56.14%
Social Studies 2015-16 54.95%

Note: Long term goals are the same for all schools and subgroups. Long term goals
will be set using 2016-17 as the baseline year once data are available. Above tables
are based on 2015-16 data. The long term goal is set using the corresponding
growth or proficiency values at the 75 percentile in the baseline year. Michigan
will increase the number of schools/subgroups meeting these values from 25% in
2016-17 to 75% in 2024-25. This is true for all options

3. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of
interim progress toward the long-term goals for academic
achievement take into account the improvement necessary to
make significant progress in closing statewide proficiency
gaps.

Response

Measures of interim progress are set using historical statewide growth rates in each
subject area and are aligned to the long-term goal in order to derive ambitious yet
realistic checkpoints. While challenging, expecting equal outcomes for all students
and subgroups will help Michigan identify struggling areas and allocate resources to
support access to quality educational opportunities for all students.
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b. Graduation Rate. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(1)(bb))

1. Describe the long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort
graduation rate for all students and for each subgroup of
students, including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline for
meeting the long-term goals, for which the term must be the
same multi-year length of time for all students and for each
subgroup of students in the State; and (iii) how the long-term
goals are ambitious.

Response

As described under Academic Achievement, Michigan is aligning its ambitious long-
term goals and measurements of interim progress with an initiative to become a
top 10 educational state in 10 years (ending in 2024-25 school year). Previous
points regarding Michigan’s 10 in 10 guiding principles, goals and strategies also
apply to Graduation Rate.

As described under Academic Achievement, Michigan’s long-term goals and
measures of interim progress support its Top 10 in 10 strategy as well as
Graduation Rate objectives because all students and each subgroup of students
have the same long-term goals and measures of interim progress.

Michigan’s long term goal is to have 75% of schools and 75% of student subgroups
meet the 2016-17 statewide four-year graduation rate at the 75th percentile. This
component includes graduates who earn regular diplomas within four years of
entering high school.

Measures of interim progress are set using historical statewide graduation rates
and are aligned to the long-term goal in order to derive ambitious yet realistic
checkpoints.

Like with long term goals for proficiency, these goals below are primarily applicable
in Option 1 and Option 2. The MDE would provide goals and reporting on those
goals to schools and districts in Option 3 for use in school and district improvement
planning.
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Four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate

Long-term Goal
(75% of schools/subgroups
attaining this value in

Subgroup Baseline Year 2024-25)
All students 2015-16 94.44%
Economically disadvantaged 2015-16 94.44%
students

Children with disabilities 2015-16 94.44%
English learners 2015-16 94.44%
American Indian or Alaska 2015-16 94.44%
Native

Asian 2015-16 94.44%
Black or African American 2015-16 94.44%
Hispanic or Latino 2015-16 94.44%
Native Hawaiian or Pacific 2015-16 94.44%
Islander

Two or More Races 2015-16 94.44%
White 2015-16 94.44%

The four year adjusted cohort graduation rate is calculated for the school as a
whole and for any valid subgroups, all with a 2016-17 baseline ending in 2024-25.
94.4% is the baseline and the long term goal is to have 75% of schools/subgroups
meeting this target by the end of the 2024-2025 school year. An overall graduation
rate is calculated by aggregating weighted averages across the cohorts within each
student group. Then the student groups are rolled up using a simple unweighted
average to obtain the overall graduation rate. The overall graduation rate is then
divided by the overall target to get a percentage of the target met. Points are
calculated by multiplying the graduation component percentage of the target met

by the weighting of the graduation rate component.
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2. If applicable, describe the long-term goals for each extended-
year adjusted cohort graduation rate, including (i) baseline
data; (ii) the timeline for meeting the long-term goals, for
which the term must be the same multi-year length of time
for all students and for each subgroup of students in the State;
(iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious; and (iv) how the
long-term goals are more rigorous than the long-term goal set
for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate.

Response

The extended year graduate rates were established to align with Michigan’s
initiative to become a top 10 educational state in 10 years (ending in 2024-25
school year). The four-year graduation rate target will be 94.4% and the five- and
six-year graduation rate targets will be 96.49% and 97% respectively. The long term
goal is to have 75% of schools/subgroups meeting these targets by 2024-2025.
Within each subgroup we will take each cohort’s actual value and divide by the
target value to obtain the percent of target met. Within each subgroup, a weighted
average of the percent of target met would be calculated across the three cohorts.
That weighted index across the cohorts would be based on a 50-30-20 weighting;
that is, four- year graduation rate weighted at 50%, five-year graduation rate
weighted at 30% and six-year graduation rate weighted at 20%. Once the three
cohort graduation rates have been combined by a weighted average for each
subgroup, those values are rolled up using a simple unweighted average to a single
overall building graduation index. The same comments as above apply with regard
to the three options.
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Five-year extended cohort graduation rate

All students 2015-16 96.49%
Economically disadvantaged 2015-16 96.49%
students

Children with disabilities 2015-16 96.49%
English learners 2015-16 96.49%
American Indian or Alaska 2015-16 96.49%
Native

Asian 2015-16 96.49%
Black or African American 2015-16 96.49%
Hispanic or Latino 2015-16 96.49%
Native Hawaiian or Pacific 2015-16 96.49%
Islander

Two or More Races 2015-16 96.49%
White 2015-16 96.49%

Six-year extended cohort graduation rate

All students 2015-16 97%
Economically disadvantaged 2015-16 97%
students

Children with disabilities 2015-16 97%




English learners 2015-16 97%
American Indian or Alaska 2015-16 97%
Native

Asian 2015-16 97%
Black or African American 2015-16 97%
Hispanic or Latino 2015-16 97%
Native Hawaiian or Pacific 2015-16 97%
Islander

Two or More Races 2015-16 97%
White 2015-16 97%

Note: Long term goals are the same for all schools and subgroups. Long term goals
will be set using 2016-17 as the baseline year once data are available. Above tables
are based on 2015-16 data. The long term goal is set using the corresponding
adjusted cohort values at the 75% percentile in the baseline year. Michigan will
increase the number of schools/subgroups meeting these values from 25% in 2016-
17 to 75% in 2024-25.

3. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the
long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation
rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate in
Appendix A.

Response

See Appendix A for measures of interim progress related to graduation rates.
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4, Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of
interim progress for the four-year adjusted cohort graduation
rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate
take into account the improvement necessary to make
significant progress in closing statewide graduation rate gaps.

Response

Michigan has the same expectations of all students, regardless of student
subgroups. Our long-term goals and measurements of interim progress reflect
these expectations

c. English Language Proficiency. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(ii))

1. Describe the long-term goals for English learners for increases
in the percentage of such students making progress in
achieving English language proficiency, as measured by the
statewide English language proficiency assessment including:
(i) baseline data; (ii) the State-determined timeline for such
students to achieve English language proficiency; and (iii) how
the long-term goals are ambitious.

Response

Michigan’s Entrance Protocol is based on a questionnaire (Home Language Survey)
given to the parents/guardians at the time of enrollment related to identification of
the student’s native tongue as well as identification of the primary language in their
home environment. If either are non-English then a student is administered
Michigan’s EL Screener, the WIDA ACCESS Placement Test (W-APT). The exception
to this is for students enrolling as Pre-K who may be ages 3-5. Identification for
services for Pre-K students is based solely on one affirmative answer to the Home
Language Survey that a language other than English is native tongue or primary
method of communication in the home.

For students in Kindergarten — 12th grade, students scoring below particular
thresholds and proficiency on the W-APT are recommended to be entered into EL
services. Scoring thresholds across English language development skill areas vary
within year for Kindergartners as expectations for appropriate early childhood and
first language acquisition skills increase. Additionally, K-12 students scoring above
proficient thresholds are further assessed by a local district’s Reading assessment
that can be selected from a pre-defined set of state approved Reading assessments.
Students who may have been screened, identified for services but transfer out of
the state of Michigan, potentially returning to their home countries, may be re-
screened upon returning to Michigan. Educators are requested to consider the time
out of country as well as language of instruction while out of country in the event
that language atrophy has occurred.
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Michigan continually re-evaluates the Entrance Protocol for areas of clarification,
improvement, and is working with a statewide EL stakeholder group to better
define protocol elements for potential ELs who may also be students with
disabilities.

Applicable timelines for ELP will be determined by an empirical policy study, but will
be limited to no more than seven years, to align ELP with the overall accountability
timeline and Michigan’s Top 10 in 10 initiative. We expect all students, regardless
of skill level, to make progress. Progress will be determined by showing either
satisfactory levels of growth or having already achieved proficiency. We expect
every student to either show the growth or the proficiency.

This work is relevant for Options 1, 2, and 3, with the differences being in how
judgments are made regarding progress (i.e. with a summative rating in Option 1, a
summative component rating in option 2, or simply as a reporting function in
Option 3)

2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward the
long-term goal for increases in the percentage of English
learners making progress in achieving English language
proficiency in Appendix A.

Response

Research-based student level targets for ELs are established based on initial
performance level and relevant time inside the EL program. Michigan is anticipating
that EL students would be proficient within a maximum of seven years, adjusting
downward for students demonstrating higher levels of proficiency. The seven-year
time frame was established based on a review of existing research findings. EL
research cited in Appendix C shows this to be a valid measure.
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Long-term goals for English language proficiency

Note: Measurements of interim progress can be found in Appendix A

Long-term Goal
(75% of schools attaining
Subgroup Baseline Year this value in 2024-25)

English learners 2015-16 45.7%

Note: Long term goals are the same for all schools. Long term goals will be set using
2016-17 as the baseline year once data are available. Above table is based on 2015-
16 data. The long term goal is set using the corresponding EL proficiency/progress
value at the 75! percentile in the baseline year. Michigan will increase the number
of schools meeting this value from 25% in 2016-17 to 75% in 2024-25.

iv.  Indicators (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(B))

a. Academic Achievement Indicator. Describe the Academic
Achievement indicator, including a description of how the
indicator (i) is based on the long-term goals; (ii) is measured by
proficiency on the annual Statewide reading/language arts and
mathematics assessments; (iii) annually measures academic
achievement for all students and separately for each subgroup of
students; and (iv) at the State’s discretion, for each public high
school in the State, includes a measure of student growth, as
measured by the annual Statewide reading/language arts and
mathematics assessments.

Response

The Academic Achievement indicator uses a 100-point index and is calculated by
subject area (English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies) for all
students and disaggregated for any valid subgroups in grades 3-8 and 11 for all
schools giving the state assessments. In order to include 95% or the number of
students assessed in this indicator, the participation rate is multiplied by the
proficiency rate. The calculations and measures are the same for all schools in all
LEAs across the state except those schools designed to serve special populations as
outlined below. The indicator’s target is based on the state’s long term goals as
outlined in section A.4.

The Academic Progress indicator uses a 100-point index and is calculated by subject
area (English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies) for all
students and disaggregated for any valid subgroups in grades 3-8 and 11 for all
schools giving the state assessments. Michigan uses the student growth percentile
as its growth measure. The calculations and measures are the same for all schools
in all LEAs across the state except those schools designed to serve special
populations as outlined below. The indicator’s target is based on the state’s long
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term goals as outlined in section 1. This information is relevant for Option 1 and
Option 2, but does not apply to Option 3.

b. Indicator for Public Elementary and Secondary Schools that are
Not High Schools (Other Academic Indicator). Describe the Other
Academic indicator, including how it annually measures the
performance for all students and separately for each subgroup of
students. If the Other Academic indicator is not a measure of
student growth, the description must include a demonstration
that the indicator is a valid and reliable statewide academic
indicator that allows for meaningful differentiation in school
performance.

Response

The Academic Progress indicator uses a 100-point index and is calculated by subject
area (English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies) for all
students and disaggregated for any valid subgroups in grades 3-8 and 11 for all
schools giving the state assessments. Michigan uses the student growth percentile
as its growth measure. The calculations and measures are the same for all schools
in all LEAs across the state except those schools designed to serve special
populations as outlined below. The indicator’s target is based on the state’s long
term goals as outlined in section A.4.

c. Graduation Rate. Describe the Graduation Rate indicator,
including a description of (i) how the indicator is based on the
long-term goals; (ii) how the indicator annually measures
graduation rate for all students and separately for each subgroup
of students; (iii) how the indicator is based on the four-year
adjusted cohort graduation rate; (iv) if the State, at its discretion,
also includes one or more extended-year adjusted cohort
graduation rates, how the four-year adjusted cohort graduation
rate is combined with that rate or rates within the indicator; and
(v) if applicable, how the State includes in its four-year adjusted
cohort graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort
graduation rates students with the most significant cognitive
disabilities assessed using an alternate assessment aligned to
alternate academic achievement standards under ESEA section
1111(b)(2)(D) and awarded a State-defined alternate diploma
under ESEA section 8101(23) and (25).

Response

The Graduation Rate indicator uses a 4, 5 and 6-year adjusted cohort method
graduation rate. The Graduation Rate indicator uses a 100-point index and is
calculated for all students and any valid subgroups in all schools that graduate
students using the adjusted cohort methodology. This is relevant for Option 1 and
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Option 2; while graduation rate will be reported in Option 3, the judgment relative
target will be handled differently.

d. Progress in Achieving English Language Proficiency (ELP) Indicator.
Describe the Progress in Achieving ELP indicator, including the
State’s definition of ELP, as measured by the State ELP
assessment.

Response

The English Learner Progress indicator uses a 100-point index and is calculated
using all students currently identified as English learners. There are two pathways
to show student success: 1. Not currently English proficient but showing adequate
growth (SGPs) and 2. English proficient. Research cited in Appendix C shows this to
be a valid measure. This is relevant for Option 1 and Option 2; while English Learner
Progress will be reported in Option 3, the judgment relative target will be handled
differently.

e. School Quality or Student Success Indicator(s). Describe each
School Quality or Student Success Indicator, including, for each
such indicator: (i) how it allows for meaningful differentiation in
school performance; (ii) that it is valid, reliable, comparable, and
statewide (for the grade span(s) to which it applies); and (iii) of
how each such indicator annually measures performance for all
students and separately for each subgroup of students. For any
School Quality or Student Success indicator that does not apply to
all grade spans, the description must include the grade spans to
which it does apply.

Response
Michigan proposes a four-part additional indicator component:
K-12 Chronic Absenteeism

K-8 Time Spent in Fine arts, Music, Physical Education, and Access to a Library
Media Specialist

11th-12th Grade Advanced Coursework and
High School Postsecondary Enrollment Rate.

The K-12 Chronic Absenteeism indicator uses a 100-point index and is calculated
using all students enrolled in a school for at least 10 days. At least 10 students must
be enrolled for this indicator to be calculated. Calculations are done for all valid
subgroups. Chronic absenteeism is defined as missing at least 10% of a student’s
scheduled enrollment. Research cited in Appendix D shows this to be a valid
measure.

The Time Spent in Fine Arts, Music and Physical Education Indicator uses a 100-
point index. This measure is the amount of exposure students have to courses in
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the fine arts, music and physical education. At least 10 students need to be enrolled
for this measure to be calculated. Calculations are done for all valid subgroups. This
measure will include additional data collection but is key to Michigan’s strategic 10
in 10 initiatives.

The 11-12 Advanced Coursework indicator uses a 100-point index. This measure is
the percentage of 11-12 grade students successfully completing advanced
coursework (Dual Enrollment, Early Middle College, CTE, AP, and IB). At least 10
students need to be enrolled for this measure to be calculated. Calculations are
done for all valid subgroups. Research cited in Appendix D shows this to be a valid
measure.

Finally, Postsecondary Enrollment will be calculated for each high school, and will
leverage Michigan’s longitudinal postsecondary data and reporting to represent the
percentage of students enrolling in postsecondary education within key time
points. While these indicators will be presented in all three options and are key
indicators to support Michigan’s 10 in 10 strategic initiatives and our focus on the
whole child in ESSA, the 100-point index is relevant in Option 1 and Option 2, not
Option 3.

v.  Annual Meaningful Differentiation (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(C))

a. Describe the State’s system of annual meaningful differentiation
of all public schools in the State, consistent with the requirements
of section 1111(c)(4)(C) of the ESEA, including a description of (i)
how the system is based on all indicators in the State’s
accountability system, (ii) for all students and for each subgroup
of students. Note that each state must comply with the
requirements in 1111(c)(5) of the ESEA with respect to
accountability for charter schools.

Response

As described above, Michigan is submitting three iterations of an accountability
system for all schools based on our state’s goals. In all three systems, the key
indicators will be presented—Proficiency, Growth, Graduation Rate, English Learner
Progress, School Quality/Student Success, and Participation. All of them
meaningfully differentiate between public schools.

In Option 1, Michigan’s accountability system designates a single letter grade (A-F)
based on school performance in up to seven areas: Proficiency, Growth, Graduation
Rate, English Learner Progress, School Quality/Student Success, General
Participation, and English Learner Participation. Letter grades are scaled to an
overall index based on a weighted average of a school’s performance in the
individual components. Component performance is calculated by finding the
percentage of the component target met. This method allows for partial credit in
meeting a target. All students and any valid subgroup are included in the
component calculation. Student subgroups are weighted equally and are averaged
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into a component level index value. Components, or indicators, are then averaged
according to their weights to attain an overall summative letter grade. All public
schools, including public charter schools are included in Michigan’s accountability
system.

Initial modelling of Michigan’s system shows a distribution of letter grades as
follows (percentage/number schools): A = 23% (634); B =29% (804); C = 22% (612);
D =13% (348); F = 14% (383). Appendix B provides an initial view of the school
report card.

In Option 2, the methodology is the same within category, but does not sum to a
final grade.

In Option 3, the information will be presented in each category but without the
label/judgment, although Michigan does plan to contextualize the performance in
each category for the end user.

b. Describe the weighting of each indicator in the State’s system of
annual meaningful differentiation, including how the Academic
Achievement, Other Academic, Graduation Rate, and Progress in
ELP indicators each receive substantial weight individually and, in
the aggregate, much greater weight than the School Quality or
Student Success indicator(s), in the aggregate.

Response

This response is only relevant to Option 1, which sums to a single indicator.
Michigan has set initial weights for all seven of its indicators. Many schools will not
have all seven indicators due to school configuration or demographics. In cases
where schools have fewer than seven indicators, the weights from the missing
indicators are reallocated to the remaining indicators proportionally according to
the initial weighting of all seven indicators. The initial weights of each indicator are:
Academic Achievement = 29%; Academic Progress = 34%; Graduation Rate = 10%;
English Learner Progress = 10%; School Quality/Student Success = 14%; General
Participation = 2%, English Learner Participation = 1%

c. If the States uses a different methodology or methodologies for
annual meaningful differentiation than the one described in 4.v.a.
above for schools for which an accountability determination
cannot be made (e.g., P-2 schools), describe the different
methodology or methodologies, indicating the type(s) of schools
to which it applies.

Response

Michigan has committed to developing a new, voluntary, parallel system of
accountability for alternative education programs based on an application and
relevant school demographics. Alternative accountability will have similar
components, point scales and labels as the accountability scorecard but different
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weights and business rules. Overall, alternative accountability will be somewhat
more growth-oriented than the accountability scorecard. Small schools would be
included in annual meaningful differentiation, using indicators as they apply to the
school, and not dependent on assessed grades (i.e. Graduation, EL Participation, EL
Progress and School Quality/School Success (the EL indicators are not considered
dependent on assessed grades but rather the full K-12 spectrum because, though
not required under ESSA, Michigan will continue to assess EL students K-12.).

Michigan has used a sliding confidence interval in the past and the state continues
to discuss options going forward. Internal discussions are underway regarding
whether or not Michigan prefers rules to include or exclude from federal
designation (comprehensive, targeted and additional targeted) and will be resolved
when Michigan submits final methodology for these three designations).

Regarding small schools where the total number of students who can be included in
any indicator is less than the minimum number of students established by the
State, these schools would still be included in annual meaningful differentiation.
Any indicator having less than the minimum n-count would only have the indicator
label displayed, with the n-counts and indicator index suppressed. The overall
summative label, and possible index, would be displayed. This is relevant for Option
1 and Option 2; in Option 3, we would modify the dashboard for these schools in
the manner described above.

vi. Identification of Schools (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D))

a. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the
State’s methodology for identifying not less than the lowest-
performing five percent of all schools receiving Title I, Part A funds
in the State for comprehensive support and improvement,
including the year in which the State will first identify such
schools.

Response
Michigan would like to take a moment to note the following:

e Michigan’s Strategic Vision focuses programming and intervention at the
district level, because schools exist within district systems, and evidence
supports the theory that system-wide improvement is necessary for
turnaround.

e Michigan will seek maximum alignment between our accountability system
and these additional labels, and therefore are not submitting methodologies
for these at this time.

e We will revise our application by fall of 2017 to include methodologies once
we have:

a) reviewed the final regulations
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b)  run our accountability system and used data to inform additional
methodologies, and

c) engaged in additional stakeholder consultation and feedback on this
issue alone.

Michigan encourages USED to consider removing these additional label
requirements, or allowing states greater flexibility into how we integrate these
goals—identification of low performing schools, focus on subgroups and gaps—
into our main accountability system.

We also plan to engage in additional stakeholder feedback on these metrics,
with data available to inform decision making.

Since these designations are not required until the 2018-2019 school year,
Michigan will have proposed methodologies, developed in consultation with our
stakeholders, well in advance of the deadline.

b. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the

Response

State’s methodology for identifying all public high schools in the
State failing to graduate one third or more of their students for
comprehensive support and improvement, including the year in
which the State will first identify such schools.

As noted above, Michigan does not submit methodologies for this at this time, and
will derive these labels from our core accountability system after running the new
system and seeking additional stakeholder discussion

C.

Response

Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe the
methodology by which the State identifies public schools in the
State receiving Title |, Part A funds that have received additional
targeted support under ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C) (based on
identification as a school in which any subgroup of students, on its
own, would lead to identification under ESEA section
1111(c)(4)(D)(i)(l) using the State’s methodology under ESEA
section 1111(c)(4)(D)) and that have not satisfied the statewide
exit criteria for such schools within a State-determined number of
years, including the year in which the State will first identify such
schools.

As noted above, Michigan does not submit methodologies for this at this time, and
will derive these labels from our core accountability system after running the new
system and seeking additional stakeholder discussion
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d. Frequency of Identification. Provide, for each type of school
identified for comprehensive support and improvement, the
frequency with which the State will, thereafter, identify such
schools. Note that these schools must be identified at least once
every three years.

Response

As noted above, Michigan does not submit methodologies for this at this time, and
will derive these labels from our core accountability system after running the new
system and seeking additional stakeholder discussion

e. Targeted Support and Improvement. Describe the State’s
methodology for annually identifying any school with one or more
“consistently underperforming” subgroups of students, based on
all indicators in the statewide system of annual meaningful
differentiation, including the definition used by the State to
determine consistent underperformance. (ESEA section
1111(c)(4)(C)(iii))

Response

As noted above, Michigan does not submit methodologies for this at this time, and
will derive these labels from our core accountability system after running the new
system and seeking additional stakeholder discussion.

f. Additional Targeted Support. Describe the State’s methodology,
for identifying schools in which any subgroup of students, on its
own, would lead to identification under ESEA section
1111(c)(4)(D)(i)(l) using the State’s methodology under ESEA
section 1111(c)(4)(D), including the year in which the State will
first identify such schools and the frequency with which the State
will, thereafter, identify such schools. (ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C)-

(D)

Response

As noted above, Michigan does not submit methodologies for this at this time, and
will derive these labels from our core accountability system after running the new
system and seeking additional stakeholder discussion

g. Additional Statewide Categories of Schools. If the State chooses,
at its discretion, to include additional statewide categories of
schools, describe those categories.

Response

Michigan intends to continue the Reward School designation. However, as noted
above, Michigan does not submit methodologies for this at this time, and will

32



derive these labels from our core accountability system after running the new
system and seeking additional stakeholder discussion

vii.  Annual Measurement of Achievement (ESEA section
1111(c)(4)(E)(iii)): Describe how the State factors the requirement
for 95 percent student participation in statewide mathematics
and reading/language arts assessments into the statewide
accountability system.

Response

In addition to ESSA requirements, the inclusion of assessment participation aligns
with Michigan’s Top 10 in 10 strategy. The inclusion of a high participation rate
requirement will help Michigan reduce the impact of high risk factors, including
poverty, and provide equitable resources to meet the needs of all students to
ensure that they have access to quality educational opportunities.

There are two standalone participation components within the proposed
accountability system. Both components function in the same manner, however
they cover different assessments. One covers the assessments used to determine
results within the achievement and growth components; the other covers the
assessment used to determine results within the English Learner Progress
component.

The calculation to determine the percentage of the participation goal met is: ((Sum
of students with valid assessment scores/Sum of students within assessed grades
during an assessment window)/Component goal).

In order to satisfy the ESSA requirement that at least 95% of students are included
in the proficiency calculations, participation rates are included in determining the
percentage of the proficiency target met. Only students with full academic year
(FAY) status are included in proficiency calculations. The proficiency calculation
used to populate a subgroup’s performance in a specific content area includes the
participation rate (due to requirements that at least 95% of students are included in
the calculation).

The calculation is: (Participation rate of full academic year students) x (proficiency
rate of full academic year students), or to break it out further: (FAY tested/FAY
enrolled) x (FAY proficient/FAY tested).

This is relevant to all three options; however, Option 1 and Option 2 would present
a judgment based on meeting or not meeting the participation goal, while Option 3
would report the rate.
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viii.  Continued Support for School and LEA Improvement (ESEA section
1111(d)(3)(A))

a. Exit Criteria for Comprehensive Support and Improvement
Schools. Describe the statewide exit criteria, established by the
State, for schools identified for comprehensive support and
improvement, including the number of years (not to exceed four)
over which schools are expected to meet such criteria.

Response

Michigan is not submitting final exit criteria at this time, as we plan to run our
accountability system, engage in data-informed dialogues with stakeholders about
the identification metrics, and then identify the appropriate exit criteria.
Additionally, Michigan has state law governing the lowest performing schools, and
that law is under revision. We seek maximum alignment between state and federal
systems, with Michigan’s laws and goals driving our decision making and therefore
are not in a position to submit exit criteria at this time. Since these designations are
not required until the 2018-2019 school year, Michigan will have proposed
methodologies, developed in consultation with our stakeholders, well in advance of
the deadline

b. Exit Criteria for Schools Receiving Additional Targeted Support.
Describe the statewide exit criteria, established by the State, for
schools receiving additional targeted support under ESEA section
1111(d)(2)(C), including the number of years over which schools
are expected to meet such criteria.

Response
Michigan is not submitting exit criteria at this time.

c. More Rigorous Interventions. Describe the more rigorous
interventions required for schools identified for comprehensive
support and improvement that fail to meet the State’s exit criteria
within a State-determined number of years consistent with
section 1111(d)(3)(A)(i)(I) of the ESEA.

Response

All LEAs with schools implementing a comprehensive support and improvement
plan will be designated a state partnership school district. The partnership
agreement will be with the entire LEA, and must specifically address the
performance of the school(s) implementing a comprehensive support and
improvement plan, but should consider the entire school district system.

Partnership school districts will be required, in conjunction with the SEA, to:

1) Within 90 days, complete a comprehensive needs assessment and
comprehensive support and improvement plan to address areas of need;

34



2) Identify 3-5 benchmarks based on the comprehensive needs assessment
that will be met within 18 months, and

3) Identify outcomes that will be met at the end of a three-year period.

Benchmarks and outcomes must be specific for each school implementing a
comprehensive support and improvement plan, and may include additional
outcomes for the entire LEA. One required outcome of the comprehensive support
and improvement plan must be that the school meets the state determined exit
criteria at the end of three years. Schools that that fail to meet the exit criteria will
be considered in breach of the partnership agreement and will be subject to the
more rigorous actions under “Breach of Plan” described below.

Breach of Plan: The LEA is determined to be in breach if it fails to sign an agreement
within 90 days after being designated a partnership school district. Failure to meet

benchmarks at 18 months and outcomes at three years also constitutes a breach of
the plan. The consequences of breaching the plan shall be identified at the time of

entering the partnership agreement.

d. Resource Allocation Review. Describe how the State will
periodically review resource allocation to support school
improvement in each LEA in the State serving a significant number
or percentage of schools identified for comprehensive or targeted
support and improvement.

Response

The SEA will integrate a periodic resource and systems review process as an adjunct
to the comprehensive needs assessment process to ensure a comprehensive
approach to determining needs and planning appropriately and effectively to meet
those needs for LEAs with a significant number or percentage of identified schools.

The SEA already has in place an interagency Financial Independence Team (FIT). FIT
consists of SEA school improvement staff, SEA state aid (state general fund
allocation to LEAs) and Michigan Department of Treasury staff. This team provides
training and technical assistance to Michigan LEAs that are in deficit status or have
declining fund balances placing them at risk of entering deficit status. Overall FIT
work emphasizes maintaining equitable resources across state and federal
programs. The SEA has found a correlation between LEAs having one or more
schools in the bottom 5% academically and the LEAs also being in deficit status or at
risk of entering that status financially. SEA FIT staff are currently providing technical
assistance to multiple LEAs that are in or at risk of deficit status and have at least
one school in the bottom 5%.

Technical assistance includes assisting LEAs in writing LEA and school improvement
plans that consider financial and academic needs and how each affects the other,

while also developing systems to ensure the proper implementation of the written
plans. Work has centered around the concept of making sound financial decisions
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that do not negatively impact continuous improvement or turnaround efforts in the
LEA. Data is analyzed on staffing, programming, facilities, and other pertinent areas
to ensure that any academic gains are maintained despite the need to reduce
budgets.

The SEA’s current statewide system of support also includes the Blueprint for
Turnaround, which is an LEA and building framework for addressing systems and
increasing student achievement. The SEA intends to continue the usage of The
Blueprint for Turnaround, which includes talent management, leadership, student
support and instructional infrastructure components built on the consistent use of
systemic communication, performance management and problem-solving
protocols. These areas focus on the LEA having the personnel, resources, facilities,
and systems necessary to provide high quality instruction.

e. Technical Assistance. Describe the technical assistance the State
will provide to each LEA in the State serving a significant number
or percentage of schools identified for comprehensive or targeted
support and improvement.

Response

Consistent with Section 1111(d), the SEA will review all LEA comprehensive support
school plans to determine if a developmentally-appropriate, evidence-based
intervention (EBI) has been selected. Plans will also be reviewed for evidence of
the completion of a comprehensive needs assessment. The needs assessment will
identify the unique needs of the school and achievement gaps, in addition to
mapping current assets and resources through an environmental scan. Once the
specific needs and achievement gaps are identified, the school will select an
appropriate EBI.

The SEA is in the process of developing an approved list of evidence-based
interventions. That list will be completed prior to the beginning of the 2018-19
academic year. However, technical assistance will include a focus on helping LEAs
learn a process for EBI selection rather than just selecting options from a list. LEAs
will develop these skills within the framework of implementation science, with
particular emphasis on the connections to multi-tiered systems of support.

Districts with Title | Comprehensive Support Schools will be assigned an SEA
approved Implementation Facilitator. The Implementation Facilitator will be
knowledgeable about evidence-based school turnaround/continuous improvement
strategies as well as research-based systems improvement. The Implementation
Facilitator will work with LEA and building leadership to identify high quality Tier
One instruction in all classrooms, including early childhood (where applicable), and
take steps to improve instruction when needed.

The Implementation Facilitator will work with LEA and building staff to ensure there
are systems in place to support students’ non-academic needs. The Implementation
Facilitator will provide support to the LEA staff and building leadership to complete
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a new needs assessment and create and monitor the implementation of a revised
comprehensive support and improvement plan. If there are multiple schools
implementing a comprehensive support and improvement plan within the LEA
failing to meet benchmarks, the SEA shall choose whether to impose the same
consequence on each school that has failed or to employ different consequences
for each. In addition, the LEAs will participate in SEA directed partnership meetings
that will include ongoing support in selecting, implementing, and
monitoring/evaluating evidence-based interventions.

f. Additional Optional Action. If applicable, describe the action the
State will take to initiate additional improvement in any LEA with
a significant number or percentage of schools that are
consistently identified by the State for comprehensive support
and improvement and are not meeting exit criteria established by
the State or in any LEA with a significant number or percentage of
schools implementing targeted support and improvement plans.

Response

The SEA has elected to not initiate additional improvement actions based on the
additional 3% reservation for direct student services. This decision was reached for
two reasons. First, SEA leadership and staff believe most, if not all, of the activities
are already allowable through Title | Part A and Title Il Part A funding to LEAs.
Reserving this amount at the SEA level would reduce LEA flexibility in using Title
funds to meet their individual needs. Second, adding an additional 3% to the
already increased 7% reservation in this section significantly reduces LEA allocations
statewide. The SEA intends to avoid any potential negative impact that reduced
funding may have on LEAs and schools that are on the cusp of comprehensive or
targeted support status.

5. Disproportionate Rates of Access to Educators (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B)): Describe
how low-income and minority children enrolled in schools assisted under Title I, Part A
are not served at disproportionate rates by ineffective, out-of-field, or inexperienced
teachers, and the measures the SEA will use to evaluate and publicly report the
progress of the SEA with respect to such description.*

Response

The rates reported in the table below demonstrate that students of color and
students from low-income families in Michigan have observably inequitable access
to teachers rated “effective” based on local evaluation systems and experienced
teachers. As explained in Michigan’s Plan to Ensure Equitable access to Excellent
Educators (2015), the MDE’s analysis of available data suggests that research-based
national trends are evident in Michigan schools serving student populations with
significant numbers of students of color and students from low-income families:

4 Consistent with ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B), this description should not be construed as requiring a State to develop or
implement a teacher, principal or other school leader evaluation system.
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High numbers of inexperienced teachers at high-needs schools is a result of
high turnover and low retention.

As many as a third of teachers leave after their first three years of teaching
and over 40% leave within the first five years.

Educator workforce quality and stability is impacted by teacher supply,
teacher distribution, teacher recruitment, support for new teachers, and the
school environment.

Teachers plan to stay longer in schools with a positive working environment,
independent of the school’s student demographics.

Teachers stay when they have a school leader who ensures that the school
works properly, provides instructional leadership, and is an inclusive
decision-maker.

Teachers stay when there are high levels of collegial support that includes
having an environment of respect and trust, formal structures for
collaboration and support, and a shared set of professional goals and
purposes.

The rates reported in the table below demonstrate that students of color and

students from low-income families have greater access to teachers working in-field
than their peers.

STUDENT Rate at Differences Rate at Differences Rate at which Differences
GROUPS which between rates which between rates students are between rates
students students are taught by an
are taught taught by an inexperienced
by an out-of-field teacher
ineffective teacher
teacher
Low-i
ononeome | 3.5% 2.3% 7.1% -0.5% 11.5% 3.3%
students
Non-low-
income 1.2% 7.6% 8.2%
students
Minorit
ey 4.7% 3.5% 6.7% -1.0% 12.5% 3.9%
students
Non-
minority 1.2% 7.7% 8.6%
students
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6. School Conditions (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(C)): Describe how the SEA agency will
support LEAs receiving assistance under Title I, Part A to improve school conditions for
student learning, including through reducing: (i) incidences of bullying and
harassment; (ii) the overuse of discipline practices that remove students from the
classroom; and (iii) the use of aversive behavioral interventions that compromise
student health and safety.

Response

Michigan is redeveloping its comprehensive needs assessment process using a
Multi-tiered System of Support approach to focus on the whole child, which
includes supporting schools in doing a data-based review of all of the conditions
that relate to student learning, including school safety, discipline,
bullying/harassment and student health (inclusive of physical, mental, behavioral
and social emotional health). Based on the needs identified through this analysis,
Michigan LEAs will be supported with a series of current evidence based practices,
including 1) positive behavior intervention supports, 2) the implementation of
Michigan's anti-bullying policy and practices, 3) school health and safety programs,
and 4) Family and Community Engagement 5)Staff Wellness

7. School Transitions (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(D)): Describe how the State will support
LEAs receiving assistance under Title I, Part A in meeting the needs of students at all
levels of schooling (particularly students in the middle grades and high school),
including how the State will work with such LEAs to provide effective transitions of
students to middle grades and high school to decrease the risk of students dropping
out.

Response

Michigan already has in place the Michigan Merit Curriculum, which requires all
students to take coursework in mathematics, English/language arts, science, social
studies, foreign language, and fine arts. Michigan also has rigorous career and
college ready standards in mathematics, ELA, and science, and are updating our
social studies standards currently. These govern the learning expectations for all
students K-12.

We are in the process of developing social-emotional learning standards for K-12.
Michigan also has early childhood standards of quality for prekindergarten, that
supports a fully integrated comprehensive approach to learning across academic
and developmental domains, which are aligned to the K-12 standards; as well as
early childhood standards of quality for infants and toddlers and out-of-school time
learning. Additionally, the academic component of the “whole child”
comprehensive needs assessment will push districts to evaluate to what extent
they are making these opportunities available for all students, and will provide the
MDE with the opportunity to engage in technical assistance, as well as monitor
these areas.
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Through the student’s Educational Development Plan (EDP) planning process
students, with their parents, will be given individualized assistance in planning
coursework to support progress toward educational and career goals, including
awareness of careers that may be nontraditional for the student’s gender, and
opportunities offered through Career and Technical Education. As part of the EDP
process districts will engage students and parents in discussing educational and
career opportunities and available academic and financial supports that may be
available to minority students, students with disabilities, English learners, and low
income students. Districts also will be provided with access to resources to help
them think about ways to accommodate the needs of their gifted/talented students

In CTE, we work extensively to encourage female students to enroll in instructional
programs that are non-traditional for their gender. This is one of our annual
performance measures for the USDOE as required in our federal Perkins funding.
We receive federal funding to help support a gender equity consultant as well.

Finally, Michigan’s Top 10 in 10 strategies around learner-centered supports include
a focus on deeper learning and STEM/STEAM, with application for all students. We
want to ensure that all Michigan students are accessing high-quality, meaningful,
challenging learning experiences. We intend to use data to monitor our progress
and can look at access across the various groups listed above.

As referenced earlier, a “whole child” comprehensive needs assessment is key to
LEAs supporting the continuum of a student’s education. In addition, as required by
Michigan law, each child will complete, with input from his/her parent or guardian,
and Educational Development Plan (EDP), no later than 8th grade which will be
updated annually, to support individual planning for continuing education and a
career by describing the pathway the student will follow to meet challenging State
academic standards and career and technical standards. With this tool, a district
can comprehensively identify needs, and then target programming and funding
sources appropriately.

The SEA will assist LEAs, through technical assistance, in coordinating their work
with other high-quality early childhood programs/services funded by the SEA that
also require development of a needs assessment, including how the LEA blends and
braids funding for early childhood programs and services, including home visiting, if
it chooses to utilize funding for early childhood under the needs assessment. It will
also work to raise awareness of the importance of transitions from all early
childhood settings to elementary settings by having LEAs address transition
supports, including transferring child records and comprehensive developmental
screening services, within district improvement plans and elementary school
improvement plans in order to create transition plans that are informed by and
supported by early childhood programs, schools, administrators, and families.
Michigan will also provide technical assistance and guidance on developmentally
appropriate practices for early childhood as well as early elementary grades. The
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ultimate goal is to ensure access to a system of high-quality learning settings across
the P-20 continuum.
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B. Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children

1. Supporting Needs of Migratory Children (ESEA section 1304(b)(1)): Describe how, in
planning, implementing, and evaluating programs and projects assisted under Title |,
Part C, the State and its local operating agencies will ensure that the unique
educational needs of migratory children, including preschool migratory children and
migratory children who have dropped out of school, are identified and addressed
through:

i. The full range of services that are available for migratory children
from appropriate local, State, and Federal educational programs;

ii.  Joint planning among local, State, and Federal educational programs
serving migratory children, including language instruction
educational programs under Title lll, Part A;

iii. The integration of services available under Title |, Part C with
services provided by those other programs; and

iv.  Measurable program objectives and outcomes.
Response

The MDE Migrant Education Team follows the continuous improvement process
when identifying the unique educational and other needs of migratory children and
youth. In 2013, a series of meetings was convened to engage stakeholders in the
analysis of the available academic, demographic and perception data for the
comprehensive needs assessment (CNA).

The Three-Phase Model was used to facilitate the process. Phase I, “What is?” asks
the questions of: “What is the data that we have? What does it tell us? What data
do we still need to obtain a full picture of our migrant students and programs?
Phase Il, “Gather and Analyze Data”, is the step where additional data is obtained
and analyzed. In these discussions, stakeholders identify key barriers faced by
migratory children and youth including preschool migratory children and migratory
youth who have dropped out of school. Phase Ill, “Make Decisions”, includes
forming concern statements, documenting the unique needs, identifying data
sources, writing need statements, as well as developing corresponding written
objectives, strategies, and activities.

Various sources of data are used during the CNA process:
(1) Local and state achievement data;

(2)  survey data on the perceptions of migrant children and youth, their
parents and the staff that serve them;

(3) otherrelevant demographic data; and

(4) instructional and support services data.
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Since the needs of migratory children and youth drive Michigan’s migrant education
programming, the analysis of available data occurs continuously.

The provision of services begins with the accurate identification of the unique
needs of migratory children and youth in the comprehensive needs assessment
(CNA). Once these needs are identified, outcomes, strategies and activities are
determined that address the needs and establish targets by which programs can
measure the effectiveness of their program implementation. The state service
delivery plan (SDP) and the local program design and improvement plans outline
strategies, activities and services that will be provided.

The MDE includes representation from the migratory education program by
including the MEP team, local MEP stakeholders, and/or migratory community
agency stakeholders on cross office committees and office stakeholder groups to
ensure that joint planning at the state level occurs.

Local MEPs use their local CNAs and the state SDP to develop their migrant program
design and services. Asthey plan, local MEPs take into consideration the other
local, state and federally-funded program services available within the district and
ensure migratory children and youth have equitable access to these programs. The
migratory education provides supplemental instructional and support services to
meet the needs not addressed through existing programs.

Other program services include but are not limited to: Title I, Part A; Title Il
Language Instruction for English Leaners and Immigrant Students; the McKinney-
Vento Act; local and state Funded At-Risk programs; local and state funded bilingual
programs; local and state funded Career and Technical Education (CTE) programs;
preschool and early childhood programming; and adult or alternative education
programs.

The availability of programs varies; however, district improvement and planning
teams must include representation from the various programs in order to facilitate
joint planning. In the absence of this representation, local MEPs must include these
representatives during their CNA and MEP services design processes. The MEP
measurable program objectives and outcomes ensure that the unique needs of
migratory children and youth are addressed by including local and state
achievement measures for reading and math, measures of English language
proficiency, parent perception data relating to accessibility of supports, graduation
and dropout rates, access to early childhood education programming, rates of
identification and provision of services for out of school youth as well as the use of
MSIX to improve interstate and intrastate coordination. These objectives and
outcomes are included in the state SDP.

The MDE Migrant Education Team completed a formal statewide evaluation in
spring of 2016. As part of the continuous review process, local MEPs, ID&R Centers
and community stakeholders engaged in analyzing the state MEP evaluation. Then
they examined and updated their local CNAs. These CNAs were shared and
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informed revisions and updates for the state CNA and SDP. Throughout these
discussions, stakeholders focus on key barriers faced by migratory children and
youth including preschool migratory children and migratory youth who have
dropped out of school. The written CNA and SDP documents are being revised in
the 2016-17 migrant year.

Promote Coordination of Services (ESEA section 1304(b)(3)): Describe how the State
will use Title I, Part C funds received under this part to promote interstate and
intrastate coordination of services for migratory children, including how the State will
provide for educational continuity through the timely transfer of pertinent school
records, including information on health, when children move from one school to
another, whether or not such move occurs during the regular school year.

Response

The MDE Migrant Education Team reserves a portion of the Title |, Part C state
allocation for state level identification, recruitment and reporting efforts. These
efforts support local MEPs with interstate and intrastate coordination. Michigan’s
Migrant Education Data System (MEDS) supports the collection and sharing of
pertinent school records including information on demographics, enrollment,
course history, academic achievement, health and mobility. MEDS files are
transmitted to MSIX nightly.

Local MEPs and ID&R Centers use trained data entry specialists to input data. Data
not collected in MEDS is pulled directly from state information systems and
transmitted through MEDS to MSIX. Local MEPs use MSIX to facilitate accurate
placement of migratory students, review “home” state assessment results for
instructional services, verify educational interruptions during the regular year, and
identify other needs such as health, language or special education services. The
ID&R Centers process the MSIX notifications received from other states or other
MEPs within Michigan. Local MEPs as well as ID&R Centers use MSIX notifications as
well as the Consolidated Student Record.

To ensure timely transfer of migratory student records and continuity of education,
local MEPs send transcripts with students when they move, contact receiving
schools and monitor transcripts when students return to ensure transfer was
completed. Michigan schools do not charge fees for the transfer of migrant student
records.

Michigan works closely with states and countries from which students migrate to
Michigan. Approximately one third of Michigan’s migratory children and youth
come from Texas and approximately one third from Florida. The remaining one
third is made up of children making qualifying moves intrastate as well as moves
from a variety of other states and countries. The MDE Migrant Team strongly
encourages local migrant education programs to collaborate directly with programs
and schools in other states. Each year, Michigan has representation at Texas’s
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Interstate conference and NASDME so that local programs can directly connect and
network with staff that serves our shared students.

3. Use of Funds (ESEA section 1304(b)(4)): Describe the State’s priorities for the use of
Title I, Part C funds, and how such priorities relate to the State’s assessment of needs
for services in the State.

Response

The MDE Migrant Education Team'’s priorities for the use of Title |, Part C funds are
defined in the state Identification and Recruitment Plan and the Service Delivery
Plan which addresses the unique needs identified in the Comprehensive Needs
Assessment. One priority is identification, recruitment, and reporting of all eligible
migratory children and youth, including preschool migratory children and migratory
youth who have dropped out of school.

Another priority is implementation of the state Service Delivery Plan. This plan
includes the implementation of Common Summer Curriculum and Assessments;
increasing the use of instructional strategies that support English language
development during both the regular school year and summer; coordination of
unique instructional and support services with other local, state and federal
programs; support for increasing collaboration, networking and coordination
between local programs and with other non-profit and governmental agencies
including early childhood programs and programs designed to reduce dropout such
as credit accrual and CTE; and the meaningful engagement of parents in all aspects
of the MEP program; as well as the technical assistance needed to support the SDP
implementation. While focusing on these priorities, the MDE Migrant Education
Team along with local MEPs, ensure that migratory children and youth identified as
priority for service are served first.

Children who are not priority for service and still within their three years of
eligibility are served next based on need and the availability of funds by local MEPs.
Finally, students identified for continuation of services are served if funds and
services remain available to support the identified needs. The MDE Migrant
Education Team established statewide procedures for local MEPs to follow in
making priority for services (PFS) determinations. These PFS determinations are
reviewed and approved at the state level. Local MEPs use a common PFS template
to record the data used in making the determination. This documentation is
maintained at the local level and available to state approvers upon request.

Migratory children and youth who are identified as priority for services are those
migratory children who have made a qualifying move within the previous 1-year
period and who:

(1) are failing, or most at risk of failing, to meet the challenging State academic
standards; or

(2) have dropped out of school.
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A child is failing if they are identified as having at least one at-risk factor. These risk
factors are identified on the PFS template and local MEPs receive training to ensure
accuracy. These risk factors include local and state academic achievement results,
English learner status, qualifying for special education services or early childhood
at-risk programs, content area grades, course completion, and grade retention
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C. Title I, Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth
who are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk
1. Transitions Between Correctional Facilities and Local Programs (ESEA section

1414(a)(1)(B)): Provide a plan for assisting in the transition of children and youth
between correctional facilities and locally operated programs.

Response

In Michigan, the Part D Program currently serves 11841 children and youth in
juvenile detention facilities, and State run training schools. The Subpart 1 has 2
subgrantees that do treatment, education, or detention. Subpart 2 has 75
subgrantees that do treatment, education or detention. The needs of the students
and facilities involved in Part D are based upon identified offense categories and
general and typical behavior centering around sex-offense, mental health, serious
and chronic offense and general delinquent behavior. Most students are behind in
academics and many display special education needs (1771) and LEP (44). The
priorities for Michigan’s Part D program are treatment, education and transition
based on: 1) Michigan’s Part D data in the SY 2014-15 Consolidated Performance
Report, 2) the results the latest statewide needs assessment, and 3) the results of
official program evaluation and of subgrantee monitoring results conducted in the
2015-16 of the Part D Program. Transition Services Status: ESEA and now ESSA have
required that a transition specialist be employed by Subpart 1 facilities. Currently,
Michigan Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) and Michigan
Department of Corrections (DOC) have at least one transition specialist. The
specialist role is somewhat narrowly defined in working with youth to create
employment documents, communicate with a parole/probation officer and
coordinate intake and release of students. They also communicate and build
relationships with community resources, including, but not limited to, secondary
schools, higher education, apprenticeship training, Michigan Rehabilitation
Services, Michigan Protection and Advocacy Service and various community charity
funded agencies, such as Goodwill Industries, Project Focus Hope, the Salvation
Army and Habitat for Humanity. About 70% of subpart 2 facilities have a transition
specialist, the roles currently like the roles of the subpart 1 specialist. The following
is the statewide goal related to transition services:

Goal 1. To improve the transition of children and youth to and from the
juvenile justice system to locally operated programs in their community.

Objective 1.1: At least 90% of care and education documents will be sent
or received within 10 days of a youth change of placement.

Strategy 1.1.1: If requested documents are not received in the
specified time, a certified letter will be sent and/or a logged phone
call will be made on the 15 day after the initial request.

Strategy 1.1.2: If requested documents are not received by the end of
15 days, a written notice will be sent to the judge and/or
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parole/probation officer requesting assistance in obtaining the
documents.

Objective 1.2: At least 90% of students leaving a Neglected or Delinquent
facility will be involved with further education (High school or college or
career training (apprenticeship), employed, or the like within 30 business
days under the guidance of a community social services agency and the
facility transition specialist.

Strategy 1.2.1: The transition team, comprised of stakeholders, will
create an Educational Development Plan (EDP) that will include the
parents’ and student’s input

Strategy 1.2.2: The transition team will contact the entities that have
been identified in the transition plan and establish a written
agreement that defines their role in the treatment of the student

Strategy 1.2.3. The transition team will consult, where appropriate,
with other education professionals including special education
teachers, and Career and Technical education teachers or
administrators to identify effective methods to support the student’s
transition to further education and/or a career.

Objective 1.3: The Michigan Department of Education (MDE) will create or
utilize a system for monitoring community involvement of students
released from a Neglected or Delinquent facility in yearly increments of
20% of students tracked for 2 years.

Strategy 1.3.1: MDE will use the Unique Identification Code (UIC) to
monitor and track students who were or are identified as post release
from a delinquent or neglected facility, do not have a diploma or GED
to determine post release activities regarding employment, education
and community involvement.

Strategy 1.3.2: CEPI will provide data analysis support for relevant
stakeholders.

2. Program Objectives and Outcomes (ESEA section 1414(a)(2)(A)): Describe the program
objectives and outcomes established by the State that will be used to assess the
effectiveness of the Title I, Part D program in improving the academic, career, and
technical skills of children in the program.

Response

Below are the goals, objectives, and strategies for the Part D program for school
years (SY) 2017-2022. Goal 1 is listed above while addressing improvement of
transitions of children and youth. The Title I, part D State Team will monitor
progress, fidelity of implementation and determine technical assistance and
supports to local programs for the next SY in an action plan. It is the intent of MDE
to expect large facilities of greater than 60 students who have long term residency,
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of at least 6 months, to engage students in a curriculum that promotes obtaining a
regular high school diploma. With smaller facilities, there will be opportunity for
students to immerse in blended learning options (seat time and online) to complete
coursework leading to a regular high school diploma. Status of Student Assessment:
Presently, each neglected or delinquent facility utilizes an assessment, but the tool
is different in most of them. Students are usually not present for the time the State
MSTEP content assessments are administered, so there is no comparability among
facilities. Establishing a common assessment among all facilities can provide access
if the assessment is online and students’ results can be available to receiving
facilities immediately to assist with instructional placement and interventions.

Goal 2: Improve the assessment process and instructional opportunities for all
delinquent and neglected students.

Objective 2.1: All students will be tested with a common assessment
within the first 5 days of entry (unless results of testing in a previous
placement are available within the past 30 days) and will be assessed in 30
day intervals in math and reading to report progress. At least 60% of
students will demonstrate progress or improvement when comparing pre-
and post-test results.

Strategy 2.1.1: During 2016-17, an assessment team will evaluate 3-4
standard assessment tools and recommend 1-2 of them for
appropriate fit to the type of students for which it will be used.

Strategy 2.1.2: The assessment will be distributed to facilities for
implementation in School Year 2017-18.

Strategy 2.1.3: Data obtained will be used to complete the CSPR for
Title ID, subparts 1 and 2. Current status of Instructional Services for
general and Special Education Students: Many facilities have fewer
than 20 students at any given time. If the facility maintains a ratio of
10:1 students to teacher, many facilities employ 2 or fewer teachers.
To meet the requirements of IDEA, facilities are to provide a spectrum
of services based upon the number of special and general education
classes the IEP determines, as well as the needs of students who
require a teacher consultant. Because these facilities cannot provide
up to 4 teachers, services are compromised to the level of what is
available. Services are defined by the structure of the facility rather
than the needs of the students. Facilities with populations of greater
than 20 still struggle finding appropriate special education personnel
and general education staff. Many teachers are teaching out of their
certification. A systematic delivery of career experiences is done
haphazardly or not at all. The transition team is beginning to search
resources to provide career exploration or technical experience with
classes designed to familiarize students with potential career
exposure. There needs to be a consistent presentation of
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opportunities to all facilities so that students can appreciate the
match of interests with career opportunities.

Goal 3: General and Special Education Services and career/technical education
will improve.

Objective 3.1: All students will receive services based upon a needs
assessment and an IEP if appropriate.

Strategy 3.1.1: Facilities will contract with Special Education teachers
from the local LEA or ISD (RESA) for appropriate services based upon
the student IEP

Strategy 3.1.2: Facilities with the help of their fiscal agents will
develop policies and procedures to guide their education delivery
system based upon IDEA or curriculum requirements.

Strategy 3.1.3: Facilities will provide free, appropriate, and rigorous
academic services to all students, including special education
students, that is delivered by licensed/certified teachers.

Strategy 1.1.4. Facilities will implement or develop a rigorous
curriculum aligned with state standards and offer regular high school
diplomas to the greatest degree possible.

Objective 3.2: All students will engage in career exploration in their first
60 days of residency.

Strategy 3.2.1 All students will be exposed to career
interest/experience with programs such as Career Cruising and
Michigan Occupational Information System (MOIS).

Strategy 3.2.2: All students who have completed the occupational
survey will be provided hands-on experience after leaving the facility
or engage in training through apprenticeship or community college
enrollment.
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D. Title Il, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction

1.

Use of Funds (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(A) and (D)): Describe how the State educational

agency will use Title I, Part A funds received under Title Il, Part A for State-level
activities described in section 2101(c), including how the activities are expected to
improve student achievement.

Response

Theory of Action and Guiding Principles for Supporting Michigan’s Educator
Workforce

Michigan believes that if its system measures and analyzes the factors that improve
and impede the delivery of effective instruction and use that information to target
evidence-based supports for educators while sending the message, loud and clear,
that Michigan values its educators and the vital role they play in maintaining a
healthy society, then Michigan will grow and retain the educator workforce that it
needs to produce equitable and high outcomes for Michigan’s students. Michigan’s
approach to state level activities funded by Title Il, Part A, then, is to focus on high-
impact supports for educators to improve instruction and leadership, particularly in
districts and other educational settings where there are multiple factors impeding
the delivery of effective instruction. Michigan’s decision-making regarding state
investments is guided by the following set of principles:

e Educators are the most important resource in our education system, with
research supporting teachers as the most important, and principals as the
second most important, in-school factor in student outcomes.

e The quality of teaching and leadership is a key driver of equitable
education outcomes for all of Michigan’s students.

e In order to achieve equity, special attention and focus must be provided
to supporting the educator workforce in Michigan’s lowest-performing
schools and Michigan’s schools that serve significant populations of high-
poverty and high-minority students. Equity in the quality of teaching and
leadership, as well as the overall health of Michigan’s educator
workforce, depends on coordination of policies to attract, prepare,
develop, support and retain effective educators.

The MDE has been working over the past 18 months to evaluate its educator
workforce priorities with the goal of creating greater coherence and alignment with
evidence base and promising practices. Over this time, the MDE has partnered with
the Center on Great Teachers and Leaders (GTL) at the American Institutes for
Research to use GTL’s Talent Development Framework for 215 Century Educators to
improve both internal and external alignment and make decisions about policy
priorities. That work supported the development of the MDE’s Top 10 in 10 Plan’s
educator workforce goals and priorities. The activities and investments described in
this section reflect Michigan’s established priorities as a result of this work.
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Investments Overview Michigan plans to use its Title Il, Part A state resources to
support work in four areas:

e Cultivating and building strong partnerships between specific districts
and educator preparation program providers
e Ensuring that educators have strong, supported transitions from their
preparation programs through their early years in the profession
e Providing relevant, evidence-based professional learning and
development for career educators
e Developing career pathways to expand the reach of highly effective
teaching and leadership while providing opportunities to retain high-
performing teachers and leaders in classrooms and buildings.
The MDE will utilize up to 1% of the total Title Il, Part A allocation for administration
of Title ll, Part A grant funds to districts, consistent with ESEA section 2101(c)(2),
including technical assistance for recipients and fiscal monitoring

The MDE will utilize 4% of Michigan’s Title II, Part A allocation to provide resources
for the above-named investment activities for teachers, consistent with ESEA
section 2101(c)(4).

The MDE will reserve the additional 3% of the 95% of Michigan’s total Title I, Part A
allocation committed to subgrants to LEAs to provide resources for the above-
named investment activities for principals and other school leaders, consistent with
ESEA section 2101(c)(3).

Activities funded with Title Il, Part A State Activities grants will be evaluated to
ensure effective use of funds and make ongoing determinations about the efficacy
of these activities in achieving Michigan’s overall educator workforce goals

The Foundation for Support: Strategic District — Educator Preparation Program
Partnerships

Michigan’s data shows that, while many LEAs in the state experience relative
stability in their educator workforce, certain districts — particularly those serving
large populations of students of color and students from low-income families —
experience significant challenges in recruiting and retaining a stable cadre of
teachers and leaders. Additionally, stakeholder feedback received by the MDE both
prior to and during the ESSA State Plan development process reflects that LEAs
often observe a disconnect between the skills and competencies that a new
educator needs upon entering a classroom and the skills and competencies that
many novice educators demonstrate when exiting pre-service preparation
programs. In response to these factors, Michigan plans to invest resources in
facilitating the development of strategic partnerships between specific LEAs and
EPPs, especially for the benefit of LEAs identified as Partnership Districts and/or
LEAs with low-performing schools as identified by the accountability system.
Partner EPPs may be traditional programs within institutions of higher education
(IHE), experimental programs within IHEs, or alternate route preparation programs
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operated by IHEs or non-affiliated nonprofit organizations, in accordance with
Michigan law (MCL 380.1531i).

These partnerships will focus on strategic recruitment of candidates and context-
specific clinical and residency-based preparation for both teachers and leaders
according to the needs of the partner LEA. The MDE’s role will be three-fold:

e Provide seed funding to support the cultivation and evaluation of
partnerships between EPPs and high-needs districts as described above,
including rigorous program evaluation

e Provide activity-based guidance and technical assistance, based in part
on the program evaluation activities of seed funding, to assist additional
LEAs and EPPs forge strong partnerships to support the development of
a strong local educator workforce

e Evaluate and respond to potential policy barriers

Seed Funding

The MDE will provide seed funding to LEA/EPP Partnerships, prioritized within the
group of high-needs districts by districts’ identification of educator workforce needs
via their comprehensive needs assessment (CNA). This funding may be used by
recipients to establish, build, or refine strategic partnerships based on
recommended practices for effective partnerships®, including: aligning needs,
vision, and goals; building trust and relationships; sharing data; selecting and
training teacher and principal mentors; aligning and improving coursework with
district language and needs; and continuously improving programs. Programs
established by recipients of seed funding will be independently evaluated to
recommend ongoing program improvements and share learning broadly to benefit
non-funded partnerships.

Guidance and Technical Assistance

The MDE will work to provide activity-based guidance and technical assistance to
support the development of strategic LEA/EPP Partnerships for districts that do not
qualify for seed funding but identify aligned workforce priorities via their CNA.
Initially, this guidance and technical assistance will take the form of various
activities, including guidance documents, webinars, and consulting, based on
promising practices. As these promising practices are enriched by the program
evaluations of funded partnerships described above, the guidance and technical
assistance will become more individualized, and may more intensively involve the
developed expertise of both EPP and LEA staff from funded partnerships.

Eliminate Policy Barriers

While it is not possible at this point in time to identify specific policy barriers to the
successful implementation of LEA/EPP Partnerships, the MDE is committed, via its
Partnership District work, to actively evaluating and addressing issues that may

5 Education First. Ensuring High Quality Teacher Talent: How Strong, Bold Partnerships between School Districts and
Preparation Programs are Transforming the Teacher Pipeline. (2016). This report may be accessed online at http://education-
first.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Ensuring-High-Quality-Teacher-Talent.pdf.
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arise throughout the course of implementation of the partnerships. The MDE is
willing to provide flexibility when and where it can to ensure that appropriate
candidates may enter programs within these partnerships; that the context-
specific, clinical, and residency aspects of the programs are prioritized; and that
program graduates are ready for success within the partner LEA or other
educational provider. Further, the MDE is committed to using the rigorous,
independent program evaluations to build evidence to recommend, when and
where appropriate, that codified policy barriers be reconsidered.

Starting Strong: Supported Transitions for New Teachers and Leaders

The early years of teaching and leading are critical to both effectiveness and
persistence in the educator professions. Ample research demonstrates that the
effectiveness of teachers significantly increases over the first one to three years in
the profession and that experience continues to correlate with positive outcomes
for students and colleagues through a teacher’s career®. Nationally, on average,
50% of new principals are not retained beyond their third year” and over 40% of
new teachers depart the profession within the first five years.® Michigan has
identified supported transitions for teachers and leaders as a priority to both
driving the effectiveness of new teachers and leaders and ensuring that new
educators experience levels of support to retain them in their professions so that
students may benefit from increased access to effective educators via the stability
of an effective workforce.

Michigan uses the term “supported transitions” to refer to programs that build
upon the pre-service experience and learning of teachers and leaders and continue
to provide intensive mentoring, coaching, and access to targeted professional
learning through the first one to three years in the classroom or building.
Supported transitions include two primary, and sometimes overlapping, programs:
e Residency-based preparation, either via traditional or alternate route
preparation programs; and
e Mentoring and induction.

Residency-Based Preparation

The definition of residency-based preparation for both teachers and principals is
given in section D.6 below. As funded through the LEA/EPP Partnerships described
above in this section, the MDE will use Title II, A state resources to seed-funded
partnership programs to identify and train mentor teachers and leaders who work
alongside pre-service educators prior to certification and continue to mentor and
support the same educators through their early years in the profession. Mentors

6 Kini, T., & Podolsky, A. Does Teaching Experience Increase Teacher Effectiveness? A Review of the Research (Palo Alto: Learning

Policy Institute, 2016). This report can be found at https:/learningpolicyinstitute.org/our-work/publications-
resources/%20does-teaching-experience-increase-teacher-effectiveness-review-research.

7 CHURN: The High Cost of Principal Turnover. (School Leaders Network, 2014). This report can be found at
http://connectleadsucceed.org/sites/default/files/principal turnover cost.pdf.

8 Ingersoll, R., Merrill, L., & Stuckey, D. (2014). Seven trends: the transformation of the teaching force, updated April 2014. CPRE

Report (#RR-80). (Philadelphia: Consortium for Policy Research in Education, University of Pennsylvania, 2014).
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and EPP staff work alongside one another to ensure consistency in the new
educators’ transitions from pre-service to the profession and mutually benefit from
one another in developing mentor and coaching skills and continuously informing
the content and delivery of the preparation coursework and experiences. LEA/EPP
Partnerships may use seed funding to provide pay incentives to mentors and/or to
provide paid full-year residencies to pre-service educators.

Mentoring and Induction

Recognizing that LEA/EPP Partnerships may support only a small proportion of new
teachers, especially in the next few years, the MDE will also work to support the
establishment and improvement of mentoring and induction programs for all new
educators in all LEAs. The MDE will encourage LEAs to utilize LEA Title Il, Part A
subgrants to support mentoring and induction activities when an LEA’s CNA
identifies this as a local need to improve effectiveness and retention. The MDE will
also work with professional organizations and educator preparation programs to
develop activity-based guidance and technical assistance for LEAs in developing and
implementing local high-quality mentoring and induction programs.

Maintaining Effectiveness: Professional Learning and Development

The MDE plans to support local LEAs in making decisions about local professional
development offerings tied to developmentally appropriate evidence-based
practices, the CNA, and local educator evaluation systems. The core of MDE’s
approach to Title Il, Part A-funded professional learning to support state priorities is
described in section D.6 below. In addition to the activities described in that
section, the MDE will:

e Encourage LEAs to use Title Il, Part A subgrants to:

0 Tie professional learning activities to their locally-adopted
educator evaluation systems so that teachers and leaders receive
individualized professional learning experiences tied to meet
needs identified in their evaluations

0 Collaborate with the providers of early childhood education
programs that feed into the LEA to provide joint professional
learning opportunities that help to align early learning and early
elementary learning and create systems of support and
collaboration for all educators of children birth — 3" grade

0 Include paraprofessionals in professional learning activities
alongside teachers of record to build the skills of the
paraprofessionals and support consistency in general and
supplementary services

e Use Title Il, Part A funds to develop, or fund development of, professional
learning opportunities for principals that focus on:

0 Implementing teacher evaluations with an emphasis on providing
high-quality feedback that improves the effectiveness of
classroom instruction
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0 Developing, implementing, and sustaining school-based
distributed leadership models as described below

Strengthening the System: Career Pathways and Distributed Leadership
While we know that effective teaching and leadership are the most important in-
school factors in improved student outcomes, we cannot incentivize, either
intentionally or unintentionally, a hero-culture model that attributes student
success to the herculean efforts of individual educators. Teachers and leaders are
heroes, certainly, and we need to make sure that they can sustain their heroic
contributions to society over the course of a career. Given what is known and
referenced above about turnover and retention among teachers and leaders, it is
incredibly unwise to attempt to measure and make decisions about the
effectiveness of individual educators without attending to the work cultures in
which they teach and lead. An individual teacher cannot take it upon him- or
herself to develop all the skills needed for success through personal dedication
without burning out. An individual principal cannot effectively attend to student
culture, instructional leadership, building management, and the inevitability of
everyday activities without burning out. Effective instruction and leadership has
the best chance of occurring and sustaining itself within a work culture that
differentiates roles and responsibilities to ensure that, collaboratively, a school staff
can provide students with access to all the benefits of an effective learning
environment.
Career pathways for teachers -- including teacher leadership roles, hybrid roles,
mentoring, and other opportunities that build on exemplary classroom practice--
can play an important role in establishing a supportive and enduring work
environment that cultivates and sustains effective teaching. A survey of research
on teacher leadership shows that these roles and opportunities can dramatically
improve student outcomes, provide more frequent feedback and supports for new
teachers, improve professional learning for all teachers, and improve teacher
retention.® Michigan’s focus on career pathways for principals and other school
leaders is more targeted to the identification and development of effective mentor
leaders who are both effective leaders in their own right and have the knowledge
and ability to effectively support new and struggling colleagues in becoming
effective leaders.
These career pathways play an important role in establishing and sustaining
distributed leadership models within school buildings. Distributed leadership in this
State Plan refers to a model of management within a school wherein the principal
shares the traditional set of school leadership tasks with other staff in a manner
that is coordinated and led by the principal. There is no singular model of
distributed leadership; however, to be effective and sustainable, specific roles for
teacher leaders within the model must be tied to specific identified priorities and

9 TeachStrong. TeachStrong Policy Proposal: Principle 9: Create Career Pathways. (2016) This report can be found at
https://cdn.teachstrong.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/26112426/TeachStrongPrinciple-CareerPathways.pdf.
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then the teacher leaders must be afforded the time, support, and resources to
make the role effective.®

To support the establishment and success of career pathways for teachers and
leaders as elements of distributed school leadership models, the MDE will use Title,
Il, Part A state resources to

e Support teacher leadership networks and models throughout the state
(see below);

e Support principal mentor networks and models throughout the state (see
below);

e Develop and provide professional learning for school leaders in
establishing and sustaining school-based distributed leadership models;
and

e Provide activity-based guidance for various models and ancillary supports
of teacher leadership and distributed leadership, including staffing
models and differentiated compensation strategies.

Teacher Leadership Networks

The MDE plans to select and employ, via a competitive process, teacher(s)-on-loan
and/or summer teacher fellows to work closely with MDE staff to develop the goals
and priorities of the statewide focus on teacher leadership and career pathways.
This work will include:

e Development of a network of teacher leadership organizations
throughout the state to support local implementation;

e Development of guidance for LEAs and principals in identifying and
cultivating the skills and dispositions of teacher leaders;

e Coordination of teacher leader voices in regional- and state-level policy;
and

e Ongoing development and expansion of state-level support for teacher
career pathways.

Principal Mentor Networks

The MDE will work closely with Michigan’s professional organizations to Develop
guidance for LEAs in identifying and cultivating the skills and dispositions of
effective principal mentors and Provide professional learning opportunities,
including communities of practice, for high-potential principals to become mentors.

10 | eading Educators. Leading from the Front of the Classroom: A Roadmap to Teacher Leadership that Works. (The Aspen
Institute: 2014). This report can be found at
https://staticl.squarespace.com/static/56b547861bbee07c38617729/t/56cf7b6140261d3fa3796842/1456438113595/AES LE

Leading-From-the-Front 101614.pdf.
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2. Use of Funds to Improve Equitable Access to Teachers in Title I, Part A Schools (ESEA

section 2101(d)(2)(E)): If an SEA plans to use Title II, Part A funds to improve equitable
access to effective teachers, consistent with ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B), describe how
such funds will be used for this purpose.

Response

As described in section D.1 above, the MDE plans to target the investment of Title
I, Part A state funds in Partnership Districts and LEAs with low-performing schools
as identified by the accountability system, which historically demonstrate an
overlap with schools identified as providing disproportionate access to effective
teaching for students of color and students from low-income families. The table
below provides a crosswalk between the probable causes of disproportionate
access describe in section A.5 above and the use of Title Il, Part A funds described in
section D.1 above. Additionally, some strategies identified in Michigan’s Plan to
Ensure Equitable access to Excellent Educators (2015) will be continued and may be
supported by Title I, Part A funds. These strategies are also indicated in the table

below.

Likely Causes of Most Significant
Differences in Rates

Strategies
Funded with Title I, Part A Funds

Pre-service preparation of teachers and
leaders that leaves new teachers and
leaders unprepared for the challenges
of classrooms and schools

LEA/EPP Partnerships and supported transitions:
see section D.1 above

High turnover and low retention of
teachers and leaders

LEA/EPP Partnerships, supported transitions,
professional learning, and career pathways: see
section D.1 above

Ineffective hiring practices

Targeted supports for human resources processes
via Partnership District initiative

Challenging working conditions for
teachers and leaders

Supported transitions, professional learning, and
career pathways: see section D.1 above

Negative narrative regarding public
education and the teacher and leader
professions

Continue implementation of the
#proudMleducator campaign using Title Il, Part A
state activities funds; Phase 2 of the campaign
will begin in spring/summer 2017 and extend
through the following year and beyond, providing
supports to regions within Michigan to
personalize the message and cultivate community
support; Phase 3 of the campaign will begin in
spring/summer 2018 with a target completion
date of spring/summer 2019 and the
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Likely Causes of Most Significant Strategies
Differences in Rates Funded with Title Il, Part A Funds

establishment of a common, statewide educator
recruitment platform

Inequity to schools that cultivate an Conduct and roll out additional analyses of
effective environment for teaching indicators of effective teaching environments

3. System of Certification and Licensing (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(B)): Describe the State’s
system of certification and licensing of teachers, principals, or other school leaders.

Response

Michigan law requires a person employed in an elementary or secondary school
with instructional responsibilities shall hold a certificate, permit, or occupational
authorization valid for the positions to which he/she is assigned. The MDE Office of
Professional Preparation Services (OPPS) is responsible for ensuring qualified
educators by implementing requirements for their initial preparation and
certification, and certificate renewal based on appropriate professional
development to enhance instruction and achievement for all students. In 2015-
2016, Michigan public schools employed over 111,000 teachers and administrators
to provide education services to more than 1.5 million students enrolled in the K-12
public and nonpublic schools in Michigan. The MDE issues and maintains accurate
certification on all teachers, administrators, school counselors, and school
psychologists.

The MDE currently issues the following types of educator certificates:

e For teachers, Provisional (Standard), Interim Teaching, Professional
Education, Advanced Professional Education, Interim Occupational, and
Occupational Education certificates;

e For administrators, an Administrator certificate; and

e For other school personnel, a School Counselor license and a School
Psychologist certificate.

All educator certificates issued by the MDE requires satisfactory completion of an
educator preparation program and passage of a licensure assessment. The MDE
reviews, approves and monitors all educator preparation providers and programs
both to ensure alignment to State Board of Education standards for educator
preparation and to support high-quality outcomes. For teachers, there are currently
32 approved Michigan teacher preparation providers offering traditional,
university/college-based preparation programs in 95 discipline areas, as well as five
alternate route providers. For administrators, there are currently 22 approved
Michigan administrator preparation providers offering traditional,
university/college-based preparation programs for certification at the school or
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central office level, as well as four professional associations offering alternate
routes to administrator certification and certificate enhancements in four specialty
areas. Finally, there are nine approved Michigan school counselor preparation
providers and six approved Michigan school psychologist providers; all are
university-based, and no alternate route programs exist for these credentials.

Upon successful completion of an approved teacher preparation program and
passage of all appropriate licensure assessments (including an assessment of basic
skills in reading, writing and mathematics), teacher candidates may be
recommended for an initial Provisional (Standard) teaching certificate, which is
valid for six years and may be renewed for additional three year periods contingent
upon completion of professional learning requirements specified in the Teacher
Certification Code. Teachers may progress from a Provisional (Standard) teaching
certificate to a Professional Education certificate contingent upon completion of
professional learning requirements specified in Michigan legislation and the
Teacher Certification Code, as well as an accumulation of effective or highly
effective educator effectiveness ratings. A Professional Education certificate is valid
for five years, and may be renewed for additional five year periods contingent upon
completion of professional learning requirements specified in the Teacher
Certification Code. Teachers may also progress to an Advanced Professional
Education certificate upon achievement of National Board Teacher Certification or
successful completion of an approved teacher leader preparation program.
Teachers entering the profession via an alternate route are first recommended for
an Interim Teaching certificate, and upon successful completion of the alternate
route program and at least three years of successful teaching, may be
recommended for an initial Provisional (Standard) teaching certificate. More
detailed information on these teacher certification requirements, including Interim
Occupational and Occupational Educator certification, may be found in Michigan’s
Teacher Certification Code.

Upon successful completion of an approved administrator, school counselor or
school psychologist preparation program and passage of all appropriate licensure
assessments, candidates may be recommended for an initial Administrator
certificate, School Counselor license, or School Psychologist certificate. Each of
these credentials is valid for five years, and may be renewed for additional five year
periods contingent upon completion of professional learning requirements
specified in the administrative rules governing each respective credential. Further
details on requirements for these certificates may be found in Michigan’s
Administrator Certification Code, Administrative Rules for Certification and
Licensure of School Counselors and for the School Psychologist Certificate.

The MDE monitors educator placements in K-12 public schools to ensure that
schools are staffed with individuals possessing the appropriate credentials for the
positions in which they are placed. State Aid penalties are issued to school districts
found to be placing educators in positions for which they do not hold appropriate
credentials.
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4.

Improving Skills of Educators (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(J)): Describe how the SEA will

improve the skills of teachers, principals, or other school leaders in order to enable
them to identify students with specific learning needs, particularly children with
disabilities, English learners, students who are gifted and talented, and students with
low literacy levels, and provide instruction based on the needs of such students.

Response

Overview

Consistent with Michigan’s theory of action and overall approach to supporting
excellent educators, the Michigan Department of Education (MDE) will utilize Title
I, Part A State Activities funds (section 2101(c)(4)) to support professional growth
and development for teachers and Title Il, Part A State-Level principal and school
leader reserved funds (2101(c)(3)) to support professional growth and development
for principals and school leaders. The MDE does not plan to use the funds to
develop isolated programs of induction and mentoring, professional learning, and
compensation and advancement for educators; rather the funds will support these
activities via the overall approach described in section D.1 above.

Induction and Mentoring

Induction and mentoring is one element of Michigan’s focus on supported
transitions for teachers and leaders, described in greater detail in section D.1
above. A large investment will be made to develop and implement context-specific
clinical and residency-based preparation programs. These programs will serve only
a fraction of the new teachers and leaders entering the workforce, however, and
therefore a smaller investment of state activities funds will be made to support the
development and implementation of local district induction programs for new
teachers and leaders who are not supported via residency programs. This
investment will focus on the development of activity-based guidance for districts
that addresses the quality standards for induction and mentoring programs and
evidence-based models of implementing induction and mentoring programs. To
acknowledge and be clear regarding the discrepancy in size of state investment and
potential number of new educators served, the larger investment will be made to
serve fewer new educators because of the potential for context-based clinical and
residency-based to close equity gaps and provide high-impact models for
replication; the smaller investment will be made to serve more new educators
because the planned supports are more cost-effective and appropriate for the
many districts who experience far lower rates of educator attrition.

This guidance will be supplemented and enriched by strategic partnerships formed
between districts and EPPs, through which EPPs may play a key role in providing
induction and mentoring support to new educators — particularly to those
educators who may have completed their pre-service training with the partner EPP.
Depending on the scope of the partnership, the EPPs may also play a key role in
training mentor teachers in districts or other educational settings to provide high-
quality ongoing induction and mentoring support. The district may also identify,
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develop, and support its own mentor teachers as part of a commitment to
developing robust career pathways and opportunities for teachers. Both district-
EPP partnerships and career pathways for teachers are discussed in greater detail in
section D.1 above.

Professional Learning

Michigan’s approach to developing a statewide professional learning system is still
under development. The Michigan State Board of Education adopted the Learning
Forward Policy and Standards for Professional Learning in 2011, and the MDE has
since worked to support districts in developing and implementing programs of
professional learning that meet these evidence-based standards. With the
adoption of the Top 10 in 10 Goals in 2016, the MDE has also signaled a
commitment to developing high-quality professional learning for educators that
meets evidence-based standards to support the implementation of various priority
initiatives. This approach to professional learning also supports the development of
a coordinated birth-age 8 aligned professional development system that ensures
that educators have the skills and knowledge to support young children’s learning.

For each of the initiatives identified, the MDE will collaborate with various partners,
including Intermediate School Districts (ISD), professional organizations, and
instructional designers, to develop professional learning modules that are available
to all early childhood and school educators on-demand. These modules will
address the professional learning appropriate to the educator’s role in the initiative
and may be available free of charge or fee-based, depending on the availability of
funds to support the initiative.

The MDE has begun several initiatives over the last 18 months to support the
specific learning needs of students, including students with disabilities, English
learners, and struggling readers. These initiatives will continue implementation and
refinement concurrent with the implementation of Michigan’s ESSA State Plan.
Each initiative includes efforts to improve the skills of teachers, principals, and
other school leaders in identifying specific learning needs and delivering effective
instruction based on those needs. The following three initiatives provide a sample
of the targeted professional learning supports that are in place to ensure educators
have the skills necessary to implement the initiatives with fidelity. (Note: These are
provided only as examples and do not outline all future professional learning
efforts.)

e Michigan’s Statewide Focus on Early Literacy

Michigan’s Governor, Legislature, and Department of Education have all
prioritized a need to ensure that all students are proficient in reading by
the completion of 3rd grade. In addition to identifying this goal in
statewide plans, legislators have recently passed a student retention bill
that connects high stakes consequences to this outcome for learners,
educators, and schools. In order to support effective implementation of
the effort, the MDE and statewide partners have developed professional
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learning tools and supports around the use of screening and diagnostic
tools to drive individual student programming, establish appropriate
practices for learners with identified challenges for reading, and school
learning support processes to support high quality instruction around
core competencies and skills in English Language Arts (ELA) and reading.
The state has also developed a literacy coach network to support a
unifying and comprehensive learning focus for classroom educators.
These literacy coaches are supporting professional learning in districts
utilizing a set of online learning modules for educators focusing on these
skills.

Multi-Tiered Systems of Support

The MDE recently identified a need to move toward a unified set of
components of multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS) throughout
schools across the state. The effort is using a transformation zone
approach from implementation science to develop state, regional, and
local implementation teams that are being used to design and develop a
systemic infrastructure. Through the use of a Transformation Zone,
changes will be initiated in three ISDs with several districts and schools,
errors will be detected and corrected rapidly, barriers will be identified
and eliminated, and implementation supports will be established in
districts and schools. The Transformation Zone provides the opportunity
to develop capacity and understand the implementation infrastructure
needed to support the selection, professional learning, coaching, and
fidelity assessment of educators using MTSS as well as refine the
components of MTSS. We need to understand what is required to
support and sustain change over time to guide successive cohorts of
educators in implementing the core components of MTSS.

Blueprint for Turnaround

The Blueprint for Turnaround is a system development effort focusing of
district level support of low-performing schools and schools with
significant achievement gaps. The effort relies on a cohort and network-
based model of professional learning, largely for district and building
leadership in the districts adopting the model. The professional learning
involves | role-specific and stage-specific professional learning, as cohort
groups and individualized for the district context, to district executive
leadership to establish self-regulating systems focusing on implementing
newly developed instructional practices, system processes, and curricula
in schools. Instructional teams utilize frameworks to identify learning
needs for students at each grade level based upon a common set of
learning activities and assessments designed by the instructional leaders
in the school and district. Reflection on instruction and analysis of
student learning artifacts are used to drive professional learning
communities, and these then feed outcomes to the leadership, who in
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turn design the next professional learning focus for these communities.
The process uses educator development of instructional routines and
short-term outcomes to inform and drive the process repeatedly, all
while building the systems and protocols for implementation in a 2-3 year
time span.

The MDE is interested in exploring the establishment and use of micro-credentials
for teachers and leaders to personalize the professional learning of educators based
on their interests, career aspirations, and educator evaluations. While a practice
with some promising outcomes but many questions yet to be answered, micro-
credentialing could provide early childhood and school educators with focused and
intensive professional learning opportunities in specific content, pedagogy, and/or
leadership skills. This process could potentially provide the opportunity for
educators to add micro-credentials to professional certificates after meeting certain
benchmarks as an indication of the mastery of that professional skill or content
knowledge.

Compensation and Advancement

The MDE will make an important investment of Title I, Part A State Funds in the
cultivation of career pathways for teachers, both within local districts and
statewide, as described in more detail in section D.1 above. One facet of that work
will be the development of activity-based guidance to support the development
and implementation of systems of differential pay within districts based on teacher
roles and duties. Michigan does not maintain or enact a statewide salary schedule;
thus this guidance will serve to assist districts in making decisions about local
systems of performance management and pay. The MDE will also encourage LEAs
to utilize blended/braided state and federal resources (e.g., Child Care
Development Fund, ESSA Title Il, state funding) to achieve greater pay equity for a
more stable and tenured workforce across early childhood and early elementary
grades.

Summary

Michigan intends to utilize Title Il, Part A State Activities funds (section 2101(c)(4))
to support professional growth and development for teachers and Title II, Part A
State-Level principal and school leader reserved funds (2101(c)(3)) to support
professional growth and development for principals and school leaders. Funded
activities that will complement activities described in other parts of section 5 of this
State Plan include

1. Activity-based guidance for the development of local induction and
mentoring programs;

2. On-demand professional learning modules to support implementation of
identified state priorities;

3. The exploration of the use of micro-credentials for teachers and leaders;
and
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4. Activity-based guidance to support the development of local systems of
differential pay based on teacher leader roles and responsibilities.

5. Data and Consultation (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(K)): Describe how the State will use
data and ongoing consultation as described in ESEA section 2101(d)(3) to continually
update and improve the activities supported under Title I, Part A.

Response
State Activities

As described throughout sections D.1, D.2, and D.4 above, the MDE will design and
implement program evaluations for all major activities funded under Title Il, Part A.
The timeline below demonstrates how this ongoing program evaluation will be
integrated into overall implementation and shape ongoing programming.

2017-2018
*LEA/EPP Partnerships

e Develop goals, criteria, and requirements for LEA/EPP seed funding
Supported Transitions

e Develop and publish guidance for LEAs on local induction and mentoring
programming

*Professional Learning

e Develop and publish guidance for LEAs on local use of Title Il, Part A funds
for professional learning

e Develop and publish guidance for LEAs on coordinated professional
learning opportunities for early childhood programs staff and LEA early
elementary staff

e Develop and publish guidance for LEAs on integrated professional
learning for paraprofessionals

e Determine form and manner for pilot investment in micro-credentialing
*Career Pathways
e Begin MDE Teacher-Leader-on-Loan/Teacher Leader Fellows Program

e |dentify partner professional organizations to lead Principal Mentor
Network

2018-2019
*LEA/EPP Partnerships
e I|dentify initial funded LEA/EPP Partnerships

e Begin program evaluation of funded Partnerships
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*Supported Transitions

e Work with funded LEA/EPP Partnerships to build residency and
mentorship models

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs on local induction and
mentoring programs

*Professional Learning

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs on coordinated professional
learning opportunities for early childhood programs staff and LEA early
elementary staff

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs on integrated professional
learning for paraprofessionals

e Implement pilot investment in micro-credentialing with rigorous program
evaluation

*Career Pathways

e Develop guidance for LEAs on developing and implementing school-based
distributed leadership models

e Develop pilot funding program for implementation of local distributed
leadership models, including differentiated compensation for teacher
leadership roles

2019-2020

*LEA/EPP Partnerships
e Continue funding and program evaluation of initial LEA/EPP Partnerships
e Report on early learning from program evaluation activities

*Supported Transitions
e Continue to refine residency and mentorship models

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs on local induction and
mentoring programs

*Professional Learning\

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs on coordinated professional
learning opportunities for early childhood programs staff and LEA early
elementary staff

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs on integrated professional
learning for paraprofessionals

e Continue implementation of pilot investment in micro-credentialing with
rigorous program evaluation and report on early learning
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*Career Pathways

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs in developing and implementing
school-based distributed leadership models

e Identify initial awards for local school-based distributed leadership model

pilots
e Begin program evaluation for local school-based distributed leadership
model pilots
2020-2021

*LEA/EPP Partnerships
e Continue funding and program evaluation of initial LEA/EPP Partnerships
e Final report from program evaluation activities

e Use program evaluation to modify and improve second round of program
funding to support LEA/EPP Partnerships

*Supported Transitions
e Continue to refine residency and mentorship models

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs on local induction and
mentoring programs

*Professional Learning

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs on coordinated professional
learning opportunities for early childhood programs staff and LEA early
elementary staff

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs on integrated professional
learning for paraprofessionals

e Continue implementation of pilot investment in micro-credentialing and
finalize program evaluation to determine continued investments/policy
direction regarding micro-credentialing

*Career Pathways

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs in developing and implementing
school-based distributed leadership models

e Identify initial awards for local school-based distributed leadership model

pilots
e Begin program evaluation for local school-based distributed leadership
model pilots
2021-2022

*LEA/EPP Partnerships
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e |dentify second round of funded LEA/EPP Partnerships

e Begin second round program evaluation of funded Partnerships
*Supported Transitions

e Continue to refine residency and mentorship models

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs on local induction and
mentoring programs

*Professional Learning

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs on coordinated professional
learning opportunities for early childhood programs staff and LEA early
elementary staff

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs on integrated professional
learning for paraprofessionals

*Career Pathways

e Support activity-based guidance for LEAs in developing and implementing
school-based distributed leadership models

e Continue funding for local school-based distributed leadership model
pilots

e Continue program evaluation for local school-b