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Analysis of Oklahoma’s First Draft ESSA Plan  
 
 
This document provides an analysis of Oklahoma’s first draft of the Every Student 
Succeeds Act (ESSA) consolidated state plan to be submitted to the U.S. Dept. of 
Education in 2017.  The draft plan was released on November 21, 2016 and is 
available at http://sde.ok.gov/sde/sites/ok.gov.sde/files/ESSAStatePlanDraft1-
update112116.pdf.  There are town hall public input meetings on December 5, 6 and 
12 http://sde.ok.gov/sde/newsblog/2016-10-05/superintendent-hofmeister-hold-
series-education-town-halls-statewide. There is an input survey at 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/Z52MKZD. Recommended survey answers 
are provided throughout this document. You can also email comments to 
ESSAfeedback@sde.ok.gov.  
 
Comments on this draft plan will inform the final Oklahoma ESSA implementation 
plan. Since this version is only 48 pages you should request that the second draft, 
scheduled for release in February, include all the required details. This is necessary 
for timely and meaningful stakeholder consultation in plan development, which is 
required by the statute. You should also request that changes made to this draft 
appear in redline on the second draft.   
 
The analysis and recommendations in this document focus on issues that are most 
critical to subgroup accountability and to students with disabilities. The page 
numbers referred to in this document reflect the page number noted on the bottom 
of the pages of the draft plan, not the pdf page number.  
 
Section 1-Long-term goals and measures of interim progress (page 5):  
Academic Achievement Goals: The draft plan mentions that OSDE is considering 
the “proportional improvement approach” for setting the Academic Achievement 
goals. It is not clear what is meant by this term, but it is important to note that ESSA 
clearly requires that the long-term goals provide for faster improvement for those 
subgroups that are substantially behind in order to close the achievement and 
graduation gaps. Does the term proportional improvement approach mean that 
OSDE is considering a goal of decreasing the non-proficient rate by the same 
percentage for each subgroup? If so, this would NOT close the achievement gaps. 
Therefore, the rate of improvement expected in the goals should not be the same for 
all subgroups. See this paper for information on goal setting: 
https://edtrust.org/students-cant-wait/setting-goals-accountability.    

http://sde.ok.gov/sde/sites/ok.gov.sde/files/ESSAStatePlanDraft1-update112116.pdf
http://sde.ok.gov/sde/sites/ok.gov.sde/files/ESSAStatePlanDraft1-update112116.pdf
http://sde.ok.gov/sde/newsblog/2016-10-05/superintendent-hofmeister-hold-series-education-town-halls-statewide
http://sde.ok.gov/sde/newsblog/2016-10-05/superintendent-hofmeister-hold-series-education-town-halls-statewide
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/Z52MKZD
mailto:ESSAfeedback@sde.ok.gov
https://edtrust.org/students-cant-wait/setting-goals-accountability
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In addition, since we do not know additional details being considered by the OSDE, 
it may be helpful to comment on the fact that the statute requires goal/progress 
setting for each of the indicators and for each subgroup of students. Thus, any 
approach that combines indicators (such as proficiency and growth) or subgroups 
(such as English Learners and students with disabilities) would not comply with the 
Act.  
 
Graduation Rate Goals:  The example provided for four-year graduation rate goals, 
in which all schools reach 90% graduation rate in 10 years, requires schools with 
graduation rates below 83% to make progress at a faster pace in order to catch up 
to schools with higher graduation rates. This is appropriate.  Survey question #7 
asks if this is a reasonable and ambitious goal. The answer to this question should 
be “yes” but it should also be noted that this goal should apply to all student 
subgroups, not just an overall graduation rate which can hide poor graduation 
rate(s) of students of color, students with disabilities, etc. 
 
The draft plan also mentions goals using an extended five-year cohort graduation 
rate (counting students who graduate in five years instead of four), and possibly a 
six-year cohort rate. States may establish long-term goals and measures of 
interim progress for extended-year cohort graduation rates as long as such 
goals are more rigorous than the goals set for the four-year adjusted cohort 
graduation rate.  
 
It is also important to note that the statute and proposed regulations are clear that 
ONLY the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate can be used in the state’s 
system of accountability for purposes of identifying high schools for 
comprehensive support and improvement.  
 
English language proficiency rate goal: The draft plan talks about the goal being 
based on the student’s proficiency level when entering school, length of time in 
country and growth. It is important to ensure that the goals set by OSDE expect 
greater progress for those who start with lower proficiency. This concept is critical 
to goal setting for every indicator and every subgroup.  
 
Section 2-Consultation and coordination (starting on page 6):  
ESSA requirements (page 6): OSDE acknowledges that the state is required to 
engage civil rights organizations, including those representing students with 
disabilities, in timely and meaningful consultation in the development of the state 
plan. 
 
Timely and Meaningful Consultation (pages 7-10):  In the first two paragraphs of 
page 7 and the charts on page 8 there is data provided that indicates that there was 
feedback from disability organizations.  On page 7 there is a link to the list of 
organizations that were invited to participate in a survey about the ESSA plan 
development, but no disability organizations are listed. On page 9 there are 



 3 

descriptions of many advisory councils, but it is not clear that representatives of the 
disability community play a major role. There is a link to the Assessment and 
Accountability Task Force webpage. On that page is a link to a three-page member 
list. Only one member is clearly from a disability organization, Sharon House: 
Executive Director, Oklahoma Parents Center, Services for Families of Children with 
Disabilities. If your organizations were not aware of these stakeholder input 
opportunities or the current town hall meetings, you should provide that feedback 
to OSDE and ask them to step up their outreach to the disability community 
regarding plan development. 
 
Coordination of Federal Programs pages 11-13: The plan mentions that ESSA 
and IDEA should be coordinated.  However, there is no mention of coordination of 
the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) under IDEA with the ESSA plan in the 
state level strategies section (pages 12-13). Inquiries should be made about this 
topic. One of the state level strategies is a leadership development program for 
principals. The draft plan mentions using this program for schools that are 
identified for comprehensive support and improvement. However, it would be wise 
to address school leadership BEFORE schools are in that degree of trouble. It would 
be helpful to recommend that the program also be used in schools identified for 
targeted support and improvement (where most underperforming students with 
disabilities will be found). 
 
Responses to Survey questions 8 and 9: 
The response to question 8 should be “yes”. This new provision in ESSA allows 
schools to implement school-wide title I programs via a waiver. This would 
positively impact more students.  Question 9 is difficult to answer since advocates 
don’t have knowledge of the level of braiding of funds currently happening.  
 
Section 3-Challenging State Academic Standards and Assessments (starting on 
page 14) 
 
Challenging Academic Content Standards and Aligned Academic Achievement 
Standards (pages 15-21):  
The draft plan, on page 16, says that Oklahoma is getting rid of the Common Core 
State standards. Experts in your state will have to determine whether this is a 
tweaking of the standards or a major overhaul.  The draft plan mentions that the 
standards are designed with vertical progressions, which allow teachers to base 
their lesson plans not just on where students should be performing in their grade, 
but also where they will be expected to go in future grades. This can be very helpful 
in determining the most critical grade-level academic content needed for future 
grades when alternate assessments on alternate academic achievement standards 
are developed for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities (based on 
the same academic content standards that apply for all students.   
 
The discussion of alternate academic achievement standards refers to the adoption 
of the Dynamic Learning Map (DLM) Essential Elements on which to base alternate 
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assessments for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities. OSDE says 
there is an alignment study being done to ensure adequate alignment between the 
Essential Elements and the Oklahoma Academic Standards (OAS). That is very 
important. It is also important to note that while the Essential Elements may be the 
basis for measuring achievement on the assessment, they should not be used to limit 
the instruction of any student on the OAS, if a student can achieve more. 
This section of the state plan includes a discussion about increasing educator 
capacity to implement the state content standards. This is a good place to 
recommend the incorporation of Universal Design for Learning (UDL) in curriculum 
development, principal/teacher preparation, and professional development. It is 
critically important to make it clear that UDL benefits all students, not just those 
with disabilities. 
 
Academic Assessments (pages 21-25):  
Alternate Assessment (page 23): Your state is required to define the term “student 
with the most significant cognitive disabilities” in its guidelines for IEP teams. These 
are the students who may be given an alternate assessment with different 
expectations for achievement (alternate academic achievement standards), These 
achievement standards are based on the state academic content standards used for 
all students. On page 23 of the OSDE draft plan there is a link to the criteria, which 
define students with the most significant cognitive disabilities. There is no 
mention of enrolled grade instruction and standards-based IEP goals or 
enrolled grade content standards for these students, which are important 
omissions.  If the student has never received grade-level instruction, IEP teams 
can’t tell whether the student needs the intensive supports listed in the criteria 
because of the disability or because of an inadequate education.  
 
 See recommendations for this definition on page 6 of the NDSC State Plan Advocacy 
Guide http://www.ndsccenter.org/wp-content/uploads/ESSA-State-Plan-
Advocacy-Guide.pdf. This guide also will help you understand a wide array of issues 
related to ESSA state plan development. 
 
Parameters in the proposed federal ESSA regulations for the state definition of 
students with the most significant cognitive disabilities are pasted below: 
(The connection to grade-level state academic content standards is highlighted in 
bold). 

“…a State definition of ‘students with the most significant cognitive 
disabilities’ that would address factors related to cognitive functioning and 
adaptive behavior, such that  
(i) The identification of a student as having a particular disability as 

defined in the IDEA must not determine whether a student is a 
student with the most significant cognitive disabilities;  

(ii) A student with the most significant cognitive disabilities must not be 
identified solely on the basis of the student’s previous low academic 
achievement, or status as an English learner, or the student’s 

http://www.ndsccenter.org/wp-content/uploads/ESSA-State-Plan-Advocacy-Guide.pdf
http://www.ndsccenter.org/wp-content/uploads/ESSA-State-Plan-Advocacy-Guide.pdf
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previous need for accommodations to participate in general state or 
districtwide assessments; and  

(iii) Students with the most significant cognitive disabilities require 
extensive, direct individualized instruction and substantial supports 
to achieve measurable gains on the challenging state academic 
content standards for the grade in which the student is 
enrolled.” 

 
Although the alternate achievement standards on which the alternate assessment is 
based are supposed to provide “access” to the general education curriculum, ESSA 
also requires states that have an alternate assessment to promote involvement in 
and progress in the general education curriculum and not preclude students who 
take an alternate assessment from attempting to meet the requirements of a regular 
high school diploma.  This language that goes beyond “access” is very important 
and is a significant change from the past regulations on the alternate 
assessments.  It is also important to emphasize enrolled grade general education 
curriculum in the plan discussion of the alternate assessment. Otherwise there can 
be a misunderstanding that the curriculum from other grades is what is meant by 
“grade-level” for these students. The proposed federal regulations clarify this point 
about “enrolled grade.” 
 
Another important point regarding alternate assessments is that ESSA limits the 
number of students who can take an alternate assessment to 1% of all students 
assessed (approximately 10% of students with disabilities). An appropriate 
definition of “students with the most significant cognitive disabilities” and 
strategies/accommodations policies to ensure the cap is not exceeded are 
important. You should request that these issues get addressed in the second draft of 
the plan.  
 
Universal Design for Learning (UDL) in assessment (page 24): The plan states 
that assessments must be made accessible to a wide range of students. This is 
insufficient. States are required to incorporate the principles of universal design for 
learning in assessments, to the extent feasible; to make them accessible and to 
accurately measure the performance of ALL assessed students. 
 
Recommendations based on stakeholder feedback page 24-25: The stakeholder 
feedback described at the bottom of page 24 and top of page 25 reflects a critical 
misunderstanding of the purpose of state assessments under ESSA. These 
assessments are meant to measure student achievement against enrolled grade 
state academic content standards for accountability purposes. This accountability is 
at the heart of the statute to ensure that ESSA funding is being used for the purpose 
of the law, which is “to provide all children significant opportunity to receive a fair, 
equitable, and high-quality education, and to close educational achievement gaps.” 
Formative testing throughout the school year is more appropriately used to inform 
instruction and measure growth of individual students. 
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Section 4-Accountability, Support and Improvement for Schools (starting on 
page 26) 
 
Accountability System (pages 26-29) 
ESSA requirements (pages26-27): Certain indicators will be used to provide 
meaningful differentiation between schools for the accountability system. How well 
or poorly schools do on the measures for these indicators (for all students and each 
subgroup) will determine whether they are identified for targeted or 
comprehensive support and improvement. The indicators will also be the basis for 
the information that is reported for each school, including a summative score. Most 
of the indicators and their measures are required by ESSA, others are left to state 
discretion. These distinctions are critically important. 
 
State-level strategies (page 27): ESSA requires states to have an indicator of 
Academic Achievement as measured solely by proficiency on the annual 
state assessments required by the law (e.g. math and reading/English language 
arts). States may also add another statewide academic indicator for Academic 
Progress. That other academic indicator may include growth measures, which 
Oklahoma is considering, but there are requirements. ESSA allows states to measure 
student growth for each public high school in the State, but the measure must be 
based on annual assessments. Only for elementary and middle schools may the 
states choose to measure progress using something other than annual assessments. 
OSDE will have to decide how much weight to give each indicator. Be careful of 
attempts by OSDE to put more weight on growth than on proficiency. Growth that 
does not result in significant improvements in proficiency, will not close 
achievement gaps. 
 
It is important to pay attention to how growth will be measured for students taking 
alternate assessments. DO NOT stand for any discussion of progress on IEP goals for 
this growth measure. IEP goals are designed to enable students to be involved in and 

make progress in the general curriculum. However, many people treat IEP goals like they 

are the curriculum for students with disabilities. In addition, the determination of whether 

there is growth on IEP goals is very subjective. It is important not to incentivize low 

expectations in IEP goals by rewarding schools for growth on these goals. Academic 

Progress should only be determined using objective measures of progress in the general 

education curriculum that can be disaggregated by student subgroup. 
 
ESSA requires states to select not less than one indicator of School Quality and 
Student Success. The draft plan mentions chronic absenteeism and an additional 
indicator measuring access to postsecondary opportunities such as AP/IB, dual 
enrollment and industry credentials as measures for these indicators. It is important 
to ask the state for evidence linking the School Quality and Student Success 
indicator(s) to improved academic outcomes, evidence that the indicator(s) can be 
measured objectively, and evidence that the indicator(s) can be reported separately 
for each subgroup in each school across the state. It is also important to pay 
attention to how much weight is given to the School Quality and Student Success 
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indicator(s). We recommend that schools that would otherwise be identified for 
targeted or comprehensive support and improvement on the basis of the other 
indicators required by the statute, should not fail to be identified as a result of the 
state-defined School Quality and Student Success indicator(s). The concern is that 
these indicators may not be sufficiently connected to academic achievement. 
 
A major omission in the draft plan is the absence of a discussion about the High 
School Graduation Rate indicator. Some important information for you to know 
about this indicator is provided below. 
 
The statute and final regulations are clear that ONLY the four-year adjusted cohort 
graduation rate can be used in the state’s system of accountability for purposes of 
identifying high schools for comprehensive support and improvement.  
 
States may establish long-term goals and interim progress for extended-year cohort 
graduation rates as long as such goals are more rigorous than the goals set for the 
four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate.  
 
Minimum Subgroup Size. The draft plan, on page 28, says OSDE is considering a 
minimum subgroup (‘n’) size of 30 for accountability purposes. The plan does not 
mention a different ‘n’ size for non-accountability purposes (e.g. reporting 
assessment data and participation rate).  
 
The ‘n’ size determines whether data for the disability subgroup will be reported at 
each school, how many schools will not be held accountable for the disability 
subgroup, and how many individual students with disabilities will be left out of the 
accountability system. If a school does not have a number of students with 
disabilities equal to or greater than the ‘n’ size in all the assessed grades 
(combined), many requirements of ESSA for the disability subgroup won't apply. 
For example, if the ‘n’ size is 30 and the number of students with disabilities added 
together in the assessed grades at a school is 29, the school will not be identified for 
a targeted support and improvement plan if the subgroup is consistently 
underperforming (as would be required in schools where the ‘n’ size has been met 
or exceeded).  
 
You should ask OSDE for data on the number of schools that won't have to include 
the disability subgroup in the accountability system at various ‘n’ sizes (such as 10, 
15, 20, 25) in addition to the number and percentage of all students and students in 
each subgroup who will be left out of accountability for both assessment and 
graduation (this information is required to be submitted in the state plan by federal 
regulation §200.17). See the Ohio Department of Education’s Topic Discussion Guide 
for examples of the data simulations for both assessment and graduation. Oklahoma 
should provide similar simulations. Decisions regarding ‘n’ size should be guided by 
these simulations and the state must attempt to use an ‘n’ size that will result in the 
most schools being held accountable, as directed by the federal regulations 
§200.17(a)(1)(ii).  

http://education.ohio.gov/getattachment/Topics/Every-Student-Succeeds-Act-ESSA/Nsize-Topic-Discussion-Guide.pdf.aspx
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All this data will help you argue that Oklahoma should lower its ‘n’ size for all 
purposes to 10 or lower. There are studies supporting this recommendation 
at https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2011/2011603.pdfand 
http://all4ed.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/06/NSize.pdf. Some states already 
have an ‘n’ size less than 10 (e.g. Maryland has an ‘n’ size of 5), which has been 
determined to address both confidentiality and statistical reliability concerns; the 
two reasons states argue for a higher “n” size.  Use the information in this paragraph 
to answer question 10 of the survey. 
 
Annual Measurement of Achievement: The draft plan leaves open the question of 
how to factor the 95% Participation Rate rule (called “annual measurement of 
student achievement”) and directs the reader to questions 11 and 12 on the 
survey.  This rule requires that at least 95% of all students in the assessed grades 
(and 95% of each subgroup-including the disability subgroup) must be assessed 
annually. We do not believe that a school should get a satisfactory rating in the 
accountability system if this requirement is not met. Advocates should keep in mind 
the impact of the participation rate requirement on students with disabilities. A 
“non-punitive” approach would not comport with the federal regulations on this 
issue and would likely led to widespread exclusion of historically underperforming 
subgroups-similar to the situation that existed prior to the No Child Left Behind Act 
(which was replaced by the Every Student Succeeds Act).  
 
Choices for question #11 on the survey do not conform to the actions laid out in 
federal regulations (§200.15). Also, the choice of “Reduction of score achieved on 
academic achievement indicator” is not important since once schools fall below the 
95% level all non-participants must be counted as non-proficient, so this will 
automatically reduce the score of the achievement indicator.  
 
Support and Improvement for Schools (page 29-34) 
 
OSDE says it will likely identify 5% of all schools (not just 5% of Title I schools, 
which is the minimum required by law) for comprehensive support and 
improvement (CSI). This is a positive strategy.  The state must determine the exit 
criteria for CSI. We recommend that schools remain identified for CSI until they no 
longer meet the criteria for identification. 
  
There is no provision in the law for what happens to schools that have been 
identified year after year for targeted support and improvement (TSI) because of a 
consistently underperforming subgroup. It would be helpful to suggest that OSDE 
add these schools  (e.g. schools that have had one or more consistently 
underperforming subgroups for 3 years) onto the list of schools that could be 
identified for CSI.  
 
Question #13 of the OSDE survey asks how often Oklahoma should assign school 
designations?  There are two types of school identification and the required timeline 

https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2011/2011603.pdf
http://all4ed.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/06/NSize.pdf


 9 

is different for each. The federal regulations state that schools with a consistently 
underperforming subgroup(s) are to be identified annually as needing TSI, whereas 
schools must be identified for CSI beginning in school year 2018-2019 and at least 
every three years after that. Therefore, it is not possible to give one answer to this 
survey question unless the answer is “every year” since that meets the requirements 
for schools with consistently underperforming subgroup(s). See the Timeline for 
identification of schools for support and improvement at 
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/essacctchart1127.pdf.  
 
Schools are supposed to be identified for TSI under ESSA if even one subgroup is 
consistently underperforming or low-performing.  The draft plan did not define 
consistently underperforming subgroup. We recommend that a subgroup be 
considered consistently underperforming if it has not met the state’s long-term 
goals and interim measures for the subgroup for two years. We also recommend 
that failure to meet the 95% participation rate requirement should be a factor that 
determines identification for TSI.  Schools should remain identified for TSI until they 
no longer meet the criteria for which they were identified (or until they get 
identified for CSI, as was recommended previously). 
 
Evidenced-based interventions 
All schools would benefit from implementing UDL to avoid the poor academic 
outcomes that result in identification for TSI or CSI. However, once a school has 
received one of these designations it is even more important to ensure that UDL is 
one of strategies being used by the school. Also, there are decades of studies on the 
positive impact of inclusive education for students with disabilities and their peers. 
An emphasis on inclusion should be a strategy for all schools, and especially for 
schools identified for TSI or CSI. OSDE Survey question #14 asks which strategies 
should be used when more rigorous interventions are required. Professional 
development to ensure that educators and school leaders can implement UDL and 
inclusion should be added to the list. This fits under the instructional leadership 
development training discussed on page 31 of the draft plan and the professional 
development mentioned on page 32.  
 
Question #15 of the OSDE survey only allows one choice for which LEA/school 
leaders should attend the Instructional Leadership Development Training. You 
should select  “other” and then list all the options provided, plus other leaders e.g. 
staff development personnel, curriculum developers etc.  
 

Question #16 asks “How many years should a site be designated for comprehensive 
support and improvement before receiving an increase in rigor and support from 
the state?” The federal regulations leave this up to the states (§200.23). While the 
“after 2 years” option would seem most valuable, 3 years is probably the more 
appropriate option given how long it may take for a CSI school to put reforms in 
place. 
 

http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/essacctchart1127.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/essacctchart1127.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/essacctchart1127.pdf
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Section 5-Supporting Excellent Educators (starting on page 35): There should 
be a mention of building capacity to implement UDL in teacher preparation and 
professional development. UDL improves education for all groups of students. There 
should also be a focus on building capacity for successful inclusion.  
 
ESSA eliminated the highly qualified teacher requirements in IDEA for special 
educators. The statute only requires them to have a Bachelor’s degree, which can be 
in any subject. To address this issue “special education teachers” who are not 
prepared for such roles with research-based instructional strategies in special 
education teacher preparation programs should be considered “out of field 
teachers.” Also, there should be data collected on the degree to which students with 
disabilities are taught by ineffective, out of field, or novice teachers. This data is only 
required by ESSA for poor and minority students, but your state can go further.  
 
Look carefully at the descriptions of the different paths to certification, especially 
the non-traditional route for special educators (there is a link on page 36 of the draft 
plan) and make appropriate comments. Also, ask for information on the percentages 
of special educators being given emergency certification. Answer question #17 of 
the survey based on what you consider to be a priority. 
 
Section 6- Well-rounded and supportive education for students (starting on 
page 39):  
 
Question #18 of the survey allows you to write in an answer. This is where you can 
discuss the importance of implementing UDL to address the strategic plan strategies 
and the requirements of ESSA for a well-rounded and supportive education.  
Inclusive education is also important for a well-rounded and supportive education. 
However, increasing and improving opportunities for inclusive education is not 
mentioned as a strategy in this section of the draft plan and should be written into 
the survey answer. 
 
The draft plan mentions ESSA’s requirement that states describe strategies to 
improve conditions for student learning, including activities to reduce incidents of 
bullying and harassment; the overuse of discipline practices that remove students 
from the classroom; and the use of aversive behavioral interventions that 
compromise student health and safety. However, no specific recommendations were 
made to reduce the use of restraints and seclusion. This is another point to make in 
the answer to survey question #18. 
 
Contact information 
 
Ricki Sabia 
Senior Education Policy Advisor 
National Down Syndrome Congress 
PH: 301-452-0811 



 11 

Email: ricki@ndsccenter.org  
See ESSA resources at https://www.ndsccenter.org/political-advocacy  (click on 
policy documents and webinar archives) 
 
 
Candace Cortiella 
Director 
The Advocacy Institute  
PH: 540-364-0051 
Email: Candace@advocacyinstitute.org  
See ESSA resources at www.advocacyinstitute.org/ESSA  
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