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Appendix I11-C-A:

MSDE Response to Comments after Posting



Appendix I11-C-A

Maryland ESEA Renewal

LEA and Stakeholder Comments/Questions and MSDE Responses

Principle

Comment/ Question

Response

1

What supports will MSDE continue to provide
to LEAs? Also, will LEAS be given more
flexibility in being able to create opportunities
for students based on career demands with
further opportunities to work with industry
leaders towards certification

As part of its continued commitment, MSDE will provide technical assistance
and guidance to LEAs around the implementation of the Maryland College and
Career-Ready Standards. Resource materials were developed as part of the
“Race to the Top” grant that will help the Department and LEAS sustain the
work. Through professional learning opportunities and the use of other federal
funds (Title 1A, Title 11B and Title I11), the Department will continue to
develop resources and activities that enhance the ability of teachers to teach the
standards with fidelity and to increase student achievement.

In Principle 2, not only is there a continued emphasis on measuring college and
career readiness in Maryland high schools, but the proposal to provide
opportunities for LEAs to highlight innovative practices and programs as part
of the school climate and culture indicator is introduced. MSDE envisions that
LEAs will be able to promote individual school success based upon programs
that support teaching and learning and preparation of students for college and/or
career. This preparation may certainly be in the form of work with industry
leaders to support students who participate in internships, apprenticeships and
certification completion programs.

We strongly recommend that Maryland,
through the PARCC Governing Board, demand
a reduction in the amount of instructional time
and resources currently required to administer
the PARCC as well as improve PARCC’s
ability to inform instruction in a timely manner

As a member of the PARCC governing board, Maryland has expressed
concerns about the amount of time that it takes students to complete both the
PARCC Performance-based assessment (PBA) and the End of Year (EOY)
assessments. The members of the consortia’s state leadership teams that report
to the PARCC governing board have begun this conversation and are exploring
ways to make changes to the assessment without sacrificing its quality. Also,
LEAs continue to have the option of administering the test using paper/pencil
for the first three years (2014-2015, 2015-2016 and 2016-2017) if technology
resources at the building level remain an issue. With the exception of the first
year of administration (2014-2015) when standard setting will occur, Maryland
anticipates that future results on the assessments will be provided to LEAsS,
students, and parents in a timely manner to assist school leaders in making
instructional decisions that support teachers and students. MSDE continues to
support annual assessments of student and remains committed to the ESEA
requirement to annually test and report on student achievement.




There must be a reduction in time spent on any
annual testing

The discussion by the PARCC governing board and subsequent decisions
around testing times will provide a remedy for this issue. MSDE supports
annual assessments of students and remains committed to the ESEA
requirement to annually test and report on student achievement. (See Assurance
14 in ESEA Renewal Application). However, since annual assessment at the
state level occurs at one time during the school year, MSDE plans to review
additional annual assessments at the local level to determine ways to effectively
evaluate student performance without the need for more benchmark and
summative assessments. While the LEAs have control over the types of
assessments and frequency of the assessments administered in their LEAS,
technical assistance provided by MSDE can provide guidance to LEAs around
the effectiveness and the need for assessments that do not prove to impact
student achievement positively.

Please strongly consider the implementation of
the Geometry PARCC

The ESEA flexibility proposal indicates that MSDE will make
recommendations to the State Board of Education about assessments at the high
school level that will be administered in subsequent years. MSDE recognizes
the need to maintain the level of consistent teaching of the mathematics
standards as students transition from Algebra | to Geometry to Algebra Il.
Strong consideration will be given to recommendations that the State Board
consider the lapse in an annual assessment in Geometry that bridges student
knowledge between the mathematical concepts. However, with such a strong
emphasis being placed on the amount of testing required of students, the
addition of another test that is not tied to graduation requirements (Algebra I) or
college and career determination (Algebra I1) will prove difficult to support by
some stakeholders.

MSEA continues to support the adoption of the
Common Core State Standards. Although
strong standards are critical to a high quality
education, developing aligned curriculum and
acquiring CCSS aligned texts and resources still
remains a struggle for many of the LEAs.

MSDE recognizes that the adoption of the Maryland College- and Career-
Ready (CCR) Standards has necessitated the revising of curricula in
English/language arts (ELA) and mathematics. In collaboration with all 24
LEAs, MSDE has created model units, lessons, and lesson seeds in ELA and
math. LEAS have the option of using these as models in the writing of their
curricula or adapting the actual lessons directly into their own curricula. In
addition, as part of this process, teachers from across the state have been trained
in writing lessons aligned to the CCR Standards. Many LEAs have said that the
training those teachers received has been invaluable to their own curriculum
writing. In addition, as part of the summer 2012 Educator Effectiveness
Academies (EEA), attendees were trained in adapting lessons to align with the
instructional shifts of the CCR Standards. One of the outcomes of that EEA
was a project where attendees rewrote an existing lesson using the MSDE




lessons as models.

MSDE has provided LEAs with curriculum writing resources, such as lesson
plan templates and evaluative lesson tools such as the Achieve EQuIP Rubric.
Training in the use of the EQuIP rubric was provided at the summer 2014
College and Career Readiness conferences and at other Maryland affiliate
conferences such as those offered by the Maryland Assessment Group.

MSDE has created or procured vendors to create approximately 7000 resources
and modules for educators and students. These are currently on the Educator
eConnect website. (https://msde.blackboard.com) In addition, through the use
of surveys, meetings, and regional symposiums, Maryland is collecting a list of
websites and other resources that Maryland educators have found valuable.

The procedure for giving PARCC to Special
Education students is confusing and conflicting

The Division of Curriculum, Assessment and Accountability and the Division
of Special Education/Early Intervention Services have worked collaboratively
to ensure that clear communication and learning opportunities are provided to
local leaders, general and specialized educators, as well as families to
understand the new accommodation guidelines and policies for the
administration of the PARCC assessment for students with disabilities. MSDE
recognizes and supports the need for continued dialogue and opportunities for
responsive training based on the identified requests of the LEAs.

Instruction and assessment accommodations will continue to

be identified through the Individualized Education Program (IEP) team process
in alignment with the built-in PARCC accessibility features and the allowable
accommodations based on the individual needs of the student. MSDE will
provide technical assistance to LEASs through the use of webinars and face-to-
face meetings to convey a clear understanding of the policies for test
administration and the use of accommodations for individual students as part of
daily instruction.

Florida received a two year waiver for ELLS
with respect to their statewide assessments. If
we haven't already done so, we need to request
the same time line. How is the time necessary
prior to taking a mainstream different than it is
in Maryland? It is not different

MSDE did not include the same request for the two year waiver for English
Language Learner (ELL) students as Florida because the final Florida waiver
was not approved by the United States Department of Education (USDE) until
December 22, 2014 when the process for the development of the Maryland plan
began in October 2014. Maryland needs further time to review this option and
consult with stakeholders. Staff from the ELL team at MSDE has consulted
with staff from Florida regarding their waiver and the expectations of USDE
upon approval of the waiver. MSDE does support this request and anticipates
pursuing this waiver as part of subsequent amendments considered after the
Maryland Renewal request is approved.



https://msde.blackboard.com/

Include SLO Training and Specialization
Training in Summer Academies and other
conferences to work form as teachers and
Principals go into next year’s SLOs. Include
some Principal and Supervisor specific
sessions, specifically sharing ‘Good SLOs’ and
measurement

Sessions for SLOs will be included in the summer 2015 College and Career
Readiness Conferences. In addition, MSDE is contacting William Slotnik,
Executive Director of Community Training and Assistance Center (CTAC) to
present at one or more of the conferences. CTAC is the organization contracted
to deliver some of Maryland’s training related to the creation of SLOs for
Maryland educators.

We do not support the request to allow the State
to hold back 10% of the school improvement
funds for Priority and Focus schools,
particularly for LEASs that do not have any
Priority or Focus schools in 2016-2017.

Overall seems reasonable and not too different
from what is in place now with the exception
that the state will hold back funds from each
district to support focus and priority schools. If
a district does not have these two types if
schools will the 10% be held back from them as
well and put into the pot or will the pot be
based only on funds from districts with these
schools?

Maryland may only serve LEAs and Schools with 1003(a) school improvement
funds if they have Title I schools in Priority, Focus or Approaching Targets
status. LEAs without these identified schools may not, under federal law,
receive funds or benefit from these funds. This request is only for LEASs that
have a Priority or Focus School.

| really like that schools will request how much
money they need instead of an amount given
because sometimes the amount was too large.

MSDE agrees that funding should be directly aligned to intervention plans and
the needs of the school.

| also hope the state holds districts true to what
is written in the waiver and not that some
expectations were written to get the renewal
passed. There was some strong language put in
about expectations for different types of schools
and structures that needed to be set up that were
not enforced by MSDE.

MSDE will continue to work with LEAs to set up and enforce structures that
support schools.

Timelines for articulation of exit criteria for
Focus Schools and Approaching target schools
is defined clearly until new data is available.

MSDE concurs. Exit criteria will be reviewed for Priority, Focus and
Approaching Target Schools when new data become available.

| am wondering about the school recognition
system. Noticed A-D associated with achieving
- priority schools etc. | hope we won't be

MSDE is not proposing to assign letter grades to indicate performance status of
schools. The letters in the triangle on page 84 were related to the charts on
pages 85-86.




assigning letter grades to schools. labels
identified with needed supports is fine, but
letter grades defeat the rest of the data and folks
won't look at what made the school an A, B, c,
or D school.

One of the recommendations was to include
AMAO 1, 2, and 3 in Maryland’s ESEA
Flexibility Waiver Application

We hope that AMAO 1 and 2 can be included in a later amendment to the
waiver application since they are not currently included. AMAO 3 should be
held to the same accountability as it is for other student groups.

...it is unclear what the exact criteria are to earn
a particular rating and appear subjective.

The exact criteria will be determined during a standard setting process fall 2015
and will be submitted to the US Department of Education as part of an
amendment process in January 2016.

Schools should be grouped with similar schools
that serve similar demographics and are of
similar sizes.

Schools, LEAs and subgroups will be ranked based on the grades that are
served (High Schools, Elementary and Middle Schools, K-12...) in order to
identify the schools most in need of supports and to prevent high achieving
schools with a low subgroup performance from being identified in the highest
category of schools. Clarifying language will be added.

Need more specifics on the “Core Values”.

Will add to the ESEA Waiver Application additional clarifying information.

...support adjusting the minimum size criteria
from 5 to 10 students.

| agree that the n size needs to be changed from
5to 10.

I am very concerned about the increase in “n”
size of the subgroups

We strongly urge the state to not consider using
a higher number now or at any time in the
future.

The adjustment of the n size is critical to protecting the privacy of our students
as we increase the transparency of how our schools and LEAs are identified.

LEAs will need to have an opportunity to
respond to the process for then determining
growth,

Maryland is committed to consulting with our LEAs and stakeholders during
standard setting of the new accountability program.

The addition of school climate and culture as a
core value in the accountability framework is
noted.

...monitor the newly proposed component of
“school culture” to ensure that it is conducted
objectively and provides an accurate and useful
reflection of a school without being
burdensome to implement.

The addition of the school core value will be phased in and carefully evaluated
to ensure successful implementation.




Applaud the inclusion of school culture and
LEA option of how it is implemented.

The Consolidated subgroup is a fair and
equitable way to make sure that schools are
held accountable for all students.

| feel that this will lead to a misrepresentation
of students who fit into more than one subgroup
category.

...very concerned about the use of the
consolidated reporting group for special
education, FARMS and ELL subgroups when
one or more does not meet the n size.

The Consolidated subgroup will not be included for this ESEA Flexibility
Waiver Application. MSDE will continue to evaluate the need for inclusion as
we continuously evaluate the implementation of the new accountability
program.

Very similar in many ways to current
punishment accountability method.

The identification of the schools is aligned to supports to improve the
achievement of all students. Will add clarifying language to point out the
move from compliance to support. The model is not intended to be a
punishment.

Will we cross- walk the new Interstate School
Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC)
Principal Standards with the Principal
Evaluation model?

Yes, however revisions to the ISLLC Principal Standards remain in
development and open to public comment. Vetting of the Standards is to
continue through April and is unlikely to reach any conclusion until June 2015.
Once completed, the new standards will be cross-walked with Maryland’s
Principal Evaluation Model Framework and a determination will need to be
made regarding any changes to the Framework and whether Maryland wishes to
adopt the new standards. Details for this process will be considered once the
final ISLLC Standards are released. It may require an amendment or Maryland
State Board of Education action at a future time.

Why would we revisit the use of the SPI?

Maryland is revising our accountability system and will no longer use the
School Progress Index (SP1) (see Principle 2). The new accountability system
is being designed to address the need for a measure that is easier to understand
while still measuring achievement, gap, growth and college and career
readiness.

There remains, however, support for shared measures in teacher evaluation in
many LEAs. It seems logical that if the State’s new accountability measure
has credibility with Superintendents, the state would re-conduct its study to re-
determine if the new measure has a place in the State Teacher Evaluation
Framework. Details for this process will be considered once the new State
Accountability measure is available for study. It may require an amendment at
a future time.




Why is the 50/50 Student Growth and
Professional Practice continued?

In the RTTT application, Maryland agreed to define the “significant student
growth component” of evaluation as 50%. At that point in time, there was no
data to suggest a preferred percentage but a balanced approached was
recommended, hence the 50%-50% decision. With significant data available,
the State can now conduct some simulations to understand the performance of
the 50% application of Student Growth and Professional Practice in its
evaluation models. Initial findings seem to indicate that the 50/50 balance may
actually be a good metric; as increasing the percent value of Professional
Practice decreases the number of teachers attaining Highly Effective Ratings.
Whereas the 50/50 balance appears to do less harm and maintains a strong
commitment to Student Growth, the state recommends holding it in place until
more data becomes available for longitudinal trend analysis.

Why not have State-wide and LEA-wide SLOs?

By definition, SLOs are most impactful when they are teacher constructed and
classroom associated. Despite this, the State has recognized that in its
developmental state, LEAs may benefit from consistencies and efficiencies
resulting from school-level or LEA-level SLOs. Beyond the simple matter of
State capacity, Statewide SLOs would only drive the process further away from
the teacher and the targeted student audience. This would not only be counter
to SLO best practice, but unlikely to be supported by LEAsS, their principals,
and their teachers. The State will continue to maintain a repository of
“Annotated SLOs” to assist evaluators and those being evaluated through the
construction, attainment, and valuation of SLOs.

What is meant by “determine application of
Test Growth Measures in Evaluation”?

When two years of test data are in hand, the State can commence with its
investigation of how the student growth measures might contribute to teacher
and principal evaluation. A reconstruction of the Maryland Tiered Assessment
Index using PARCC data will facilitate this investigation. Determinations from
credible findings will need to be made and recommendations will need to be
gathered for using Test Translation in the evaluation of teachers and principals.
Details for this process will be considered once the Student Growth Measures
are available for study.

What is meant by “make informed decisions
about adjustments to state and local models”?

Recommendations from the investigations (cited in above cell) will inform any
changes that may need to be made to the teacher and/or principal evaluation
frameworks. Details for this process will be considered once the
recommendations are available. ESEA amendments and changes to
regulations will be initiated based upon the scope of the recommendations.

Shouldn’t Test Translations be used to “inform”
personnel decisions in SY16-17 and SY17-18 ?

With the above two steps completed (see above two cells), the State will be able
to move from “Inform” to “Making” personnel decisions going forward. The




range of discoveries in the investigation and the range of recommendations
span a broad spectrum of possibilities. The State is approving the process
herein, not any specific outcome. It is further important to note that this
sequence of events is highly timeline-sensitive and dependent on external data
becoming available at specific decision points. The unavailability of critical
data at such decision points may necessitate the deferring of elements of the
work.

Deletion of any reference to set percentages as
noted in the recommended revisions on page
157-158 and the chart on page 160 of the
application unless clearly delineated for use
only in the state model only

The percentages referenced in the application were derived over three years of
study and collaboration with LEAs and the State’s educational stakeholders.
LEAs are afforded great latitude to maneuver within these frameworks and
have worked within the parameters to address local interests and priorities. The
State’s commitment to Professional Development as the outcome of evaluation
has been universally embraced by all LEAs and the flexibility provided therein
has been easily accomplished within these frameworks. Emerging data
indicates that these percentages are serving educators well and resulting in
ratings that are reflective of highly effective teaching and leadership, a further
demonstration of the commitment and performance of our teachers and
principals. Retreating from this evidence of effectiveness will only embolden
those who posture for increased accountability and unfairly criticize our
teachers and principals.

Removal of the paragraph labeled "Educator
Effectiveness and Personnel Decisions” on page
158, and the removal of “counts for personnel
decisions” as written in the chart on page 160.
The inclusion of the assessment should continue
to "inform" personnel decisions.

With the already stated understanding that the LEAS and other educational
stakeholders, in partnership with the State, will make determinations prior to
deciding the role of using test translations in evaluation, it would be illogical to
not move from “informing personnel decisions” to “counting for personnel
decisions” once those understandings are reached. To facilitate evaluation
during this interim period of unknowns, the State recommends amending the
verbiage to allow for “informing or counting” towards personnel decisions.

Deletion of the paragraph labeled “School
Accountability and Evaluation” on page 158
and any reference that this measure will be
included in the evaluation process in the future

When ample data becomes available, it would be unconventional for the State
to not apply the same stringent review of the new accountability measure that it
applied to the old measure. LEASs and other educational stakeholders, in
partnership with the State, will study and make determinations prior to deciding
any role for using the new accountability measure in evaluation.

As an unproven and un-validated assessment,
the PARCC assessment should not be used as a
measure of teacher effectiveness

The State recognizes that, if done correctly, standardized test scores can add
value to the evaluation process as a proven performance metric. As such, high-
stakes testing provides evidence that students and educators are continuously
focused on a common direction with common progress. |If assessment experts
determine that the PARCC Assessment is an invalid measure of student
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performance, the State would be obligated to reconsider its application in
teacher or principal evaluation. The validation of PARCC will be completed
outside of the Office of Teacher/Principal Evaluation.

The desire for one "State model” of evaluation.

The fact that no county evaluation model is identical to the State model
contradicts this belief. If models are similar, they are similar by choice within
a framework that LEASs agreed to work within.  The flexibility and
collaboration that the State has demonstrated, has facilitated rather than
mandated, stakeholders moving to common ground. To date, no LEA has been
forced to use the State Model. The State does not determine cut scores or
dictate any methodology for LEAs to determine the Effectiveness Ratings of
their teachers or principals. The State does pose questions and inquires when
misalignments appear between educator effectiveness and school performance
or when rating methodologies contribute to irregular data trends.

The State has "serious concerns™ about its
ability to thoroughly investigate the test score
translation methodology and use of lag data in
evaluations.

This “serious concern” is not about the State’s ability to conduct the study with
its partners or to reach consensus on data informed findings. The “serious
concern” which is referenced, is more a result of the timing and availability of
test data to conduct any studies or LEA’s ability to execute its evaluation
processes in coordination with the annual instruction and evaluation cycles.
For example, if data necessary to craft an SLO at the start of the school year is
not available until December, it would obviously jeopardize the LEA’s ability
to inform the execution of an SLO within the traditional instructional timeline.

It appears that MSDE stands prepared to
mandate the inclusion of this measure (new
accountability measure) in each of the local
jurisdictions

Nowhere in the application, is there any expectation that the State will
unilaterally or arbitrarily re-introduce a “State Accountability Measure
Translation” into teacher evaluation. That decision will be made, like all
others, in partnership with our LEAs and educational stakeholders and in
response to data that promotes improved teacher instruction and principal
leadership.

| do not believe that effective instruction is best
measured through student results on high-stakes
tests.

The State would agree, which is why 80% of the evaluation is based on “non-
test” associated measures of student growth and professional practice. The
State has remained committed to high standards and the value of multiple
measures in student and educator evaluation. At the same time, the State
recognizes that, if done correctly, standardized test scores can add value to the
evaluation process as one of those measures. The appropriate role of student
test scores in evaluation will be determined after July, 2016, and when
sufficient data is available.

| am adamantly opposed to the inclusion of a
useless test score as part of the teacher

While the State has demonstrated an ability to translate test scores into an
evaluation measure and to attribute the translation to the appropriate teacher or
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evaluation. This is not an indication of teacher
effectiveness and there is no valid way to
translate such a score into a measure of
effectiveness. Use the evaluation system for
what it was originally designed - to support
effective instructional practices, not as a
punitive measure.

principal, it would never support the translation of any test that was deemed
useless by assessment experts.  As proclaimed from the outset, the State
continues to view evaluation as a means for identifying professional
development which leads to the improved instructional craft of the teacher and
the leadership skill of the principal. To date, there is no evidence to suggest
that the application of Student Growth to an educator’s evaluation was in any
way punitive. In fact, higher percentages of Student Growth in evaluation
resulted in increased percentages of highly effective ratings.

The evaluation process is very time consuming.

When done correctly, evaluation represents time that is well-spent by both the
evaluator and the professional being evaluated. With the outcome of effective
professional development, evaluation serves as the means for educators to
constantly grow and improve. With this in mind, the State continues to
recognize this concern and is working with teams of teachers, principals, and
executive officers to identify ways to make the process more manageable.
Streamlining SLOs, reducing redundancies, and increasing efficiencies are
foremost in this work. The State has provided an exceptional amount of
discretionary TPE resources for LEAs to apply to solving such problems and
will continue to partner in identifying potential solutions.

Lesson planning and other important work take
a back seat to record keeping to prove that
teaching and learning are taking place.

The value of evaluation in no way diminishes the importance of quality
instructional planning and delivery. When implemented correctly, evaluation
should complement instruction and function in support of continuously
improving student, teacher, school and principal performance. When woven
into the fabric of daily instruction evaluation outcomes serve as a support
planning and instruction; not as an addition. Since most of these processes are
locally determined. The State encourages LEASs to maintain close dialogue
with its teachers and principals to minimize demands of process and
documentation and to continue to explore ways to make their local models
more efficient and purposeful.
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ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-199]1

April 9, 2015

Dr. Cherlene Dukes, President
Maryland State Board of Education

Dr. Lillian Lowery

State Superintendent of Schools
Maryland State Depariment of Education
200 W, Baltimore Street

Baltimore, Maryland

Dear Dr. Dukes and Dr. Lowery:

... Inregard to the Meryland State Department of Education’s Elementary and Secondary Education-
Act (ESEA) Waiver Renewal Request, we wanted to add our thanks to the State Board of Education and
the Department for its partnership in the development of this waiver request and adjustments.
Specifically, the adjustments that were made to the waiver request that provide clarity in the
development and implementation of future improvements to the State's default teacher and Pprincipal
evaluation models through the 2017-2018 school year. As a state, one of our goals must be to ensure
that any waivers appropriately position Maryland to move forward with our commitments to the U.S.
Department of Education in accordance with the State's priorities and strategies to improve public
cducation for all students. This includes maintaining the integrity of evaluation models for all teacher
and principal evaluations, including those developed locally, as well as focusing on the core value of
college and career readiness as an important component of the new accountability system,

We look forward to working with the State Board, the Department, and our 24 local school
systems in continuing to provide flexibility that has helped to further improve our world-class public
schools.

Sincerely,
e 2 i v/ O
Delegate Anne Kaiser elegate Adrienne Jo
Chair, Education Subcommittee Cheir, Education and Economic
House Ways and Means Committee Development Subcommittee

House Appropriations Committee

cc:  Speaker Michael E. Busch
Delegate Sheila Hixson
Delegate Maggie McIntosh

SIPE
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LU LCHAIR

MARYLAND GENERAL ASSEMBLY
LEGISLATIVE PoLICY COMMITTEE

March 30, 2015

Dr. Charlene Dukes, President
Maryland State Board of Education

Dr. Lillian Lowery

State Superintendent of Schools
Maryland State Department of Education
200 W. Baltimore Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2595

Dear Dr. Dukes and Dr. Lowery:

Pursuant to Chapter 630 of 2014, the Legislative Policy Committee has completed its
review of the Maryland State Department of Education’s Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA) Waiver Renewal Request. Based on adjustments made to the waiver request that
provide clarity in the development and implementation of future improvements to the State's
default teacher and principal evaluation models through the 2017-2018 school year, the committee
supports the Depariment in the submission of the ESEA Waiver Renewal Request to the U.S.
Department of Education (USDE).

The committee would like to thank the State Board of Education and the Department for
its partnership in the development of this waiver request. The participation of the General
Assembly in the review of the State’s waiver is a process that works. As a state, one of our goals
must be to ensure that any waivers appropriately position Maryland to move forward with our
commitments to USDE in accordance with the State’s priorities and strategies to improve public
education for all students,

Baltimure Arva 410 946-35200 D42, Metro o970 -5200

Uehor Maryland Areas 8ou-402-7122 - TTY 440946 101070 5301 or Many land Relay Servier _*: | T '1',

MICHALL E. Buscy
SPEALER OF THE Moy o
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Dr. Charlene Dukes
Dr. Lillian Lowery
March 30, 2015
Page 2

We hope that USDE will approve Maryland's waiver so the State and our 24 local school
systems can continue to have the flexibility to help further improve our world-class public schools.
E : Sincerely,
'
Jr,

Thomas V., Mike Miller,

Ser

President of the Senate
Co-chair Co-chair
TVMM:MEB/RHH/kms

cc:  Govemnor Lawrence J, Hogan, Jr.
Members, Legislative Policy Committee
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DEPARTMENT OF LEGISLATIVE SERVICES HAR 23 gy
OFFICE OF PoLicy ANALYSIS
MARYLAND GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Karl 8, Aro ) Warren G. Deachenau
Executive Director AT
March 19, 2015
'Ithonomble'IhomasV.NﬁkeNﬁllu-, Jr., Co-chairman
‘IheHonorablaMchaelB.Busch, C
Members of the Legislative Policy Committes
Ladies and Gentlemen;
Chapter 630 of 2014 requires the Maryland State Depertment of Education (MSDE) to
8 rquestforawmmﬁommeﬁdmmmmmymds BducaﬂonE)Act
(ESEA)tnﬂxeLegialaﬁvePolicyCommittee(LPC),andallowthecommittoca:leastBOdaysto
remwandoommmonthepropoaedwaivermquest,befom ittothe U8 ent

USDqulﬁreaapmposedwaivutobepomdfnrpubﬁcnoﬁceandcommemforatl
two weeks, 'IhewaivwwaspostedonMSDB’swebsitewithcommentsmqtﬂmdtobcmeei;;.li::it
by March.lo, 2015. MSDE advised that it received comments, some of which wil] be addressed

Legislative Services Building - 90 State Circle - Annapolis, Merylend 21401-1991
410-946-5500 - FAX 410-946-5508 - TDD 410-946-5401 16
301-970-5500 - FAX 301-970-5508 - TDD 301.97n_%dns
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The Honorable Thomas V. Mike Miller, Jr., Co-chairman
The Honorable Michael E. Buach, Co-chairman
Members of the Legislative Policy Committee

March 19, 2015

Page 2

Background

TitlelofESEAofl%Sasamended.whichwumostmcenﬂymthoﬁmdinzmlast’nc
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), focuses on accountability, improving standards, and
eliminating echievement geps. NCIqulﬁrﬁwarystateandplsblicmhooltomeetcu-tainannnnl
bmhmnrkspuudmwmdloo%ofsuMachiwingproﬁdmybymMmdhminghigw
qualiﬂudteachminweryclasmombymﬂ& Aschnnlthatfailstomwtthsmqtﬁmnentﬂof
NoChildLuﬁBetdndmaybe subject to mictpenalﬂosfornmompliame. Dus to the mumber of
achnolafailinstomeetﬂmhanchmnthoﬂlo ChﬂdLeﬁBehindandthnatrictpma!ﬂes,USDB
'oﬂ’eredsta:esanc:ppommitytnapplyforwaivmﬁomcutainpmvisionsofNCLB,knovmas
BSEA flexibility waivers. AﬂeudbﬂitywaiverapplieatouptonineNoChﬂdLeﬁBehh:d

mmmmmmWMaMcwm In order to receive &

OmNCIBnquhemmtﬁmtisnMsubjectmwaiwismataﬂmdemﬂbeuwedmmnﬂy
mdthntsmdmm“ceivemindl\gidualminmdingmdmmhmﬁcaingadHS through 8 and
atleastonneinhighachnm. AlthoushMarylnndhadusedmtuwidostudmmesmwtuo
measmethepafonnanceofitnachoolszinca1993,thnMarylandSchnolAsse.ssmen15(MSA)were
c:uatodandimplemmtedinmponsetoNo ChﬂdLeﬁBehindmmmmperfomﬂnceinmding
andmatham!ﬁcﬂingradeahhmughsandsciemeingmdeﬁmd& TheMa:ylandHighSchool
Assasmm&ISA)wmdwmmdmdimplemmtedasamduaﬁonrequiromm

In 2012, Maryland received a flexibility waiver for the 2012-2013 and the 2013-2014
school years. According 10 MSDE, the flexibility of the waiver allowed the State and its Jocal
education agencies (LEASs) to focus on implementing the Maryland College- and Career-Ready
Stendards; transition to the Partership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers
(PARCC) assﬁamentstoreplamMSAs andHSAsinreadinglEninshnndmaih;providemport,
recognition, and intervention to all Maryland public schools; and develop a teacher end principal
evalustion system that incorporates student growth, measured by asscssments, as & major

MSDE mqus!ﬂgmenﬂentsto Maryland’s waiverin 2012 and 2013, which were granted
by USDE provided that the State implement its teacher and principal cvaluation and support
gystems in accordance with the ESEA flexibility requirement that data from assessments required
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mduﬁﬂeloftheEBEAbeusedfordetuminingsuﬂaMgrowthhmherandpﬁndpd
evaluation systems. The January 9, 2013 letter of approval from USDE required the State's
evaluationsystemsto(l)requireeachteacherinasmte-teshdcontentamaandschoolpﬁncipal
toincludeatleastonestudentlearningobjecﬁve(SLO)withadatapointonsmdentperformance
onStﬂememmﬁmd@)wmmhhuaingshMgmwth,aameasmadbycommon,
high-quality assessments in the evaluation of teachers and principals, when available, including
PARCC,

In March 2014, Maryland requested an extension of its waiver for the 2014-2015 school
year. USDE conditionally granted this extension on July 18, 2014, subjest to the Stats's
“commitment to continue working with USDE on Maryland’s requested amendments to its teacher
and principal evaluation and support systems, which may require additional flexibility.” All states
must submit new applications for ESEA flexibility waivers in spring 2015 to apply after the current
school year. 3

2015 Waiver Renewal Request
MSDE is requesting continued flexibility in all of the nine NCLB requirements and

five optional waivers offered by USDE, These includs waivers from determining Adequate Yeariy

Progress (AYP) for schools and LEAs, andﬂ'omreqlﬂmdimpmmantacﬁomanduuofﬁmds
t‘orschoolsandLEAsnotmeetingAYP;requirememforduteuniningﬁtlelwhoolsbamdsolely
on the percentage of students in poverty; limitations on the use of ESEA funds; and certain
requirements for improvement plans regarding highly qualified teachers. In order to receive a
waiver, MSDE must also provide 14 assurances to USDE.,

The ESEA waiver renewal request is organized into four principles of ESEA flexibility per
USDE. instructions: (1) College- and Career-Ready Expectations for all Students;
(2) State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and Support; (3) Supporting
Effective Instruction and Leadership; and (4) Reducing Duplication and Unnecessary Burden,
MSDE is not proposing any changes to its current waiver under Principle 4, which will be
addressed through plans to reduce LEA efforts on Master Plans, if possible. Changes are proposed
to the other three principles. The major changes are discussed below with some issues of note that
DLS has identified.

New Acconntability System
The waiver renewal proposes a new school accountability system that will be based on

student performance on PARCC. The proposed accountability system is a framework until
additional PARCC data is available for future setting of standards. Because of the State's
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accountability freeze, as approved in the current waiver, and the transition to PARCC assessments,
the State will not have two consecutive years of PARCC data until the 2016-2017 school year. To
incentivize impmvementatalllevelsandrewardconﬁmmusimpmvement,Marylandplansm
assippointsmmhstudentpnrﬁcipaﬁnginasmmmnmtwithpnrﬁal credit available for

and extra points for distinguished performance. Separate group scores will

Schools will be differentiated as follaws: hi schools meet or exceed LEA,
and school tergets; moderate-performing schools do not mest all targets; low-performing schools
mthesmncondsmﬂydemonanatampmmanddonotmeatgap targets; and

haddiﬁonmachiwmnntforausmdm.thewaivuidmﬁﬁeathmenewdemmmwthe
accountability structure; (1) revised identification of priority, focus, and reward schools;
(2) student group performance on Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs); and (3) differentiated
idwﬁﬁcaﬁmofschoohmpmﬁdeumspmoyofmssmdnmdndimmwmmofmhooh
inordnrtoeﬂ’ecﬁvelyprovideasaistancemanmhoolundmdmmups. Bach school and LEA
is waddresathcneedsofanmdmgmups,whhapeuiﬂesmuﬁonmsmdmsmupsmt
improving for multiple years, During the phase-~in of the accountability system, a progress result
wﬂlbecdeuluwdmthat'emhschmldeEAmnybaﬁrmndiﬁumﬁmcdbymmsingw
decreasingperfonnmceresuhsoverﬁmc.

Thammemmvamminsmngodmmdmethcawwemmsapbyhalfwithinsixyem.
Accordingly, by 2021, each individual school is expected to reduce its percentage of nonproficient
smdemforeachofitsstudentgroupsandoverallbyhalﬁ AMOs will not be determined for this
renewal. MSDE plans to establish standards for AMOs in fall 2015 after one year of PARCC
assessment data is available. MSDE will gubmit an amended accountability proposal to USDE in
January 2016. At that time, MSDE will identify AMOs and provide for all core values except for
ugrowth,” which requires two ycars of data.

Group Size on State Assessments and Reporting Groups

lnthecm'rentﬂexibilitywaiver,theminimum gmxpsizeforeachmeasmewasreponed
on all ESEA student groups at n=3. This waiver changes the reparting to r=10. The increase in
population size is in response to stakeholder consultation. MSDE explains that the low n size
created confusing variability over time, privacy concerns, and situations in which a few students
made an unintended large impact.
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‘The waiver renewal proposes the use of a “consolidated student group” in addition to the
increase of the population size from 5 to 10. According to the waiver request, there will be schools
and LEAs that will no longer be held accountable for student groups as a result of increasing the
student group size from 5 to 10. However, MSDE has advised DLS that in response to
comments it received on the draft waiver request, this provision will be removed from the
waiver at this time so that the Impact of incinding consolidated student groups can be studied
further.

Teacher and 1_'rlnclpal Evaluation System (TPE)

Maryland's proposed amendments to its current waiver regarding Principle 3 and TPE were
not approved by USDE last year. Thus, the waiver renewal includes the TPE amendments
proposed in 2014 that were consistent with Chepter 544 of 2014, which prohibited the use of
shﬂeﬁgrow&dmbascdunSWasmmmmbeusadmmldngpmonnddedsiombefnm
the 2016-2017 school year. It further reflects the TPE regulations adopted by the State Board of
Education in September 2014, in accordance with the Education Reform Act of 2010
(Chapter 189). These provisions are discussed in more detail in the enclosure.

The Stats default teacher evaluation model has a framework of a 50% professional practice
component composed of at least four required components: planning and preparation, instruction,
classroom environment, and professional responsibilities; and a 50%8 student growth component
that includes the use of SLOs, student assessment data, and new State accountability measures.
The State default principal evaluation model also has & framework of a 50% professional practice
component composed of the eight Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework Domains and
four Inter-State Leadership Licensure Consortium Domains; and a 50% student growth
component, also including SLOs, student assessment data, and a new state accountability measure,

MSDE continues to work with teachers and principals in the development and construction
of quality SLOs given their effect on both teacher and principal evaluations, In June 2014, MSDE
signed a Memorandum of Understanding between MSDE, teachers unions, principals associations,
and local boards of education “to forward the progress of using Student Leaming Objectives in
evaluation.”

MSDE presents a three academic year timeline from the 2015-2016 through the 2017-2018
school years regarding the continued development, refinement, and implementation of the TPE,
especially the student growth component. The chart below shows the timeline as it applies to
teacher performance evalustions under the State default model. DLS notes that the TPE
descriptions and exhibits in the waiver request are not clearly labeled as the State default

20
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TPE model and could be misinterpreted to reflect the local TPE models that LEAs are
implementing.
State Defanlt Teacher Evaluation Model
Student Growth
Stadent
Profeasional Learning
School Year Practice Obiectives Test Scores
2015-2016 50% of 30% of 20% of Evaluation/Student Growth
Evaluation Eveluation 2015 PARCC informs district or
1 or more SLOs | school level SL.O for application to
Approved local | spring 2016 evaluation
measures (2nd year PARCC administration)
Counts for Counts for Informs personnel decisions
personmel personnel
decisions decisions
2016-2017 50% of 1 or more SLOs | 2015/2016 PARCC translation to a
Evaluation Approved local | growth measure for application in
measure Sept. 2016 as lag measure for
spring 2017 evaluations
Counts for Counts for Counts for personnel decisions
personnel personnel
decisions decisions
2017-2018 50% of 1 or more SLOs | 2016/2017 PARCC translationtoa
Evaluation  Approved local | growth measure for application in
measures Sept. 2017 as lag measure for
spring 2018 evaluations
Counts for Counts for Counts for personnel decisions
personnel persannel
decisions decisions

Souvrce: 2015 Maryland ESEA Flexibllity Request
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Test Score Translation and Impact on Personnel Decisions

The PARCC asgessments are being administered statewide for the first time this school
year (2014-2015). MSDE will obtain baselins data from this administration. Norming of test
measures will ocour over subsequent school year administrations. Under the waiver request,
PARCCmulmwiHbamedaWdemeﬂlmemaﬂmtwiﬂcmforpmomddwisim
beginning in the 2016-2017 schoo! year. This is consistent with Chapter 544 of 2014. However,
the waiver states “Serious concerns remain about the State’s ability to conduct a thorough
investigation of the test score translation methodology and to determine valid adjustments needed
tohnprowthepdmmnncaofevnluaﬁonmodelahyAugustZOlﬁ.” The propartion of the student
growtheomponantthatwdllbebasudonStatemaasmemsaudLEAorschoollevelSLOaisnot
specified for the 2016-2017 or 2017-2018 school years. In the 2014-2015 school year, 20% of a
teacher evaluation will be bused on the use of 2015 PARCC assessments to inform LEA or school
level SLOs for application to spring 2016 evaluations.

School Progress Index

On August 30, 2012, MSDE submitted a lettar of amendment (approved January 9, 2013)
dhﬁngthesmdemyowmmmponemﬁthebachnpuﬁ:mmevﬂmﬁmhdimimtﬂhnm
of the School Progress Index (SPI) and increase the contribution of SLOs. During field tests using
the SPI in tsacher evaluations, simulations were run testing the impact on individual teacher
performance ratings. MSDE found that inclusion of the SPI made a positive contribution to only
3% of teachers. However, MSDE does support the use of a “collective measure of whole-school
performance” in principal evaluations. This issue will be revisited once MSDBE'’s new
accountability measure is determined. DLS notes that the waiver request is inconsistent in its
discussion of SPL, in one place indicating use of SPI will be phased out by the 2015-2016
school year, while in other places indicating the continued use of SPI. MSDE has advised
that the use of SPI will be phased out and the waiver will be revised accordingly.
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Conclusion

analysis, orStaoxGoodmanwLynneBlumnRoscn, who contributed to the enalysis, in the Office

of Policy Analysis.
Sincerely, ‘;
Warren G. Deschenaux /
Director

‘WGD/nos

co! StaMSuperlmnndmmhnnLowm
Mr. Karl 8. Aro
Ms. in Jones
Ms. Victoria Gruber
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Summary of Maryland’s Draft 2015 ESEA Waiver Renewal Request

Principle 1: College- and Career-Ready Expectations for all Students

The waiver describes Maryland’s transition to college- and career-ready standards and
assessments aligned with the standards. Throughout the document, references are added to the
Maryland College- and Career-Ready Standards, which are aligned to the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS). CCSS were created through a state-level initiative coordinated by the National
Governors Association and the Council of Chief State School Officers in collaboration with
education stakeholders from across the country. The initiative currently includes 43 states and the
DhtﬂmOdeumbhthmhaveadopdeCSS,whichmamOfamdamicmm&smWombjm
areas, English language arts and mathematics, that define the knowledge and skills all students
should master by the end of each grade level. The standards require students and teachers to focus
onfewumpicsmdconcepmwhﬂeanphadﬁngdepth,dehiLmdcﬁﬁcddﬂnhngakiﬂm
Mearyland was one of the first states to adopt these standards in June 2010, and has since worked
to design a State curriculum framework (MCCRS). Beginning with the 2013-2014 school year,
MCCRS was fully implemented in Maryland schools.

The waiver reviews the various supports provided to the local education agencies (LEAs)
during the implementation process, including college- and career-readiness conferences, online
professional leaming courses and resources, and the Online Instructional Toolkit. In addition, the
new Maryland Coﬂego-andeer-RaadyStnndardscmﬂmﬂumﬁ‘amewurkemphmimﬂm
incorporation of Universal Design of Learning (UDL) principles to address the needs of students
with disabilities and English Language Leamers. The Maryland Stats Department of Education
(MSDE)hmoﬁdingpmgrammaﬂcmmponmdhchnicﬂusismnwmlocdschodsymmsmd
institutions of higher education to narrow the performance gap and enable students with disabilities
to becoms career and college ready.

Maryland is implementing the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and
Carcers (PARCC) assessmonts that are aligned to the Maryland College- and Career-Ready
Standards. The goal of the assessments is to provide an accurate measure of student achievement
in critical grade level mathematics and English language arts content. During the current school
yeat, all schools will administer the PARCC assessments in English language arts and math in
grades 3 through 8 and in English 10, Algebra I, and Algebra II. The data from the assessments
in 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 will not count towards accountability for students or schools. MSDE
wishes to have time to analyze the data to establish a baseline, There are tentative plans to add
English 11 tests in the 2015-2016 school year. Future testing may include Geometry and English 9.
The science Maryland School Assessment (MSA) will continue to be given in grades 5 and 8 until
the Next Generation Science Assessment is developed, The Government High School Assessment
(HAS) will continue to be required for graduation, and the Biology HSA will be required until it
is replaced with the Next Generation Science Assessment when it is completed. Under the new
framework adopted by the State Board of Education in 2014, passing the PARCC assessments in

1
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English 10 and Algebra I will not become a graduation requirement until the 2016-2017 school
year.

New Accountability System

Thewaivetpropoaeatheﬁ'ameworkforanew school accountsbility system based on
student performance on PARCC and other measures in placs of the School Progress Index (SPI),
which is discussed further below. 'I'heexpectedPARCCPerformameLevels on Assessments

levdsandnwmdconﬂmmimmwomtharyhndphmtoasaignpoimmemhmdm
inaShhmeithparﬁdmdhnvaﬂabhformodamapuformmmdum
points for distingnished performance. Separategroupscoreawillbeavaihblnfnrﬂnglishlmguage
arhandmathmaﬂos,inaddiﬁmmthnsmmA.schooLmdsmMgmuplwels. Points will
beawardedtoeachamdmtbasedonperfonnmlmL For accountability purposes, the points
wiﬂbeaddedmgethermdthendividedbythenumbuofsmdminthemupheing
The maximum points are 100; although, a scare greater than 100 s possible. A score of 100 means
thatsmdemhaveapa:fomannﬂaveloﬂors. Thewaiverpmpoaeamassignpointstounh
student participant (distinguished performance: 125, strong performance: 100, moderate
1S,puﬁalperfonnnnoe:50,andnﬁnimalperfomnne: 0). An average will be
determined for each LEA, school, and student group.

Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and
Support

waiver process, MSDE consulted with its local counterparts. Animportant part of the consultation
was the i cation of the core values of stakeholders regarding their schools. Principle 2
emphasizes differentiation as follows: high-performing schools meet or exceeds statewide, LEA,
and school targets; moderate-performing schools do not meet all targets; low-performing schools
in the State consistently demonstrate no progress and do not meet gap narrowing targets; and
underperforming schools are chronically low-performing schools.

Accountability Core Values

In addition to achievement for all students, the waiver identifies three new clements of the
accountability structure: (1) identification of priority, focus, and reward schools; (2) student group
performance on Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs); and (3) differentiated identification of
schools to provide transparency of success and needed improvement of schools in order to
effectively provide assistance to all schools and student groups. Each school and LEA is required

2
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to address the needs of all student groups, with specific attention to student groups not improving

for multiple years. Each year, schools and LEAs will receive perfarmance results on the core

values. During the phase-in of the accountability system, a progress result will be calculated so

trl;:ﬂeanhwhodmdLEAmybeﬁnthﬁéﬂuthedbymmgordwmhgpe&omw
ts over time,

Reward Schools

Past waivers have identified all Title I schools as reward schools “because of the enormous
challenge that poverty brings for families, students, and schools.” The current waiver explains
that because of the State’s accountability freeze and transition to PARCC assessments, the State
will not have two consecutive year of data until the 2016-2017 school year. Accordingly, to
identify reward schools, the State will alter the method for identifying reward schools until the
2016-2017 school year. For the 2015-2016 school year, a Title I school will be designated a
Highest Performing Reward School if the school ranks 10% or higher in performance of all Title I
schools in the State and has & 10% or less gap between the highest performing subgronp and the
lowest performing subgroup. Beginning with the 2016-2017 school year, a Title I schoot will be
designated a Highest Performing Reward School if the school has met all AMOs in School
Progress for all students and all subgroups for two consecutive years and has a 10% or less gap
between the performance of “all students” and that of any lower performing subgroup.

There will be a second category of Reward schools to be identified as Highest Progress
Rewnrd Schools. A Highest Progress Reward School is a school that has demonstrated significant
improvement in performance but may not have met all its AMOs. These schools are required to
have madse at least & gain of 10 percentage points for *“all students” and have a 10% or less gap
between the performance of “all students™ and that of any lower performing subgroup over a period
of two consecutive years. Maryland will resume the identification of Highest Progress Reward
Schools for the 2016-2017 school year becanse two years of data will not be available for the
2015-2016 school year.

Priority Schools

Past waivers have identified the lowest performing Title I schools in the State as Priority
Schools. These are schools that have the most need for interventions and support and that will
benefit the most from federal, State, and local resources, The waiver reaffirns Maryland’s
commitment to meet the challenges of Priority Schools and to continue to award Section 1003(g)
School Improvement Grants (SIGs) to Priority Schools. Mearyland intends to provide an updated
list of priority schools based on school year 2014-2015 data no later than January 31, 2016, for
implementation beginning in the 2016-2017 school year. Priority Schools that do not receive SIGs
will be able to apply for Title I § 1003(2) fonds for the 2016-2017 school year. The waiver explains
that the State will have § 1003(a) funds available because it will not identify Title I schools that
have not made adequate progress in the 2015-2016 school year because AMO data will not have
been established, If funds are not sufficient, beginning in fiscal 2016-2017, MSDE expects an
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LEA to set aside up to 20% of its Title 1, Part A allocation to provide between $50,000 and
$2 million per school per year for the next three years to implement interventions.

Focus Schools

Under the federal Rlementery and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Flexibility Waiver, a
FocusSchuolisaTitleIschool(l)thathnslugewithin-sohoolgapsbctweenﬁwhighaﬂachieving
subgroupmdlowestachievingmbgroup;@)ﬂ:athumbgmmwithlowmhimem;orﬁ)at
the high school level, that has low graduation rates. MSDE plans to organize Focus Schools into
networks. MSDE is in a planning phase regarding these networks. The first LEA Focus Schools
network meeting ia scheduled for May 2015.

Annual Measurable Objectives —~ Reduction of Gaps

Past waivers have jdentified AMOs in English language arts and math with a goal of
mducinsbyhalfﬂupucenﬁgoofaﬂsmdmmmmdmineanhmbgmupwhommt
proficient within six years. AMOs3 guide improvement and supports for all students. The intent is
that gaps across groups will narrow as targets are met. The current waiver provides that the
whimmﬁgnpvdﬂ,beedw@uthadiﬂumobﬂmamp’smﬂﬁngmhiwwm
scors and 100, For example, if a school has a scare of 75 for all students in math, the gap would
be 25 points (100 minus 75). AMOs will be established for 2il LEAs, schools, and student groups
toclosuchievunemWsinEngﬁahlanguageam,mmhemaﬁ,andscim

AMOs will not be determined for this renewal. The current waiver retains the goal to
reduce the achisvement gap by half within six years. Accordingly, by 2021, each individual school
ism:pwbdwmdumimmﬁmnpmﬁoimmdmmmhoﬁmmdeEd
overall by half. Annualtargatnvdﬂbethaimpemaforschnolimpmvementwotkforaﬂwhnola,
. students, and student groups, AMOs will be differentiated based an a group’s baseline which will
be determined during fall 2015. Each group will start from a different bascline, The groups that
ars the most behind will have the greatest improvement to make. Full credit will be awarded for
moeﬁngaumrgm,puﬂdmdhwinbeawudedforimpmvemm,andminimﬂmdkfmno
change or a decrease.

The ptimary goaloftheAMOsiampmvideu-ansparentreporﬁngofLEAnndschool
improvements towards college and career readiness for all students and to encourage ongoing
improvement. After the PARCC assessments results became available and MSDE has one year
of student data, MSDE intends to establish AMOs, MSDE proposes to continue the annual
publication of the performance status of each school, school system, and the State relative to its
AMOs. MSDE will continue to use the MerylandReportCard.org website, which has been the
primary source of individual school, system, and State accountability data. The waiver discusses
future opportunities to collect more meaningful data and utilize other analytical tools. “College-
and career-readiness measures are changing to include carly college access and industry
certifications.
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Differentiated Identification of Schools

The waiver outlines ths development of systems of differentiated recognition,
accountability, and support. Ths first ESEA Flexibility Waiver introduced the Maryland SPL The
first SPI was implemented in 2011-2012, The current waiver responds to feedback received from
MSDE consultation with stakeholders: (1) minimize year-to-year variebility; (2) improve and
simplify the methodology for identifying gaps in achievement; and (3) provide transparency and
eaaiuoommmicaﬁunofthemulﬂtodeciainnmakmandthcpublic. Past waivers measured

Wmﬁcimcyonmsesmﬁwiththepmmtpmﬁciemmmepmemﬁvmud This

waiver proposes to incentivize improvement at all levels and reward continuons improvement by
allowing points to be earned based on the PARCC proficiency level or scale score. There will be
opporhunity for both extra and partial credit.

The waiver explains that many of the core values and their available measures remain from
prior waivers, MSDEhasidmﬁﬁedsimﬂarcomvaluesdmingeachwaiverappﬁcaﬂonpmcaaa.
Schoohneodwamthat(l)evuysmdentinwaryschoolismhiwing; (2) at the end of the
snhoolyear,cverysmdenthaspromedatleastoneyearinuiﬁcaloontentkmwledgeandakﬂls;
(3) no student group falls behind in achievement or in graduation; (4) all students have the
oppommﬁymdevelopcoﬂegemmerskiﬂsmdbeprepnedemthdrﬁfadmms.
Stakeholders requested the addition of a school culture core value to the cument waiver.
Accordingly, this waiver proposes to provide LEAs with an opportunity to identify school culture
indicators that are measurable, actionable, and relevant to their geographical and demographic
needs within their jurisdiction.

Thewaimproposumnmhoohwithmminmdeﬂmmughabavathefoﬂovdng
core values as part of their petformance determination; (1) achievement and gap namowing;
(2) growthimprovement; and (3) school climate and culture. Schools with students in grades 9
through 12 should have the following core values as part of their performance determinstion:
(1) achievement and gap namrowing; (2) college and career readiness; and (3) school climate and
culture, A performance result will be calculated from these three core values and a performance
resultﬁtrallschoola,whichwﬂlheweighedwarﬁmevﬁththemostmceﬂyearhavingthcm
weight,

Group Size on State Assessments

Inthepﬁorﬂexihilitywaiver,theminimlmgroupsizeforeachmeasmwasrepomdon
all ESEA student groups at =5. This waiver changes the reporting to n=10. The increase in
population size is in response to stakeholder consultation. MSDE explains that the low n size
created confusing variability dver time, privacy concerns, and situations in which a few students
made an unintended large impact,
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Reporting Groups

School anid district accountability reports include student group results for the “all
students” group and for up to 11 subg:oups,imluding(l)menmdalmdethnic groups; (2) low
income (FARME); (3) students with disabilities; (4)c1men1mdformerEnglishlanguagalcm
(BLLs); and (5) consolidated student group (FARMs, SPED, ELL). The waiver proposes the use
ofa“oonsolidatedsmdenlgroup,“inadditiontothcimrmeofthapopulaﬁonsizeﬁ'omsm10.
Accordingmthewaivermquesnmmwﬂlbeschoohmdmmmatwinmlongnhehdd
accomtableforsmdentg'oupsasaresultofincreasingtheshxdentgmupsizefmmﬂo 10, The
waiverexphinathat"rheMdusionofthemmﬁdmdegouphmmmbﬂity
determinations will allow Maryland to continue to hold schools accountable for the performence
ofsmdemegingwmmﬁuﬂydiuMgedmupshwhichﬂmsmdmmupmaym
meet the population size requirement. Theoomhimtionsubgroupisantmduplimdeomtofall
smdantainaaohnolbalnnginstontleastomofthnfollowingsubgmups: students with disabilities,
BLLmdfomuELLstudm&,mdluwhcommdm(oﬁgibleforﬁeohedmedpﬂmmhool
Junch).” Anou&omnwinmtboreportedforasmdcm;'oupthatdoesnotmeetthcminhnum
n size. '

Future Standard Setting and Analysis

MSDBplanstoestnhliahstandardsfnrAMOsinfallZOlS after one year of PARCC
assessment data is available, MSDBwﬂlsubmitanamendedaccommbilityproposalasan

Principle 3. Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership

Maryland requested a Flexibility Waiver, in part, under Principle 3 of the ESEA flexibility
(Supporting Effective Instruction and 1.eadership), by submitting State-developed guidelines for
local teacher and principal and evaluation and support systems. The ESEA waiver amendment
was granted conditioned on the State implementing its teacher and principal evaluation and support
systemsinlimwiththeBSEAFlexibilityreqlﬂmmtthatdamﬁom assessments required undex
Title I of the ESEA of 1965, as amended, be used for determining student growth in teacher and
principal evaluation systems, The January 9, 2013 letter of approval from the U.S. Department of
Education (USDE) required the State’s evaluation systems to (1) require each teacher in a
State-tested content area and school principal to include at least one Student Learning Objective
(SLO) with & data point on student performance on State essessments; and (2) commit to using
student growth, as measured by the common, high-quality assessments in the evaluation of
teachers and principals, when available, including the Partnership for the Assessments of
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC). On March 25, 2014, the State requested a one-year
extension of its Flexibility Waiver to be effective through the end of the 2014-2015 school year.
USDE granted this extension on July 18, 2014, subject to the State’s “commitment to continue

6
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working with [USDE] on Maryland’s requested amendments to its teacher and principal evaluation
and support systems, which may require additional flexibility.”

In this application for a Three-year Renewal of RSEA Flexibility, MSDE seeks to show
how its five years of work regarding the development, field testing, and implementation of
Maryland’s Teacher and Principal Evaluation initiative (TPE) incorporates the various
reqxﬁremeﬂsofthnRacatothaTopmnt,EducaﬁochfonnActonOlO, amendments to the
Bducation Reform Act by Chapter 544 of 2014, and BSEA Flexibility.

State Regulations

In September 2014, MSDE adopted regulations that revised TPE regulations originally
adopﬂdbyMSDEhJﬂyZOlS.lhecmmtmgmaﬂoMmamtainthemumkmhmcomkﬁng
ofadoparhnm-dwdopodperfonnmcawahmﬁnnaymmodelandalocaledmaﬁon
agency-developed performance evaluation system. Chapter 544 of 2014 informed the revised

mgulaﬁomhtwoways(l)theAmdmiﬁedthntthadnpmtneM-anhpedpufomm
evaluation criteria i8 to be the default model if a local school system and exclusive employes

representative do not agree on the performance criteria for that jurisdiction; and (2) prohibits the
use of student growth data based on State assessments for the purpose of making personnel
decisions under the required student growth component of the performance evaluation criteria
before the 2016-2017 school year.

‘Feacher Evaluations

A local education agency-established teacher evaluation in COMAR 13A.07.09.04B is
required to include:

° wﬂuaﬂmoflwwhﬂ’sproﬁssionﬂpmcﬁmandsmchQmwth,imludingspedﬁed
minimum components;

. an overall rating of highly effective, effective, or ineffective;

L classroom observations that meet specified minimum criteria;

] claims and evidence that substantiate the observed behavior or behaviors of the teacher in
classroom observations that may include examples from an illustrative list;

L] demonstration of rigor, as required by the Education Reform Act of 2010, demonstrated
by:

the establishment of student growth as a “significant component” of the evaluation;
for the school years 2014-2015 and 2015-2016, “the use of student learning
objectives (SLOs) informed by data resuiting from the State Assessments, which
shall be represented on a teacher’s evaluation”;

o after the 2015-2016 school year, department approval of agreed-on evaluation
system subject to the department’s analysis of evaluation data obtained in the

7
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2014-2015 and 2015-2016 school years, including an analysis of State assessment
data as a direct measure of student growth; and

* focused professional development, resources, and a mentoring component for
teachers rated ineffective and all nontenured teachers,

The Department-developed default model in COMAR 13A.07.09.05B includes:

a student growth component worth 50% of the teacher’s overall evaluation evaluated in
specified ways, including the use of State Assessment or High School Assessment data and
SLOs for elementary and middle school teachers of State Assessment content arsas and
noncontent areas, and High School Assessments for high school teachers as specified; and
a professional practice component worth 50% of the teacher’s overall evaluation broken
down percentage-wise for the same specified subcomponents.

Principal Evaluations
COMAR. 13A.07.09.04C cstablishes minimum general standards for local education

agency-doveloped performance evaluation criteria for principals. These criteria are required to be
based on the outcomes contained in the Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework,
February 2005 and the Interstate Leadership Licensure Consortium and specific standards set forth

in the teacher evaluation system requirements.

The Defiult Model principal performance  evaluation criteria in

COMAR 13A.07.09.05B(3) include:

a professional practice component worth 50% of the principal’s overall eveluation
including the outcomes in the Meryland Instructional Leadership Framework and other
outcomes based on the Interstate School Leaders and Licensure Consortium (both
incorporated by reference herein); and

a student growth component worth 50% of the evaluation including:

for elementary and middle school principals, SLOs that are, in part, based on and informed
by, State Assessment data, aggregate schoolwide growth scores in State-assessed content
ereas, and the schoolwide index; and

for high school principals, SLOs, High School Assessment data, and the schoolwide index.
2014 TPE Amendments and 2015 Waiver Request

The waiver renewal request incorporates the TPE amendments that were proposed in the

State’s 2014 waiver extension request. As discussed above, USDE did not approve the TPE
amendments. Thus they form the bulk of the changes to Principle 3 in the 2015 waiver request.
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They provide a transition plan for the next three years as Maryland moves from MSAs to PAARCC
assessments within the State’s continned commitment to TPE thet reflects a 50% professional
practice meagure and a 50% student growth measure including an application of student growth
based on State assessments. MSDE acknowledges that there are “unknowns that will continns to
emerge and be resolved over the next three years. .. [relsted to] confidences and proficiencies with
SLOs as student growth measure, the translation and attribution of the PARCC assessments into
student growth measures, and the ability of principals to plen and manage teacher evaluation
processes that result in fhir effectiveness ratings and effective professional development.”
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Appendix 11-C-B

Maryland

Substantive Changes to ESEA Renewal Application based on Public Feedback

Consultation

March 24, 2105

This section was completed based upon the feedback received.

Principle 1

No Substantive changes were made to Principle 1- Overall Feedback was positive.

Principle 2

Section 2.A Develop and Implement a State-based system of Differentiated Recognition,

Accountability, and Support
2.A.I.

Comments Copy

Revision

Pages 65-67
Introduction

Enhance the introduction to further clarify the proposed
accountability framework and to describe the specific changes
from the prior framework. A graphic will be added to organize
and provide a reference for the accountability framework
description. A description of the process for continuous
improvement, which is a new requirement for this application, will
be moved into the introduction from the end of the current draft
and further enhanced. A timeline graphic providing an overview
of the next 3 to 6 years will be added for additional clarity.

Pages 81-86
Identification Category titles

The levels of Performance that was presented as High, Moderate,
Low and Underperforming will be renamed and several options
will be presented at the Board for final consideration in the
application to be submitted March 31, 2015

PARCC assessment performance level awarded
points

Pages 68-69 The consolidated student group will be removed at this time for

Student Groups further study. The consolidated student group was a hew group
consisting of unique students that were identified as FARMs, ELL
or SPED.

Pages 72-73 Points are provided to each student dependent on the performance

level score earned between 1 and 5. A score of 5 = 125 points,
4=100 points, 3=75 points, 2=50 points and 1=0 points. The
application will be changed to further differentiate the
performance level of 1. A student that takes the test and earns a 1
will be awarded 25 points. Those students that are assigned a 1 in
order to meet the accountability participation requirement of 95%
will remain at 0 points.

Pages 68-69
Additional Clarification:

Additional clarification will be added on the following; 1) Adding
language and clarification on the n-size changes in particular for
the cohort grad rate which does not change from the last
application and remains at n=30; and 2) provide explanation of
how Maryland’s current strategy of assigning scores at the lowest
performance level when a school or LEA does not meet the 95%
participation rate requirement will minimize the impact of opting
out of the assessment.

Section 2.D Priority Schools
2.D.i

| Comments Copy

Revision
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Page 139

Maryland’s list will also contain any previously
identified priority and SIG schools that have not
met the state exit criteria.

Maryland’s list will also contain any previously
identified Priority and SIG schools that have not
met the state exit criteria and may contain Title |
high schools with graduation rate less than 60%
over a number of years.

Pages 139-141
Removed the Definition of Persistently Lowest
Performing Schools

Replaced the definition with a definition for
Priority Schools:

Definition of Priority Schools

Maryland will identify its Priority Schools as those
Title I schools previously identified as Priority
Schools that have not yet met exit criteria.
Maryland, in order to reach the requisite number of
Priority Schools, will identify (Title I schools that
are the five percent of the lowest-achieving of all
Title I schools in the State based on both
achievement and lack of progress in the “all
students” group. Should Maryland not identify its
requisite number of priority schools, Maryland
may identify Title I high schools with a graduation
rate of less than 60% over a number of years.

Page 137
Number of schools that are priority and SIG was
confusing.

Revised number of Priority/SiG schools since 2010
from 19 tol6.

Clarified that three of the 19 schools are SIG, non-
priority schools

Since SY 2010-2011 Maryland has dedicated its
Title 1 1003(g) School Improvement Funds (SI1G)
to 16 Cohort | and Cohort Il schools. Each of these
schools implemented one of the four federally
allowable SIG intervention models. In Maryland’s
2012 Flexibility Application, the State added 5
additional schools to the original list of 16 schools
to meet the 5% requirement for Priority Schools.

Page 141
Table describing steps to identify priority schools

During SY 2014-2015 Maryland is serving 420
Title I schools across 24 LEAs. Five percent of
420 is 21. Maryland will identify 21schools on or
before January 31, 2016 to meet the requisite
number of Priority Schools.

2.D.iii

Page 144
Breakthrough Center Description

Maryland will provide a comprehensive system of
support for all of its low-achieving schools across
the state. Sustained support to LEA will be
provided through The Breakthrough Center which
provides resources to low performing schools. The
Breakthrough Center was created within the MSDE
to make it easier for LEAs with struggling schools
to navigate the complexities of the school
improvement process, and to also learn about and
receive support and resources proven to improve
teaching and learning—and sustain it. The
Breakthrough Center aims to create communities of
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practice among various offices at the state level
through its cross-functional team, comprised of
staff from various Divisions to coordinate and
deliver resources and support to improve both
operational and instructional outcomes at the LEA
and school levels.

Because Maryland places strong emphasis on
building capacity at the LEA level, Maryland’s
Breakthrough Center staff will focus on providing
support to any LEA that has schools identified as a
low performing school including LEAs with
Priority, SIG and Focus schools. This work will
complement the work done in the school house so
that turnaround is not just achieved, but sustained.

Page 144
Original did not include a link to the approved SIG
models.

Added language which includes a link to USED
website.

Each LEA with Priority Schools will be required to
submit to MSDE for approval an intervention plan
for each Priority School based on one of the seven
USED approved SIG intervention models.
Elements of each model are described in the
FY2014 SIG Application located on the federal
website at:
http://www?2.edgov/prgrams/sif/index.html.

Page 144

The following intervention and supports will be
provided for all Priority Schools beginning with SY
2016-2017.

Changed language to better align with language
and tables used earlier in the application.

A menu of support options for all Maryland schools
has been provided in Section 2. A. i. It is expected
that LEAs will provide a higher level of technical
assistance and support to Priority Schools using
additional resources provided by several federal
grant programs such as, Title I, 1003(g), Title |
1003(a) and Title I, Part A.

Pages 147-148
The Turnaround Principles

Removed specific criteria for the turnaround
principles because they referenced earlier in section
2.D.iii (Elements of each model are described in
the FY2014 SIG Application located on the federal
website at:
http://wwwz2.edgov/prgrams/sif/index.html

Page 147
Financial Resources

Added a sentence to the first paragraph which
clarifies that USDE is allowing states to not assign
new ratings in 2015-2016.

Maryland will allow Priority schools that do not
receive SIG funds to apply for Title I 1003(a) funds
for SY 2015-2016 only. Because the U.S.
Department of Education (USDE) is allowing states
administering new college and career ready aligned
assessments in the 2014-2015 school year to not
assign schools new ratings based on those
assessments for the SY 2015-2016. Maryland will
have 1003(a) funds available because Maryland
will not identify Title | schools (Approaching
Targets Schools) that have not met their annual
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measurable objectives (AMO) in SY 2014-2015
because AMOs will not be set until January 2016.

page 148

Financial Resources,

Reference to use of 1003(a) funds for priority
schools’ coaches and annual convenings.

Added a “Note” to describe the finances available
to schools that have not exited priority status in 3
years.

Maryland will seek permission from LEAs to hold
back 10% of the Title I 1003(a) funding to provide
direct support to Priority and Focus schools in the
form of annual convenings, meetings, and
contractual turnaround coaches for priority schools
that have not exited after 3 years. Note: Maryland
may only serve schools and LEAs that are
designated Priority, Focus or Approaching Targets
schools with Title I, 1003(a) school improvement
funds.

2.D.iv.

Page 149
Introductory paragraph

Revised the introduction to include USDE policy
letter information.

Maryland is currently serving 3 Cohort 111 SIG
schools. Maryland will submit its 2014 SIG
application in April requesting to carryover 2014
SIG funds to FY 2015 because the State will not
have state assessment data for SY 2014-2015
before January, 2016. The U.S. Department of
Education (USDE) is allowing states administering
new college and career ready aligned assessments
in the 2014-2015 school year to not assign schools
new ratings based on those assessments for the SY
2015-2016. Maryland expects the LEAs with
Priority schools that have not exited priority school
status to review their current plan and focus on
areas where barriers have impeded success.
Schools identified in January 2016 will be expected
to modify or change their intervention for
implementation beginning with SY 2016-2017.

2.D.v.

Page 155-156
Introductory Paragraph

Refined the language based on current levels of
support.

Maryland will continue to implement a process to
provide direct support to LEAs with Priority
schools, SIG Schools, and Focus schools.
Maryland’s position is to work with the LEA on a
regular basis to insure there is improvement in
these lowest performing schools. This process
includes monthly internal MSDE meetings
coordinated by the Breakthrough Center. One key
feature of the Breakthrough Center calls for MSDE
to convene a cross functional team comprised of
experts within the Department from Title | and the
Divisions of Instruction, Student, Family and
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School Support, Career and Technology Education,
and Special Education . The cross functional team
is charged with identifying support for LEAs by
leveraging resources to provide the services in the
areas of academics, scheduling, safe schools,
leadership, data and professional development
among others.

MSDE staff will continue to meet monthly with the
LEA Central Support Team (CST) and LEA
Turnaround Executive Support Team (TEST)
offices to discuss progress, barriers, services and
interventions for each Priority and SIG school.
LEAs will continue to be required to submit
quarterly data to MSDE and will submit monthly
fiscal reports beginning with SY2015-2016.

MSDE will also require the discussion of data on a
quarterly basis with the CST and TEST in each
LEA.

2.E Focus Schools
2.E.i

Pages 157-159
Methodology to determine Focus Schools

Removed previous methodology because the
accountability system is changing.

Replaced with narrative to define Focus Schools.

Focus schools are schools that usually do not
require a school-wide, systemic change but rather
need to focus on the services to only one subgroup
or the lowest performing students in the school.
The U.S. Department of Education (USDE) is
allowing states administering new college and
career ready aligned assessments in the 2014-2015
school year to not assign schools new ratings based
on those assessments for the SY 2015-2016.
Maryland will continue to allow identified Focus
Schools to implement appropriate interventions
based on that continued status. Maryland will
provide an updated list of Focus Schools no later
than January 31, 2016, for implementation
beginning in the 2016-2017.

Definition of Focus Schools
Maryland will identify its Focus Schools as those
Title I schools previously identified as Focus
Schools that have not yet met exit criteria after
three years and, in order to reach the requisite
number of Focus Schools will identify Title |
schools that have the largest within-school gaps
between the highest-achieving subgroup or
subgroups and the lowest achieving subgroup or
subgroups or, at the high school level has the
largest within-school gaps in graduation rates
Or
A Title | high school with a graduation rate less
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than 60% over a number of years that is not
identified as a priority school.

Maryland will provide the methodology with the
January 31, 2016 amendment.

Since SY 2010-2011 Maryland has dedicated its
Title 1 1003(a) School Improvement Funds to 42
Focus Schools. Each of these schools developed
intervention plans to address their gap. During the
2015-2016 school year, Maryland will serve 41
Focus Schools due to the impending closure of one
identified school.

2.E.iv.

Page 170 Revised Exit Criteria Explanation for Title | high
Current language : schools

Maryland is currently not serving any Title I high

schools with a graduation rate of <60%. Should Title I high schools with a graduation rate of

Maryland identify Title I high schools, using 2014- | ~g004 will exit Focus status following the

2015 assessment data, as Focus schools in the forementioned criteria and Id have t
future, an additional exit component would include atorementio e. critéria and would have to
a graduation rate of 70% or above for two (2) or have a graduation rate of 70% or above for two
more consecutive years. If aschool is no longera | (2) or more consecutive years. If a school is no
Title I school they would also be exited from focus longer a Title | school it would also be exited

status.
from Focus School status.

2F. Provide Incentives and Supports for Other Title I Schools

Page 178 Since approval of Maryland’s flexibility plan,
First and second paragraph reorganized into one Maryland has provide Title | 1003(a) funds to
paragraph. LEAs to support Title I schools that have not made

their AMOs in all subgroups (Approaching Targets
schools). Since Maryland will not have set AMOs
until January 2016, MSDE will not be able to
determine if a Title I school has met the AMOs
until data become available after the 2015-2016 test
administration. Consequently, Maryland will not
provide additional funds to those schools for the
2015-2016 school year but will allow LEAS to
extend the use of their current Title | 2003(a) funds
until June 2016. Maryland’s new list of
Approaching Targets schools will be generated by
July 30, 2016 for implementation of interventions
beginning no later than October of the 2016-2017
school year.

Principle 3

Substantive changes to Principle 3 include clarifying comments that are made in the public comment
document (Appendix 111 C-A) to further explain the collaboration between the State and its LEAS, a
change in language that results may inform or count for personnel decisions and all removal of
references to the School Progress Index (SPI1) as Maryland is developing a new accountability model.
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Appendix 11-C-C

b

Mary Gable -MEDE- <mary. gablefimarytand gove

Weekly Transmittal - Friday, February 27, 2015

1 message

Betty Mack -MSDE- <batty mack@imanyland gov> Frl, Fet 27, 2015 al 523 AM
To: Bartara Canavan <Barbara. Canavang@hcps. org=. Carol Willamson <carol willsmsonglgacps. ang=, Clayton
Wilcox <Wilcocla@weps 512 md s>, DElte Devine <ddevine@cops ong», Dallas Dance <sdalas@beps.og>,
“Daniel 0. Cury™ <curydgcalvennel k12 mdus>, Davkl Cox <david.coxgbaces k12.md.us>, George Aratlo
=gerioltoflaacps ong>, Gregary Thormon <gethamionditeps K 12.md.us>, "Henry V. Wagner, Jr.*
<wagneripdepemd. ange . James Scolt Smith <gemiihiiamcps. ange, Janel Wilson <jpwilsoni@ga k12 mdous>, Jamy
Wilson JBWilsonBEmail worcester K12 md.us=>, “John B. Gaddis” <jgaddis@somersel k12 md,us>, Jobn
Fredercksen <fredenfwchos org=, Karen Couch <kcouchiert k12 md us>, Kally Griffilh
<kgnffith@icps. k12 md.us>, Kevin Maxwell <cea@pgcps,org>, Lany Bowers <lamy_bowers@mcpsmd, arg>, Maggie
Hill <khiliiccbos. coms, Milton Magel <miltan_nageli@mail, c1k 12 md.us>, Renee Foose <roose@hcpss.org>,
=taphen Cuahie <shguihngcamolik12 oeg>, Theresa Alban <theresa albangicps.ceg>, Balty Mack -MSDE-

<belty mack@mandand govs

Ce: Alegary County - Dixie Heavener <dixie. haavenenfacpa k12.mdus>, Anne Arundel Co - Cargl C'Maliay
=somalley@aacps. org>, Anne Anundal Co - Joan Conrad <jcaniadi@aacps.og=, Baltimore City - Amanda Eliscn
<selison@lbcps. k12 md.us>, Baltmaore Cily - Joan Hammands. <jhammonds@bops. k 12.md.us>, Ballimors County -
Brenda Stiffler <brenda. stiffler@ocpe.org>, Calver Ca - Darene White swhited@catverinat k12 md.us>, Caroline Co
- Vivan Fisher <vivian_feheripmail.clk12.md.us>, Camoll Co - Andrea Lucido <a_luckificamolliZ ang», Cecil Co -
Margaral Browen <margarelbrowni@ccps ag>, Chares Co - Debibla verson <divers onbccboe.com>, Dorchester Co -
Chrig Daylon <daylanc@depemd org>, Fredarick Co - Julle Roberscn <Julierobersanii@ifcps.org>, Garett Co - Karen
Brewer <karen brewenBgamettcountyschoots orge, Haford Co - Debbie Howell <debbie, howelli@ihops, ong= . Howand
Ca - Kalfy Chiacchio <kchiacchiofihopss. cege, Kenl Co - Paula Pyiarmakis <pyiannakis@ent k12 md.us>_ Mont
Ca - Sandra Napoll <sandra_|_napoligpmepsmd ong, PG Co - Jackie Brown <|acquelyn. browndipgops.orgs, Ouesn
Anne's Co - Jacqueling Vassell <jacqueling. vassell@gacps og>, Scmerset Co - Joy Hall
<fhalliisomersel k12 md.us>, "S5 Mary's Cao - Beverdy Dahlstrom® <badahisiromi@ismeps. oeg=, Talbot Co -
Charene Gould <cgouldi@icps k12md,us>, Washinglan Go - Cheryl Steinsr <slanche@awons k12 md uss,
Wicamica Cao - Andrea Douling <adouling@Bechop.onge-, "Worcester Co - Barb Phillips (Scheduler) - Worcesber
County® <baphillips @mail. worcester K12 mdlus>, MSDE DL Execulive Team

<DLExgcutive Taam_MSDEgmaryland.gov>, MSDE DL Exec Team Secrelanes

=DLEyac TeamSacralaies MSDE@manyland gov=, Bamie Sadusky - MACC <bsadusky @mdace. ag>,

khalekifis esedechocimd ong, monique davis@pgops, ong, dhelfmangiimseanea. org, Balty Weller
“hwellenfmseanea.org>, Renae McGuirk Spanca <renes. meguik. spence@gmail, com>, PSSAM ED
<pssamedi@gmall. com=, Willam Reinhard M30E- <wiliam. reinhard@maryland, gov=, William Cappe MSDE-
<willlam.cappeid@maryland. gove, Chisgly G Meill -MESDE- <chrsty neill@imanyiand. gov>

Par Dr. Lowary's request, | am sending you the weskly transmittal. Thank you. Batty Mack

Weekly Update for Maryland Local School System Superintendents
Friday, February 27, 20156

ACTION ITEMS

Maryland to Apply for Three Year Renewal of ESEA Flexibility Walver

Tha LS. Depariment of Educalion has provided siates wakh the ocpporiunity fo apply Tor 8 Renewal af {her ESEA
Flexibility Plan. The drafl of Maryland's ESEA Flexibiity Renewal is posled for review. Marylands ESEA,
Raneawad Reqiect 1015 The drafl addresses (he three ESEA Principles: Transitioning to College and Career
Feady Standards and Assessments (Principle 1), Developing Systems of Diffeseriiated Racogniflion,
Accountability and Suppod (Principle 2), and Evaluating Teacher and Principal Efectivensss (Principle 3. The
craft will ke posled an MSDE's website (links are provided within this decument) for two weeks, through March
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TS Mondanggoy Wl - Weasaly Tradmibal - Fridey, Febouany 37, M08

10. Fleasa take this opperunity 1o review lhe document and provide feedback using Survey Monkey which is
anvailable hare Your Mpul is very important fo this process. Tha link 1o ihe powerpoird hat was par of the
preseniation 1o the Slate Board on February 24, 20195 is below.

* ESEA Flexibilty Renewal Powernoint (02524/15)

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

Minutes of the January 27, 2015 State Board Meeting
Atlached are the minules of the Jamuary 27, 2015 Stabe Board of Education mesting.

February 24, 2015 State Board Meeting
Altached is an FY| from the Febnesry 24, 2015 Siate Board of Education meating,

#PrepareForPARCC Weekly Rundown for March 2, 2015

PARCC Information Sesslon for Spanish-Speaking Parents

On Monday, March 2, 2015 from 8:30-7-30 p.m., MSCE is holding an Information session for Spanish-spaaking
parenis of Maryland public school sludents fo ghve tham a batler undersianding of 1he Slale's new PARCE
aspesamenis. The evert will be held in Baltimone City at the José Ruiz Comenunily Cenber ot 806 Scuth Ann
Slresl. For more mlormation (in Spanish), please viai; hitp:dfmarylandpublics chools,
ﬂglMSDEfm-qrmfpurmlmaranme-spm:hnmﬂms pf. For mome PARCC resources and up-
to-the-minuie Information:

*  Sign up here 10 receive email updates on the PARCC assessmants and olher lopics of
imerasl

+ Wisil MSDE's Prapare fof PARCE wibpage

+ Follow MdPublicSchools on Facsbook and Twitier

* Join the conversation an social media with the hashiag #repareFaPARGS

Office of Teacher and Principal Evaluation (OTPE)

= The final comeenings of LES TPE Team: wil be held on Tuesday March 3 and
Wednasday March 4 at the Sheraton Hotal; Jerriler Road, Ansapolis. The Siate has made a significan
commitment of time and resourcas and baming exlreme wealher condilions will make avery affort to daliver Lhis
rmportant culminsling Race To The Top even on these dabes, To further accommaodate frael, 1he stad of fhe
program each day will be delayed unkil 500 8.0 and will conclude by 2:45 F.M.  Supssinbendanis have also
been inviled 1o parlicipate on their Team's dale.  Advanca maberials were emailed 1o panlicipanis on February
26. Any wealher refated updates will be communicated directly to paticipants by email.  The agenda can ba
accessed at hiipoimsde. siate.md. us/ipe/LEAConveningAgendal3030did, pdl, Findings from the convenings wil
be Included In Communication Bulslin #31.

SLO Progress Survey = The SLO Progress Suvey powerponl  preseniation from the Febraany 24 MSBE
meeting can be accessed al Mip:imarylanopublicscnocls oryMSLEprograms/tpaidocs/MSBE-SLO-Survey-
Presentalion-2. 24 15.pdf. A full review will be provided in Communication Sulletin #30.

Evaluation Componenl Measures Repor - WestEd's Analysis of Manytand School Disircts” Teacher Ratings
porwerpoint presentation from the February 24 MSBE meeting can be sccessed af hitp:imarylandpublicschoots.
erg/MSOE/ programsfpeddocs/Analysis MOLEA-TeacherRatings-MSBEE-Presentation_Z 24 15.pdl. A Tull seview
will ba providad in Commaunication Bulletin #£31,

Take Our Daughters And Sons To Work Day
The Tae Our Daughters And Sona (o Week Foundation is delighted 1o bring ancther opporunity (o creale an
annching aoucational exparence lor our $ludents, To paricipate on April 23, 2015, please call BOO-B876-778- or

g Vel ol COMATUSINGTITU = 2 b CEGHTHOBER wiwe: AL el Pt ol W70 ey L A% 0500 0V D OUYANES o e il i Tl 3
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- o - Mary Gable 413 0€- <mary.gabil land. gove
MARYLAND st
Weekly Transmittal - Friday, April 3, 2015
1 message
Batty Mack -MSDE- <betly_rack@manyland gow= Thu, Apr 2, 2015 &l 1:48 FM

To: Barbara Canavan <Barbara, CanavandBhcps, orge. Canol Williamson =gargl, willamsongqacps ong», Claylon
Wilcax <Wilcocla@iweps k12md us>, DElte Davine <ddevine@ocps org>, Dallas Dance <l e e ps org,
“Danigl D. Curry”™ <cumydi@calvertnat. k12 mt.us>, David Cox <dawid.cox@acps k12.md s>, Geonge Arotio
“garollogliaacps org>, Geegary Thombon <geihombon@beps k12 md.us=, "Henry V. Wagnes, Ji."
“wagnem@dcpsmd,ang>, James Scoll Smith <jssmithi@smcps.og=. Janet Wilson <jwilson@ga k12 md,us>, Jamy
Wilson <JBWison@mail worcaster k12 md.us>, “Jobn B, Gadds™ <jgaddis aomersel k12 md us>, John
Fredericksen <fraden@@webos. ong», Karen Couch <kcouch@kent. K12 md.us>, Kelly Griffith
<kgnffiih@dcps k12 md.La>, Kevin Maxwel! <cong@pgcps.omge, Lamy Bowers <lamy_bowersi@mepsmd onge, Maggie
Hill =khill@ccboe.com>, Millan Mage! <miltan_nageli@mail.clk12.md.us>, Renee Foose <fooseghcpes. o,
Stephen Guihrie <shguthn@camollicl2.crg>, Tharesa Alban <IMeresa alban@icps org>, Betly Mack -MSDE-

sty mack @imantand gow=

O Allagany County - Divie Haswenes «dixia. FasvecmnBacpes k13, md.us=, Arne Anndel Os - Carcl Crbdpiiary
<comaley @aacps org=, Anne Anndel Co - Joan Conrad <|conradglascps.ong>_ Ballimane City - Amanda Eflson
<aelison@ibcps. k12 md.us>, Baltimere City - Joan Hammands <jhammandsSbcps k12 md.us>, Ballimone Coninty -
Brenda Stifler <trenda.stiflen@ibeps org>, Calvert Co - Darere White whited@cabearingt, k12, ma. 8>, Carcline Ca
- Viven Fisher <vivian_fishen@mail.cl.k12.md.us>, Camoll Co - Andrea Lucido <a_luckd@bcamollk 12 ange, Cascil Co -
Margare! Brown <marganeibrowni@iccps. arge, Charles Co - Debbie Ivarson <diversonecbos. cams, Darchester Co -
Chris Deylon <daytonciBocpsmalong>, Fraderick Co - Julie Robarson <Jukia robemoni@icps, org=. Gamett Co - Karen
Beewer <karen. brewerigamellcountys checls. org>, Harford Co - Detbible Howell <debbie howelkEhcps. orge, Howard
Ca - Kathy Chiacchio <kchiscchio@hopss.orge, Kenl Co - Paula Fyiannakis <pyiannakis@kent k12 md.us>, Manl
Co - Gandra Napoli <sandra_I_napoli@mcpsmd.oge, PG Co - Jackie Brown <jacauetyn. browngipgops. ofgs, Ousen
Anne's Co - Jecoueline Vassell <jacqueline vesseliqacps g, Somerset Co - Joy Hall

<pali@somenset.k 12, md us>, "SI Mary's Co - Bevery Dahilsirom™ <badahistrom@smeps.ony>, Talbol Co -
Charens Gould <cgould@tcps.k12.md.us>, Washingion Ca - Cheryl Sleiner <sisinche@weps k12 mduss,
Wicomico Co - Andrea Douling <adoulingBwoboe.org>, “Worcester Co - Barb Phillips (Schedulen) - Worcesler
County” <baphillipsgDmall worcester k12.md,us>, MSDE DL Execulive Team
<DLExeculiveTeam_MSDE@Emarylard, gov=, MSOE DL Exec Team Secrelanes
=DLExecTeamSesetanes_MS0ESmany land.gove, Sarah Speoss SSDE- <sarah sprossifmangland gove, Bemie
Sadusky - MACC <bsadusky@mdacc.org>, khalek@seedschoolmd, org, monigua.davisfipgsps. oeg,
dhelfman@msaanea.org, Balty Weller <bweller@mscanea.org>, PSSAM ED <pasamed@gmail. com>, Viliam
Reinhard -MSOE- <wiliam. reinhard@rmanyland, gov=, Wilkam Cappe -M3DE- <william cappe@manyiand.govs,
Chrsty G Nalll M=EDE- <christy neili@manyiand, gov>

Por Dr. Loweny's request, | am sending you the weekly transmittal ja day early). Thank you, Betty

Weekly Update for Maryland Local School System Superintendents
Friday, April 3, 20158

ACTION ITEMS

Maryland's ESEA Flexibility Renewal Request

Marylands ESEA Flexibiity Reneaad Request was subimitled to the U, 5. Depatment of Education on March 34
2015 for thesr review and approval. A copy of the submitied document can be found al: ESEA Frsbily Resawl
Requesi (03/31/15). Thank you Tof your inpul inlo this Ranswsl Request. Flease shane with your siafl, as
apprapniale. Shoul you have guestions. please contact Mary Gable al mary gable@manand. gov.

hipamies Qoo SOl it Tl S =TI e S P B O 0 i 5 % 5 By M e e el e | e Tl SR e i 1T T
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Office of Teacher and Principal Evaluation (OTPE)

TPE Sustainabily Grants- RTTT LEAS are working with Ben Feldman to complele the docurmendation
for closing these grants. Charges made to the grant afler April 15 will be returned to the LEA for
payment with local funds. There ts ne plan al this fme for distribuling remaining RTTT funds through
the TPE Sustainability Grant line.

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

Office of Teacher and Principal Evaluation (OTPE)

Annual Progress Reporing - Details and directions for WastEA/CTAC ‘s data gathering for their
annual report of Maryland's progress with TPE were senl to Superintendents and copied to TPE
Faintz of Contact (he week of March 23, Representsiives from WeslEd CTAC will conlactk LE&s
and participanis directly. The Electronic Survay will be forwarded to Superinlendents and TPE Paints
of Contact the week of April 13 for disiribufion to feachers and administrators on April 20,
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Maryland ESEA Public Posting
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Appendix 11-C-D

ESEA Fleind Ty

About HEDE |Dividlons | State Board | Mews Aoom | Scheol Systams | Testing | Prograss

H5DE Homa Margland = Anguas Mo
....... ESTA Flaxibil
> Pragams Programs ESEA Flaitibty
o BEraEw Exssrang > LS04 Pesipdine wPMarvind's Request fa
LSCs Flawitdliee Enigagion
i ESEA Flexibility
5 Awards and Recognition ESEA, Flexibility
, Bridge ta Excellence :-IrTII:rrd to Apply for Thres Year Renewal of BESEA  spplicstion
mxlbility Waive
5 Charter Schacts e " Fiaciin; Sogtcases,
5 Comimon Core State The U.5. Departmient of Educabion has provided states wikh  Bedisd Peb. 28, 2073
Standards the oppartunity te apply for @ Aenewal of their ESEA * faeroal Lpiber o
. Harglangd's Giidadiray T
y, Envirormental Frograms  Flexibility Plan, The draft of Maryland's ESEA Flaxibility Tascher & Prncing
[ | O TA—— Renewsl i posted for review, (Maryland's ESFA Renswal Explugiion B Suppaoe
* - The dradt addresses the thres ESEA Sxmberes (Princigiy 34,
o EEA Flexibslity Principles: Transitieréng bo College and Career Ready dan. 9, g013
o ESEA Flexibality Standards and Assessments (Priegigle 1), Davelaping R
e Bgxipbiy Sogiibion,
» ESCL Tifla 171 Syrbems af Differentabted Recognition, Accauntakility and Bastped Wevs, 2. 4017
Farily Lit Support (Frinciple 2], and Evaluating Teacher and Principal  «Mareland Amesdment i
e o | ki Effectivensss (Principle 3). The draft will be posted for pwp  SSB& Flaaitug Request
3 mancial Litaracy weeks, through March 11 (Please note: We have addad an  jaccosbeRe i 3,
GED additienal day dug to the impact of the indement weather Hprityni
}..;,ft,,,d and Talantad lask week). Flaase take this eppartunity to review the *%L_EM
> Hoemealees. Eucation dacurment and provide fesdback using Survey Monkey shild Ledt Rehiing
which is availabie here. Your input is very important to this | Smulemen
5 Meryland Skills2Compete FrEeEss R
5 Military Famiies * EhEA Mestiny Benewal Fowarpaint (02/24/15) + Masvigndy ESEA
Fla ity Appiiceton
5 Mulicultural Education AlEChmenty
y Mo CHIK Laft Behind ESEA Flexibility Extension Approval g -
5 PARCIC i e
: Farerit Tmvalverment On July 18, E'I_:I.I-I- Farylard receiwed approval from USDE « Harplaed'y ESES
Matters Award far cur Flexibility Extension Request that is described P
, Fibce to the Tap bebow.
ESES Flesinl]
5 Residential Education » Approwal Latter muﬂ:"
Frogram Mararish
3 Fesponse to [nterventan . Mas E& Flexibili =Py Elerenbary
, Schacl / Community el S bt
Mutrition ESEA Flexibility Extension Reguest JALIESES: Oeskiity Pan
Mardend C558 Fiegbinly
Sehool Wellness Palicy ? g
5 SBrvice-Learning On May 23, 2012, the U5, Department of Bducaticn * [l Pl Child Ly
STEM Education {USED) approved Maryland's reguest for ESEM Plexibility ]
- for the 2012-2013 and the 20132014 school years. USED ool Bin e e
5 Teachar and Principal pravided 3ll ESEA Flexibility States with the opportunity o Secondary Educaion act
Evaluaticn apply for an Extension o this ESEA Flexibility for tha 2014-  ESEA} ang Whae It
5 Technology/Library Media 2015 school year. Maryland sought to extend PSEA Hgang For Sobad|
, e | Mexibility through the end of the 2014-2015 school year Sanmnip iy
T begause the implementation of the flexibility has anhanced B . Pocugs, Reward
b ot l ton ) tihe ability of M3DE and the local school systams o anad A.:;-qﬂl:’ Target
,E:ﬂ Lentury Learning increase the quality of instruction for all students as wedl  S<heols
nRrs a5 imprave their achieverment lewels, The waiver has »Prois gdeia: Marglard
alleed Maryland to target resowrces and implem ent sctuets Bawarged Fre
FigOrous interventions in our low parformang schoals. m
Maryland balieves that the fexibility of the waives has sHardmgs E5Ea
Pipifm vyl areipubl irchocie. o SO ogranasies e _NG015 Hml w3
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EEEL Fumniiy

Bllowed the State and its LEAS to focus an implemsanting Elanbrity Amserd School
it Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards, = Micslasd . ESES Pewprd,
transition (o the College ard Caresr-Resdy PARCT mw
fssessments, provide support, recognition, amnd « Marpland's 2013-2013

intervention b all Maryland public schocds, amnd devalop & Aggroaching Targe
fe@cher and principal evalueton system that incorporatas Echacdr
student growth a5 3 major component. « [ije | SUperbypg Aoz

A5 part of the axtension process, Maryland proposed Schoal Progress Trdss
changes to Its currently aporoved ESEA flexibility request.  w oo srogress jages
Bedaw please find the following decuments which were

subsmitted ta the U5, Department of Education on Harch ESEA Fiewibilty

25, 2014 with our Flexibility Extersion Request: Brochare and Fact
Sheatm
Marvland's ESEA Extension Request Leier # [5LA Flewibibcy Brochirg
(3
(2} Campleted Amendment Template far Teschgr Principal
Evalustion

(3) Ieachar Princips] Evaluation (TPE} Amendmznt
(4) Bedline gf Maryand's ESES Raguest

(5} hetier Beguesting an additional waiver

EEEA Fl-ﬂq“l-lll

Ag allawed by the U.5. Departmant of Bducaticn (USDE),
it Marylard State Dapartment of Education received
approval far Mexilility from adbering to certain federal
requirements for our publec education systam. The
Elemantary and Secondary Act (ESEA), commonly referred
to as "Mo Child Left Bahind,.® was created a decade ago to
establish an accountability system that focused an
accountability, impraving standarcs, and liminating
achigwement gaps. Mowever, the consaguences of NCLB
prohibited some siales [rom developing new and Innovaiwe
reforms. As a result, USDE offared states Mexibility around
twelve of the provisions of NOE. Marylamnd submitbad its
plan in February 2017 and was approved an May 29, 2012,
Hill'p'h"-d Is o of 348 sipled and the District of Columiba to
receive approval am its Faxibility Redquest,

Maryland's ESEA Fiexibility Accountability Addendum
iApproved by the U. 5. Dapartmant of Educatian,
Wevember 13, 2013):

Thie ESEA Flexibility Aocoumahbility Sddendum which is
ircluded below replaces Maryland's existing sccounkab|lity
warkboak undar the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, &z amended (ESEA). [n conjunction with
Maryland's approved ESEA flexibility request which |5 alse
included below, the Aocaurtability Addendumn provides
comiprehensive infarmation regarding the elements of the
HMaryland’ system of differsntiated recogratan,
aocountability and support.
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THaZdid

ESEA Flmmitiy
I8 prariative ot
Perferming Reward Schaols

Wﬂﬂﬂ&&ﬂ:ﬂmﬁ
Favive 0, 3

Approyal Letter of Maryland's Guidelines for Teacher
T Ty (Princant

21
.05 X3
Marvland's ESEa Fiexibility Application - IR,
Mallad- 11 1Y, Appreasdt 11,06 3303

Maryviand Amendmant to ESEA Flexibility Regiisst
fopoat attpe P

1 wrizer J, Hial
Maryland's Elementary and Secondary Education Act

EI.I'l'I-l'l'llr'pl ﬂ I-lar:.-lan-dls Flgxiblliny Flam {brgebire)

Ceabin 2012

For &dditsanail |n|‘-urrna1:h:m_, plaass visit

Contact Infermation

Mary L Gabie, assstant State Superantendert

Division af Academic Policy B Innovation
Maryland State Department of Educaticn

00 Wast Baltimare Streat
Baltimaore, MDD 212010

Phare: 410-T67-0473

Fas: A10-335-3278

Email: marg.oable@imaryland oo

HSOE Privacy STatemment Lisclaamar | Copyright £ 2003 MSDE
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Appendix 111-2-A:

Maryland’s Support for Schools for Framework
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Appendix 111-2-A

Performance Level

A

Yellow

Support Level
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Appendix 111-2-B:

Early Learning Model
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Appendix I111-2-B

School Name and Number:
Intervention Model: EARLY LEARNING MODEL (Elementary Schools Only)

Annual Goals for Reading/Language Arts on State assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup.

SY 2016:

SY 2017:

SY 2018:

SY 2019:

SY 2020:

Quarterly Milestone Goals for Reading/Language Arts on interim assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup for SY 2016/17 only ( to be
updated annually upon renewal of the grant)

Annual Goals for Mathematics on State assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup.

SY 2016:

SY 2017:

SY 2018:

SY 2019:

SY 2020:

Quarterly Milestone Goals for Mathematics on interim assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup for SY 2016/17 only ( to be updated annually
upon renewal of the grant)
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School Name and Number:

Intervention Model: EARLY LEARNING MODEL (Elementary Schools Onl

Stakeholder Involvement:

Describe how relevant stakeholders, including administrators, teachers, and their respective unions (as appropriate), parents, students, and/or members of the
community were consulted during the needs assessment and intervention selection and design process. Plans for meetings with relevant stakeholders should be
included in pre-implementation activities for each school. Attach documentation of meetings or (planned meetings) and correspondence to the final submission
of the application.

Model Selection:
Describe in detail how the LEA used the analysis of the needs of this school in the selection of this model. Include in your description how the requirements of
this model align to the prioritized needs of the school.

Modification of Practices or Policies to enable the school to implement this model fully:

Describe, in detail, how the LEA has modified practices and policies to enable the school to implement this model fully. For example, the Early Learning Model
requires a full-day kindergarten and a high-quality preschool program. The LEA must describe practices and policies, that will impact the entire school, that are
necessary to meet this model’s requirements in the first full year of implementation.

Alignment of Universal Design for Learning:

Universal Design for Learning (COMAR 13A.03.06): The LEA must use UDL guidelines and principles, consistent with Regulation .03 of this chapter, in the
development and provision of: (1) Curriculum; (2) Instructional materials; (3) Instruction; (4) Professional development; and (5) Student assessments. Describe
the LEA’s use of UDL in alignment with this intervention model.

Alignment of Resources:

Describe, in detail, how the LEA will align other resources in each school in order to maximize available resources for full implementation of the model, (e.g.
Title I, Part A, Title 1 1003(a), Title 11, Title 1 1003(g) SIG, and other funding sources, etc. The LEA must ensure that the school receives all of the State and
local funds it would receive in the absence of the school improvement funds and that those resources are aligned with the interventions.

School Name:
Early Learning Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Timeline for Name and
Intervention Model Implementation | Position of
(include alignment of additional resources) Responsible
Person(s)

Requirements for the Early Learning Model (LEA must implement requirements 1-11)
(Federal Register /\Vol. 80, No. 26)

1. Establish or expand a high-quality
preschool program as defined as:
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School Name:

Early Learning Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Timeline for Name and
Intervention Model Implementation | Position of
(include alignment of additional resources) Responsible
Person(s)

e High Staff Qualifications

e A child-to-instructional staff ratio
of no more than 10 to 1

e A class size of no more than 20
with, at a minimum, one teacher
with high staff qualifications

e A full-day program

e Inclusion of children with
disabilities to ensure access to full
participation in all opportunities

e Developmentally appropriate,
culturally and linguistically
responsive instruction and
evidence-based curricula, and
learning environments that are
aligned with the State early learning
and developmental standards, for at
least the year prior to kindergarten
entry

e Individualized accommodations and
supports so that all children can
access and participate fully in
learning activities
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School Name:

Early Learning Model

LEA Design and Implementation of the
Intervention Model
(include alignment of additional resources)

Timeline for
Implementation

Name and
Position of
Responsible
Person(s)

Instructional staff salaries that are
comparable to the salaries of local
K-12 instructional staff

Program evaluation to ensure
continuous improvement

On-site or accessible
comprehensive services for children
and community partnerships that
promote families’ access to services

that support their children’s
learning and development

e Evidence-based health and safety

standards

(Full-day kindergarten is required by
Maryland State law)

2. Replace the principal who led the school
the school prior to commencement of the
early learning model and grant the principal
sufficient operational flexibility (including
in staffing, calendars/time, and budgeting)

to implement fully a comprehensive

approach in order to substantially improve

student achievement outcomes

3. Implement rigorous, transparent, and
equitable evaluation and support systems
for teachers and principals, designed and
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School Name:

Early Learning Model

LEA Design and Implementation of the
Intervention Model
(include alignment of additional resources)

Timeline for
Implementation

Name and
Position of
Responsible
Person(s)

developed with teacher and principal
involvement

4. Use the teacher and principal evaluation
and support system to identify and reward
school leaders, teachers, and other staff
who, in implementing this model, have
increased student achievement and identify
and remove those who, after ample
opportunities have been provided for them
to improve their professional practice, have
not done so

5. Implement such strategies as financial
incentives, increased opportunities for
promotion and career growth, and more
flexible work conditions that are designed
to recruit, place, and retain staff with the
skills necessary to meet the needs of the
students in the school, taking into
consideration the results from the teacher
and principal evaluation and support
system

6. Use data to identify and implement an
instructional program that is research-
based, developmentally appropriate, and
vertically aligned from one grade to the
next as well as aligned with State early
learning and development standards and
State academic standards

7. In the early grades, promote the full
range of academic content across domains
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School Name:

Early Learning Model

LEA Design and Implementation of the
Intervention Model
(include alignment of additional resources)

Timeline for
Implementation

Name and
Position of
Responsible
Person(s)

of development, including math and
science, language and literacy, socio-
emotional skills, self-regulation and
executive functions

8. Promote the continuous use of student
data (such as from formative, interim, and
summative assessments) to inform and
differentiate instruction in order to meet the
educational and developmental needs of
individual students

9. Provide staff with ongoing, high-quality,
job-embedded professional development
such as coaching and mentoring (e.g.,
regarding subject-specific pedagogy,
instruction that reflects a deeper
understanding of the community served by
the school, or differentiated instruction)
that is aligned with the school’s
comprehensive instructional program and
designed with school staff to ensure that
they are equipped to facilitate effective
teaching and learning and have the capacity
to successfully implement school reform
strategies

10. Provide educators, including preschool
teachers, with time for joint planning
across grades to facilitate effective teaching
and learning and positive teacher-student
interactions

11. Partnering with parents and parent
organizations, faith- and community- based
organizations, health clinics, other State or
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School Name:

Early Learning Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Timeline for Name and
Intervention Model Implementation | Position of
(include alignment of additional resources) Responsible
Person(s)

local agencies, and others to create safe
school environments that meet students’
social, emotional, and health needs

Other strategies that LEA will take to implement the Early Learning Model
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Appendix 111-2-C:

Maryland Turnaround Principles Model
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Appendix I11-2-C

School Name and Number:

Intervention Model: MARYLAND TURNAROUND PRINCIPLES MODEL

Annual Goals for Reading/Language arts on State assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup.
SY 2016:
SY 2017:
SY 2018:
SY 2019:
SY 2020:

Quarterly Milestone Goals for Reading/Language arts on interim assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup for SY 2016/17 only _ (to be
updated annually upon renewal of the grant)

Annual Goals for Mathematics on State assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup.

SY 2016:

SY 2017:

SY 2018:

SY 2019:

SY 2020:

Quarterly Milestone Goals for Mathematics on interim assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup for SY 2016/17 only ( to be updated annually
upon renewal of the grant)
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School Name and Number:

Intervention Model: MARYLAND TURNAROUND PRINCIPLES MODEL

Stakeholder Involvement:

Describe how relevant stakeholders, including administrators, teachers, and their respective unions (as appropriate), parents, students, and/or members of the
community were consulted during the needs assessment and intervention selection and design process. Plans for meetings with relevant stakeholders should be
included in pre-implementation activities for each school. Attach documentation of meetings or (planned meetings) and correspondence to the final submission
of the application.

Model Selection:

Describe in detail how the LEA used the analysis of the needs of this school in the selection of this model. Include in your description how the requirements of
this model align to the prioritized needs of the school.

Modification of Practices or Policies to enable the school to implement this model fully:

Describe, in detail, how the LEA has modified practices and policies to enable the school to implement this model fully. The LEA must describe practices and
policies that are necessary to meet this model’s requirements in the first full year of implementation.

Alignment of Universal Design for Learning:

Universal Design for Learning (COMAR 13A.03.06): The LEA must use UDL guidelines and principles, consistent with Regulation .03 of this chapter, in the
development and provision of: (1) Curriculum; (2) Instructional materials; (3) Instruction; (4) Professional development; and (5) Student assessments. Describe
the LEA’s use of UDL in alignment with this intervention model.

Alignment of Resources:

Describe, in detail, how the LEA will align other resources in each school in order to maximize available resources for full implementation of the model, (e.g.
Title I, Part A, Title 1 1003(a), Title 11, Title 1 1003(g) SIG, and other funding sources, etc. The LEA must ensure that the school receives all of the State and
local funds it would receive in the absence of the school improvement funds and that those resources are aligned with the interventions.

Name of School:

Maryland Turnaround Principles Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Timeline for Name and Position of
Intervention Model Implementation Responsible Person(s)
(include alignment of additional resources)

Maryland’s Required Components of Maryland’s Turnaround Principles Model

REQUIRED COMPONENT 1: STRONG LEADERSHIP
The LEA must:

U 1a. Review the performance of the current
principal and track record and replace
principal if such a change is necessary to
ensure strong and effective leadership or




Name of School:

Maryland Turnaround Principles Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Timeline for Name and Position of
Intervention Model Implementation Responsible Person(s)
(include alignment of additional resources)

Maryland’s Required Components of Maryland’s Turnaround Principles Model

O 1b. Provide the principal with operational
flexibility in the areas of scheduling, staff,
curriculum, and budget.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 2: ENSURING TEACHERS ARE EFFECTIVE AND ABLE TO IMPROVE INSTRUCTION
The LEA must:

0 2a Review the quality of all staff and
retaining only those who are determined to be
effective and have the ability to be successful
in the turnaround effort.

L 2b Prevent ineffective teachers from
transferring to priority and focused schools.

Q 2c Provide job-embedded, ongoing
professional development informed by the
teacher evaluation and support systems and
tied to teacher and student needs.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 3: PROVIDING ADDITONAL TIME FOR INSTRUCTION
The LEA must:

Q 3a Redesign the school day, week, or year to
include additional time for student learning
and collaboration.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 4: STRENGTHENING THE SCHOOL’S INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM
The LEA must:

Q 4a Strengthen the school’s instructional
program based on student needs and ensuring
that the instructional program is research-
based, rigorous, and aligned with State
academic content standards.




Name of School:

Maryland Turnaround Principles Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Timeline for Name and Position of
Intervention Model Implementation Responsible Person(s)
(include alignment of additional resources)

Maryland’s Required Components of Maryland’s Turnaround Principles Model

REQUIRED COMPONENT 5: ENSURING DATA IS USED FOR CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT AND TO INFORM
INSTRUCTION
The LEA must:

L sa. Ensure the use of student data (such as
from formative, interim, and summative
assessments) to inform and differentiate
instruction in order to meet the academic
needs of individual students

L) 5b. Ensure teachers and school-based leaders
are provided time for collaboration on the use
of data.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 6: ENSURING SAFE AND SUPPORTIVE SCHOOLS
The LEA must:

Q] 6a. Establish a school environment that
improves school safety and discipline and
addressing other non-academic factors that
impact student achievement such as:
students’ social and emotional, and health
needs.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 7: ENSURING SCHOOL HAS ONGOING MECHANISMS TO SUPPORT FAMILY AND
COMMUNTIY ENGAGEMENT
The LEA must:

0 7a. Evidence of the strongest commitment
which demonstrates how families and
communities are meaningfully engaged in the
implementation of the intervention to support
student learning




Name of School:

Maryland Turnaround Principles Model

LEA Design and Implementation of the
Intervention Model
(include alignment of additional resources)

Timeline for
Implementation

Name and Position of
Responsible Person(s)

Maryland’s Required Components of Maryland’s Turnaround Principles Model

are key partners in creating a culture of

parents and parent organizations, faith-

needs)

L 7b. Families and community organizations

achievement and addressing students’ social,
emotional, and health needs (Partnering with

community- based organizations, health
clinics, other State or local agencies, and
others to create safe school environments that
meet students’ social, emotional, and health

and

Other Actions the LEA will take in addition to the above Required Turnaround Principles

Maryland Turnaround Principles

LEA Design and Implementation of the
Intervention Model
(include alignment of additional resources)

Timeline for
Implementation

Name and Position of
Responsible Person(s)
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Appendix 111-2-D:

Restart Model
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Appendix 111-2-D

School Name and Number:

Intervention Model : RESTART MODEL

Annual Goals for Reading/Language arts on State assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup.

SY 2016:

SY 2017:

SY 2018:

SY 2019:

SY 2020:

Quarterly Milestone Goals for Reading/Language arts on interim assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup for SY 2016/17 only _ ( to be updated
annually upon renewal of the grant)

Annual Goals for Mathematics on State assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup.

SY 2016:

SY 2017:

SY 2018:

SY 2019:

SY 2020:

Quarterly Milestone Goals for Mathematics on interim assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup for SY 2016/17 only ( to be updated annually upon
renewal of the grant)

School Name and Number:
Intervention Model : RESTART MODEL

Stakeholder Involvement:

Describe how relevant stakeholders, including administrators, teachers, and their respective unions (as appropriate), parents, students, and/or members of the
community were consulted during the needs assessment and intervention selection and design process. Plans for meetings with relevant stakeholders should be
included in pre-implementation activities for each school. Attach documentation of meetings or (planned meetings) and correspondence to the final submission of the
application.

Model Selection:

Describe in detail how the LEA used the analysis of the needs of this school in the selection of this model. A restart model is one in which an LEA converts a school
or closes and reopens a school under a charter school operator, a charter management organization (CMO), or an education management organization (EMO) that has
been selected through a rigorous review process. The LEA must determine that the selected charter school operator, CMO, or EMO is likely to produce strong results
for the school. (A CMO is a non-profit organization that operates or manages charter schools by centralizing or sharing certain functions and resources among
schools. An EMO is a for-profit or non-profit organization that provides “whole-school operation” services to an LEA.) A restart model must enroll, within the
grades it serves, any former student who wishes to attend the school. Include in your description how the requirements of this model align to the prioritized needs of
the school.

Modification of Practices or Policies to enable the school to implement this model fully:
Describe, in detail, how the LEA has modified practices and policies to enable the school to implement this model fully. The LEA must describe practices and
policies that are necessary to meet this model’s requirements in the first full year of implementation.
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Alignment of Universal Design for Learning:

Universal Design for Learning (COMAR 13A.03.06): The LEA must use UDL guidelines and principles, consistent with Regulation .03 of this chapter, in the
development and provision of: (1) Curriculum; (2) Instructional materials; (3) Instruction; (4) Professional development; and (5) Student assessments. Describe the
LEA’s use of UDL in alignment with this intervention model.

Alignment of Resources:

Describe, in detail, how the LEA will align other resources in each school in order to maximize available resources for full implementation of the model, (e.g. Title I,
Part A, Title 1 1003(a), Title 11, Title 1 1003(g) SIG, and other funding sources, etc. The LEA must ensure that the school receives all of the State and local funds it
would receive in the absence of the school improvement funds and that those resources are aligned with the interventions.

Sustainability of the Reforms:
Describe actions the LEA will take to sustain the reforms in this school after the funding period ends.

Name of School:

Restart Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Timeline for Name and Position of
Intervention Model Implementation Responsible Person(s)
(include alignment of additional resources)

Requirements for Restart Model

REQUIRED COMPONENT 1: STRONG LEADERSHIP
The LEA must:

U 1a. Review the performance of the current
principal and his track record; replace
principal if such a change is necessary to
ensure strong and effective leadership or

O 1b. Provide the principal with operational
flexibility in the areas of scheduling, staff,
curriculum, and budget.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 2: ENSURING TEACHERS ARE EFFECTIVE AND ABLE TO IMPROVE INSTRUCTION
The LEA must:

U 2a Review the quality of all staff and
retaining only those who are determined to be
effective and have the ability to be successful
in the restart effort.

Q on. Provide job-embedded, ongoing
professional development informed by the
teacher evaluation and support systems and

68



Name of School:

Restart Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Timeline for Name and Position of
Intervention Model Implementation Responsible Person(s)
(include alignment of additional resources)

Requirements for Restart Model

tied to teacher and student needs.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 3: STRENGTHENING THE SCHOOL’S INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM
The LEA must:

Q za Strengthen the school’s instructional
program based on student needs and ensuring
that the instructional program is research-
based, rigorous, and aligned with State
academic content standards.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 4: ENSURING DATA IS USED FOR CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT AND TO INFORM
INSTRUCTION
The LEA must:

L 4a. Ensure the use of student data (such as
from formative, interim, and summative
assessments) to inform and differentiate
instruction in order to meet the academic
needs of individual students

U 4b. Ensure teachers and school-based leaders
are provided time for collaboration on the use
of data.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 5: ENSURING SAFE AND SUPPORTIVE SCHOOLS
The LEA must:

L s5a. Establish a school environment that
improves school safety and discipline and
addressing other non-academic factors that
impact student achievement such as:




Name of School:

Restart Model

LEA Design and Implementation of the
Intervention Model
(include alignment of additional resources)

Timeline for
Implementation

Name and Position of
Responsible Person(s)

Requirements for Restart Model

needs.

students’ social and emotional, and health

The LEA must:

REQUIRED COMPONENT 6: ENSURING SCHOOL HAS ONGOING MECHANISMS TO SUPPORT FAMILY AND
COMMUNTIY ENGAGEMENT

 6a. Evidence of the strongest commitment

which demonstrates how families and
communities are meaningfully engaged in the
implementation of the intervention to support
student learning

6b. Families and community organizations
are key partners in creating a culture of
achievement and addressing students’ social,
emotional, and health needs (Partnering with
parents and parent organizations, faith- and
community- based organizations, health
clinics, other State or local agencies, and
others to create safe school environments that
meet students’ social, emotional, and health
needs)

Other Actions the LEA will take in addition to the above Restart Required Components

Restart Model Additional Components

LEA Design and Implementation of
the Intervention Model

(include alignment of additional
resources)

Timeline for
Implementation

Name and Position of
Responsible Person(s)
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School Closure Model
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Appendix 111-2-E

School Name and Number:

Intervention Model : SCHOOL CLOSURE

Describe an overview of LEA’s School Closure Process:

School closure occurs when an LEA closes a school and enrolls the students who attended that school in other schools in the LEA that are higher achieving. These
other schools should be within reasonable proximity to the closed school and may include, but are not limited to, charter schools or new schools for which
achievement data are not yet available. Note: Maryland LEAs will make closure decisions prior to June 30, 2016. Schools will be closed beginning July 1, 2017.

Provide state assessment data for the schools for which the LEA has chosen the School Closure model.

Provide state assessment data for the closing schools and the receiving school. Receiving school must have higher achieving data than the school to be closed.
Provide these data for each school that will receive students from the school that will be closed. If the receiving schools have not yet been determined, note that the
list of receiving schools and their state assessment data must be submitted to MSDE before school closure moves forward. Describe the proximity (distance) of the
receiving schools to the closed school.

Stakeholder Involvement:

Describe how relevant stakeholders, including administrators, teachers, and their respective unions (as appropriate), parents, students, and/or members of the
community were consulted during the intervention selection process. Partnering with parents and parent organizations, faith- and community- based organizations,
health clinics, other State or local agencies, and others to create safe school environments that meet students’ social, emotional, and health needs. Attach
documentation of meetings or (planned meetings) and correspondence to the overall application.

Model Selection:
Describe in detail how the LEA used the analysis of the needs of this school in the selection of this model. Include in your description how the requirements of this
model align to the prioritized needs of the school.

Alignment of Universal Design for Learning:

Universal Design for Learning (COMAR 13A.03.06): The LEA must use UDL guidelines and principles, consistent with Regulation .03 of this chapter, in the
development and provision of: (1) Curriculum; (2) Instructional materials; (3) Instruction; (4) Professional development; and (5) Student assessments. Describe the
LEA’s use of UDL in alignment with this intervention model.

School Closure Costs:

Describe, in detail, with a timeline how the LEA will use SIG funds in the closure process of the school. The LEA must ensure that the school receives all of the
State and local funds if would receive in the absence of the school improvement funds and that those resources are aligned with the model requirements.

The maximum school improvement funds that can be used for the school closure model is $50,000.

Name of School:
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School Closure Model

LEA Design and Implementation of the
Intervention Model

Timeline for
Implementation

Name and
Position of
Responsible
Person(s)

1 Identify the school for closure

Describe specific action steps that the LEA will take
to identify the school for closure, close the school,
transfer students to their receiving schools, and
inform and engage all relevant stakeholders in the
implementation of the closure model.

2 ldentify receiving schools for students

from the closed school

Describe specific action steps that the LEA will take
to identify the receiving schools, transfer students
into their receiving schools, and inform and engage
all relevant stakeholders in the implementation of
the closure model.
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Transformation Model
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Appendix I111-2-F

School Name and Number:

Intervention Model: TRANSFORMATION MODEL

Annual Goals for Reading/Language Arts on State assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup.

SY 2016:

SY 2017:

SY 2018:

SY 2019:

SY 2020:

Quarterly Milestone Goals for Reading/Language arts on interim assessments for “all students™ group and for each subgroup for SY 2016/17 only ( to be
updated annually upon renewal of the grant)

Annual Goals for Mathematics on State assessments (MSA/HSA) for “all students” group and for each subgroup.

SY 2016:

SY 2017:

SY 2018:

SY 2019:

SY 2020:

Quarterly Milestone Goals for Mathematics on interim assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup for SY 2016/17 only ( to be updated annually
upon renewal of the grant

Stakeholder Involvement:

Describe how relevant stakeholders, including administrators, teachers, and their respective unions (as appropriate), parents, students, and/or members of the
community were consulted during the needs assessment and intervention selection and design process. Plans for meetings with relevant stakeholders should be
included in pre-implementation activities for each school. Attach documentation of meetings or (planned meetings) and correspondence to the final submission
of the application.

Model Selection:
Describe in detail how the LEA used the analysis of the needs of this school in the selection of this model. Include in your description how the requirements of
this model align to the prioritized needs of the school.

Modification of Practices or Policies to enable the school to implement this model fully:
Describe, in detail, how the LEA has modified practices and policies to enable the school to implement this model fully. For example, describe how the LEA
will identify and reward school leaders and teachers who have increased student achievement.

Alignment of Universal Design for Learning:

Universal Design for Learning (COMAR 13A.03.06): The LEA must use UDL guidelines and principles, consistent with Regulation .03 of this chapter, in the
development and provision of; (1) Curriculum; (2) Instructional materials; (3) Instruction; (4) Professional development; and (5) Student assessments. Describe
the LEA’s use of UDL in alignment with this intervention model.

Alignment of Resources:

Describe, in detail, how the LEA will align other resources in each school in order to maximize available resources for full implementation of the model, (e.g.
Title I, Part A, Title 1 1003(a), Title 11, Title I 1003(g) SIG, and other funding sources, etc. The LEA must ensure that the school receives all of the State and
local funds it would receive in the absence of the school improvement funds and that those resources are aligned with the interventions.
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School Name and Number:

Intervention Model: TRANSFORMATION MODEL

Sustainability of the Reforms:

Describe actions the LEA will take to sustain the reforms in this school after the funding period ends.

Name of School:

Transformation Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Intervention Timeline for Name and
Model Implementation | Position of
(include alignment of additional resources) Responsible
Person(s)

Requirements for the Transformation Model (LEA must implement actions 1-11)

A transformation model is one which the LEA must implement each of the following strategies to develop and increase teacher and

school leader effectiveness:

1. Replace the principal who led the
school prior to commencement of the
transformation model

2. Use rigorous, transparent, and
equitable evaluation systems for teachers
and principals that-

a. Take into account data on student
growth (as defined in this notice) as a
significant factor as well as other
factors such as multiple observation-
based assessments of performance
and ongoing collections of
professional practice reflective of
student achievement and increased
high-school graduations rates

b. Are designed and developed with
teacher and principal involvement

3. Identify and reward school leaders,
teachers, and other staff who, in
implementing this model, have increased
student achievement and high-school
graduation rates and identify and remove
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Name of School:

Transformation Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Intervention Timeline for Name and
Model Implementation | Position of
(include alignment of additional resources) Responsible
Person(s)

those who, after ample opportunities have
been provided for them to improve their
professional practice, have not done so

4. Provide staff with ongoing, high-
quality, job-embedded professional
development (e.g., regarding subject-
specific pedagogy, instruction that
reflects a deeper understanding of the
community served by the school, or
differentiated instruction) that is aligned
with the school’s comprehensive
instructional program and designed with
school staff to ensure they are equipped to
facilitate effective teaching and learning
and have the capacity to successfully
implement school reform strategies

5. Implement such strategies such as
financial incentives, increased
opportunities for promotion and career
growth, and more flexible work
conditions that are designed to recruit,
place, and retain staff with the skills
necessary to meet the needs of the student
in a transformation school.

A transformation model is one which the LEA must implement each of the following
comprehensive instructional reform strategies

6. Use data to identify and implement an
instructional program that is research-
based and “vertically aligned” from one
grade to the next as well as aligned with
State academic standards

7 Promote the continuous use of student
data (such as from formative, interim, and
summative assessments) to inform and
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Name of School:

Transformation Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Intervention Timeline for Name and
Model Implementation | Position of
(include alignment of additional resources) Responsible
Person(s)

differentiate instruction in order to meet
the academic needs of individual students

A transformation model is one which the LEA must implement each of the following strategies to
increase learning time and create community oriented schools

8. Establish schedules and implement
strategies that provide increased learning
time (as defined in this notice)

9. Provide ongoing mechanisms for
family and community engagement

A transformation model is one which the LEA must implement each of the following strategies to
provide operational flexibility and sustained support

10. Give the school sufficient operational
flexibility (such as staffing,
calendars/time, and budgeting) to
implement fully a comprehensive
approach to substantially improve student
achievement outcomes and increase high
school graduation rates

11. Ensure that the school receives
ongoing, intensive technical assistance
and related support from the LEA, the
SEA, or a designated external lead partner
organization (such as a school turnaround
organization or an EMO)

Permissible Strategies for the Implementation of the Transformation Model
A transformation model is one which the LEA may implement any of the following strategies ( 12-26) to:

e Develop and increase teacher and school leader effectiveness
e Provide Comprehensive instructional reform strategies
e Increase learning time and create community oriented schools
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Name of School:

Transformation Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Intervention Timeline for Name and
Model Implementation | Position of
(include alignment of additional resources) Responsible
Person(s)

Provide operational flexibility and sustained support

12. Providing additional compensation to
attract and retain staff with the skills
necessary to meet the needs of the
students in a transformation school

13. Instituting a system for measuring
changes in instructional practices
resulting from professional development

14. Ensuring that the school is not
required to accept a teacher without the
mutual consent of the teacher and
principal, regardless of the teacher’s
seniority

15. Conducting periodic reviews to
ensure that the curriculum is being
implemented with fidelity, is having the
intended impact on student achievement,
and is modified if ineffective

16. Implementing a schoolwide
“response-to-intervention” model

17. Providing additional supports and
professional development to teachers and
principals in order to implement effective
strategies to support students with
disabilities in the least restrictive
environment and to ensure that limited
English proficient students acquire
language skills to master academic
content

18. Using and integrating technology-
based supports and interventions as part
of the instructional program

19. In secondary schools--
(a) Increasing rigor by offering
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Name of School:

Transformation Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Intervention Timeline for Name and
Model Implementation | Position of
(include alignment of additional resources) Responsible
Person(s)

opportunities for students to enroll
in advanced coursework (such as
Advanced Placement or
International Baccalaureate; or
science, technology, engineering,

and mathematics courses, especially

those that incorporate rigorous and
relevant project-, inquiry-, or
design-based contextual learning
opportunities), early-college high
schools, dual enrollment programs,

or thematic learning academies that

prepare students for college and
careers, including by providing
appropriate supports designed to
ensure that low-achieving students
can take advantage of these
programs and coursework

(b) Improving student transition
from middle to high school through
summer transition programs or
freshman academies
(c) Increasing graduation rates
through, for example, credit-
recovery programs, re-engagement
strategies, smaller learning
communities, competency-based
instruction and performance-based
assessments, and acceleration of
basic reading and mathematics
skills; or
(d) Establishing early-warning
systems to identify students who
may be at risk of failing to achieve
to high standards or graduate

20. Partnering with parents and parent
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Name of School:

Transformation Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Intervention Timeline for Name and
Model Implementation | Position of
(include alignment of additional resources) Responsible
Person(s)

organizations, faith- and community-
based organizations, health clinics, other
State or local agencies, and others to
create safe school environments that meet
students’ social, emotional, and health
needs

21. Extending or restructuring the school
day so as to add time for such strategies
as advisory periods that build
relationships between students, faculty,
and other school staff

22. Implementing approaches to improve
school climate and discipline, such as
implementing a system of positive
behavioral supports or taking steps to
eliminate bullying and student harassment

23. Expanding the school program to
offer full-day kindergarten or pre-
kindergarten

24. Allowing the school to be run under a
new governance arrangement, such as a
turnaround division within the LEA or
SEA

25. Implementing a per-pupil school-
based budget formula that is weighted
based on student needs

26. Recruit, screen, and select external
providers to ensure quality
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Appendix 111-2-G:

Turnaround Model
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Appendix 111-2-G

School Name and Number:
Intervention Model: TURNAROUND MODEL

Annual Goals for Reading/Language Arts on State assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup.

SY 2016:

SY 2017:

SY 2018:

SY 2019:

SY 2020:

Quarterly Milestone Goals for Reading/Language Arts on interim assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup for SY 2016/17 only ( to be
updated annually upon renewal of the grant)

Annual Goals for Mathematics on State assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup.

SY 2016:

SY 2017:

SY 2018:

SY 2019:

SY 2020

Quarterly Milestone Goals for Mathematics on interim assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup for SY 2016/17 only ( to be updated
annually upon renewal of the grant)

Stakeholder Involvement:

Describe how relevant stakeholders, including administrators, teachers, and their respective unions (as appropriate), parents, students, and/or members of the
community were consulted during the needs assessment and intervention selection and design process. Plans for meetings with relevant stakeholders should be
included in pre-implementation activities for each school. Attach documentation of meetings or (planned meetings) and correspondence to the final submission
of the application.

Model Selection:
Describe in detail how the LEA used the analysis of the needs of this school in the selection of this model. Include in your description how the requirements of
this model align to the prioritized needs of the school.

Modification of Practices or Policies to enable the school to implement this model fully:

Describe, in detail, how the LEA has modified practices and policies to enable the school to implement this model fully. For example, the Turnaround Model
requires increased learning time for all students. The LEA must describe practices and policies that are necessary to meet this model’s requirements in the first
full year of implementation.

Alignment of Universal Design for Learning:
Universal Design for Learning (COMAR 13A.03.06): The LEA must use UDL guidelines and principles, consistent with Regulation .03 of this chapter, in the
development and provision of: (1) Curriculum; (2) Instructional materials; (3) Instruction; (4) Professional development; and (5) Student assessments. Describe
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School Name and Number:
Intervention Model: TURNAROUND MODEL

the LEA’s use of UDL in alignment with this intervention model.

Alignment of Resources:

Describe, in detail, how the LEA will align other resources in each school in order to maximize available resources for full implementation of the model, (e.g.
Title I, Part A, Title 1 1003(a), Title 11, Title 1 1003(g) SIG, and other funding sources, etc. The LEA must ensure that the school receives all of the State and
local funds it would receive in the absence of the school improvement funds and that those resources are aligned with the interventions.

Sustainability of the Reforms:
Describe actions the LEA will take to sustain the reforms in this school after the funding period ends.
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Name of School:

Turnaround Model

LEA Design and Implementation of the Intervention
Model (include alignment of additional resources)

Timeline for
Implementation

Name and Position
of Responsible
Person(s)

Requirements for the Turnaround Model (LEA must implement actions 1-9)

1 Replace the principal and grant the principal
sufficient operational flexibility (including in staffing,
calendars/time, and budgeting) to implement fully a
comprehensive approach in order to substantially
improve student achievement outcomes and increase
high school graduation rates

2 Use locally adopted competencies to measure the
effectiveness of staff who can work within the
turnaround environment to meet the needs of students
(A) Screen all existing staff and rehire no more than
50 percent; and

(B) Select new staff

3 Implement such strategies as financial incentives,
increased opportunities for promotion and career
growth, and more flexible work conditions that are
designed to recruit, place, and retain staff with the
skills necessary to meet the needs of the students in
the turnaround school

4 Provide staff with ongoing, high-quality, job-
embedded professional development that is aligned
with the school’s comprehensive instructional
program and designed with school staff to ensure that
they are equipped to facilitate effective teaching and
learning and have the capacity to successfully
implement school reform strategies

5 Adopt a new governance structure, which may
include, but is not limited to, requiring the school to
report to a new “turnaround office” in the LEA or
SEA, hire a “turnaround leader” who reports directly
to the Superintendent or Chief Academic Officer, or
enter into a multi-year contract with the LEA or SEA
to obtain added flexibility in exchange for greater
accountability

6 Use data to identify and implement an instructional
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Name of School:

Turnaround Model

LEA Design and Implementation of the Intervention
Model (include alignment of additional resources)

Timeline for
Implementation

Name and Position
of Responsible
Person(s)

Requirements for the Turnaround Model (LEA must implement actions 1-9)

program that is research-based and “vertically
aligned” from one grade to the next as well as aligned
with State academic standards

7 Promote the continuous use of student data (such as
from formative, interim, and summative assessments)
to inform and differentiate instruction in order to meet
the academic needs of individual students

8 Establish schedules and implement strategies that
provide increased learning time

9 Provide appropriate social-emotional and
community-oriented services and supports for students
(Partnering with parents and parent organizations,
faith- and community- based organizations, health
clinics, other State or local agencies, and others to
create safe school environments that meet students’
social, emotional, and health needs)

Permissible Strategies for the Implementation of the Turnaround Model
LEA may implement additional LEA requirements or implement a themed school model.

86



Appendix I11-2-H:

Whole School Reform Model
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Appendix I111-2-H

School Name and Number:

Intervention Model: WHOLE SCHOOL REFORM MODEL

Annual Goals for Reading/Language arts on State assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup.
SY 2016:
SY 2017:
SY 2018:
SY 2019:
SY 2020:

Quarterly Milestone Goals for Reading/Language arts on interim assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup for SY 2016/17 only ( to be updated
annually upon renewal of the grant)

Annual Goals for Mathematics on State assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup.

SY 2016:

SY 2017:

SY 2018:

SY 2019:

SY 2020:

Quarterly Milestone Goals for Mathematics on interim assessments for “all students” group and for each subgroup for SY 2016/17 only ( to be updated annually
upon renewal of the grant)

School Name and Number:

Intervention Model: WHOLE SCHOOL REFORM MODEL

Stakeholder Involvement:

Describe how relevant stakeholders, including administrators, teachers, and their respective unions (as appropriate), parents, students, and/or members of the
community were consulted during the needs assessment and intervention selection and design process. Plans for meetings with relevant stakeholders should be
included in pre-implementation activities for each school. Attach documentation of meetings or (planned meetings) and correspondence to the final submission
of the application.

Model Selection:
Describe in detail how the LEA used the analysis of the needs of this school in the selection of this model. A whole-school model is a model in which there is a
partnership with a whole-school reform model developer to improve student academic achievement or attainment for all students. A developer is an entity or
individual that:

e Maintains proprietary rights for the model; or

e Has a demonstrated record of success in implementing a whole-school reform model and is selected through a rigorous review process that determines
that the developer is likely to produce strong results for the school.




Evidence of Effectiveness:

Describe, in detail, the Whole School Model Developer chosen. Explain how the model is evidence-based:
e At least one study meeting What Work’s Clearinghouse evidence standards; and
e Has a statistically favorable impact on academic achievement and attainment.

Modification of Practices or Policies to enable the school to implement this model fully:
Describe, in detail, how the LEA has modified practices and policies to enable the school to implement this model fully. The LEA must describe practices and
policies that are necessary to meet this model’s requirements in the first full year of implementation.

Alignment of Universal Design for Learning:

Universal Design for Learning (COMAR 13A.03.06): The LEA must use UDL guidelines and principles, consistent with Regulation .03 of this chapter, in the
development and provision of: (1) Curriculum; (2) Instructional materials; (3) Instruction; (4) Professional development; and (5) Student assessments. Describe
the LEA’s use of UDL in alignment with this intervention model.

Alignment of Resources:

Describe, in detail, how the LEA will align other resources in each school in order to maximize available resources for full implementation of the model, (e.g.
Title I, Part A, Title 1 1003(a), Title Il, Title 1 1003(g) SIG, and other funding sources, etc. The LEA must ensure that the school receives all of the State and
local funds it would receive in the absence of the school improvement funds and that those resources are aligned with the interventions.

| Name of School:

Whole School Reform Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Timeline for Name and Position of
Intervention Model Implementation Responsible Person(s)
(include alignment of additional
resources)

Maryland’s Required Components of Whole School Reform Model
LEA must implement all required components but one or more of the required components must be implemented
with a Whole School Reform Developer

REQUIRED COMPONENT 1: STRONG LEADERSHIP
The LEA must:

O 1a. Review the performance of the current
principal and track record and replace
principal if such a change is necessary to
ensure strong and effective leadership or

Q) 1b. Provide the principal with operational
flexibility in the areas of scheduling, staff,
curriculum, and budget.

The LEA must:

REQUIRED COMPONENT 2: ENSURING TEACHERS ARE EFFECTIVE AND ABLE TO IMPROVE INSTRUCTION

L 2a Review the quality of all staff and
retaining only those who are determined to
be effective and have the ability to be
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| Name of School:

Whole School Reform Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Timeline for Name and Position of
Intervention Model Implementation Responsible Person(s)
(include alignment of additional
resources)

Maryland’s Required Components of Whole School Reform Model
LEA must implement all required components but one or more of the required components must be implemented
with a Whole School Reform Developer

successful in the turnaround effort.

Q 2. Provide job-embedded, ongoing
professional development informed by the
teacher evaluation and support systems and
tied to teacher and student needs.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 3: PROVIDING ADDITONAL TIME FOR INSTRUCTION
The LEA must:

Q 3a Redesign the school day, week, or year
to include additional time for student
learning and collaboration.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 4: STRENGTHENING THE SCHOOL’S INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM
The LEA must:

Q 4a Strengthen the school’s instructional
program based on student needs and
ensuring that the instructional program is
research-based, rigorous, and aligned with
State academic content standards.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 5: ENSURING DATA IS USED FOR CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT AND TO INFORM
INSTRUCTION
The LEA must:

L sa. Ensure the use of student data (such as
from formative, interim, and summative
assessments) to inform and differentiate
instruction in order to meet the academic
needs of individual students
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| Name of School:

Whole School Reform Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Timeline for Name and Position of
Intervention Model Implementation Responsible Person(s)
(include alignment of additional
resources)

Maryland’s Required Components of Whole School Reform Model
LEA must implement all required components but one or more of the required components must be implemented
with a Whole School Reform Developer

L sb. Ensure teachers and school-based
leaders are provided time for collaboration
on the use of data.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 6: ENSURING SAFE AND SUPPORTIVE SCHOOLS
The LEA must:

(] 6a. Establish a school environment that
improves school safety and discipline and
addressing other non-academic factors that
impact student achievement such as:
students’ social and emotional, and health
needs.

REQUIRED COMPONENT 7: ENSURING SCHOOL HAS ONGOING MECHANISMS TO SUPPORT FAMILY AND
COMMUNTIY ENGAGEMENT
The LEA must:

L 7a. Evidence of the strongest commitment
which demonstrates how families and
communities are meaningfully engaged in
the implementation of the intervention to
support student learning

Q) 7b. Families and community organizations
are key partners in creating a culture of
achievement and addressing students’
social, emotional, and health needs
(Partnering with parents and parent
organizations, faith- and community- based
organizations, health clinics, other State or




| Name of School:

Whole School Reform Model LEA Design and Implementation of the Timeline for Name and Position of
Intervention Model Implementation Responsible Person(s)
(include alignment of additional
resources)

Maryland’s Required Components of Whole School Reform Model
LEA must implement all required components but one or more of the required components must be implemented
with a Whole School Reform Developer

local agencies, and others to create safe
school environments that meet students’
social, emotional, and health needs)

Other Evidence-based Actions the LEA may take to implement the Whole School Reform Model
These components may or may not have a Whole School Reform Developer.

Whole School Reform Model LEA Design and Implementation of Timeline for Name and Position of
the Intervention Model Implementation | Responsible Person(s)
(include alignment of additional
resources)




Appendix 111-2-1:

Maryland’s Turnaround Plan for

Underperforming Schools
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Appendix 111-2-1

MSDE/Breakthrough Center Plan for Turnaround of Underperforming Schools
Theory of Action and Goals for Underperforming Schools

Drivers for Turnaround Plan

e Focus on seven principles for turnaround schools

Shared SEA-LEA accountability for outcomes and progress

Coordinate, cross-divisional support from the SEA (TBC)

Targeted SEA supports aligned to seven principles (TBD)

Implementation of strong performance management practices

Performance Goals for Turnaround Schools:
o Annual and multi-year goals that define success in lowest performing schools

. 4 $

SEA Breakthrough Center LEA Turnaround Office

e Core roles and responsibilities e Core roles and responsibilities
e Organizational structure (resources) e Organizational structure (resources)
o SEA-LEA partnership agreement e SEA-LEA partnership agreement

SEA Delivered Supports and Interventions

Specific, targeted supports SEA will provide;

LEA Required Supports and Interventions
o Expectations/requirements for LEA

aligned to seven principles (TBD — but given support
diminished resources, will need to prioritize) e Strong needs assessment process for
Strong needs assessment process for schools schools

Expectations across MSDE divisions

SEA/LEA Funding for Turnaround schools (SIG, other?)

e Summary of grant funding priorities and parameters

e Focus on sustainability and strategic use of resources

SEA/LEA Progress Monitoring Activities

e Implementation indicators to measure impact of interventions (SEA-, LEA-, and school-level)

e Leading outcome indicators to measure school turnaround progress

e Lagging outcome measures (goals)

o Description of SEA/LEA routines for collecting data, assessing progress, and adjusting strategies

Accountability
e System of rewards and consequences for LEAs and schools that is clearly tied to performance data
e Plans for publicly communicating progress against performance goals
o Established process for annual review of progress, impact of SEA interventions, and adjustments
to SEA strategies




APPENDIX
111-3-A:

Maryland Framework for Evaluation
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Appendix 111-3-A

Maryland Framework for Evaluation

| SY 2014-2015

SY 2015-2016

SY 2016-2017

SY 2017-2018

QOct.-June

1. Conduct year
one Component
performance and
contribution
analysis

2 .Identify

correlations of

interest for year
two

QOct.-June

1. Conduct year
one SLO
performance and
contribution
analysis

2. Identify

correlations of

interest for year
two

Mar.-June

1. Administer
year one
PARCC
Assessments
2. Report
results
3. Set baseline
Student
Growth
Points
4, Determine
how to use
PARCC data
to inform year
two SLOs

50% Professional Practice

Four Component measures

1. Planning & Preparation

2. Instruction

3. Classroom Environment

4. Professional Responsibilities

(Counts for personnel decisions)

Qct.-June

1. Conduct year two
Component
performance and
contribution
analysis

2. Make
adjustments to
Professional
Practice
Components

50% Student Growth

30%

e  One or more SLO
e  Approved Local measures

(Counts for personnel decisions)

20%

e  Use of 2015 PARCC
assessments to inform district
or school level SLO for
application to Spring 2016
evaluations

(Informs personnel decisions)

Qct.-June

1. Conduct year two
SLO
performance and
contribution
analysis

2. Make
adjustments to
SLO
Components

Mar.-Aug.

1. Administer
year two
PARCC
Assessments

2. Report
Results

3. Reconstruct
MTAI
Translation of
Growth Measure

4, Calculate Growth
Measures

5 Determine
application of
Growth Measure
in Evaluation

6. Make informed
adjustments to
State and local
Models

50% Professional Practice

Four Component measures

1. Planning & Preparation

2. Instruction

3. Classroom Environment

4. Professional Responsibilities

(Counts for personnel decisions)

Annual

Study and Refine
Component
measures

50% Student Growth

e  One or more SLO
e  Approved Local measures

(Counts for personnel decisions)

Assessment Decision Required

e  Translation of 2015 & 2016
PARCC assessments to a
growth measure for application
in Sept. 2016 as lag measure in
Spring 2017 evaluations

(Will inform or count for personnel
decisions)

[Serious concerns remain about the
State’s ability to conduct a thorough
investigation of the test score translation
methodology and to determine valid

Annual

50% Professional Practice

Four Component measures

1. Planning & Preparation

2. Instruction

3. Classroom Environment

4. Professional Responsibilities

(Counts for personnel decisions)

Study and Refine
SLOs

Annual

Apply and refine
Assessment
Translation
Decision to
Evaluation

50% Student Growth

e  One or more SLO
Approved Local measures

(Counts for personnel decisions)

e  Translation of 2016 & 2017
PARCC assessments to a growth
measure for application in Sept.
2017 as lag measure to Spring
2018 evaluations

(Will inform or count for personnel
decisions)
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Nov.-June

1. Develop new
State
Accountability
measure

2. Set baseline
Accountability

measures

Use of State Accountability
Measures

July -June

1. Conduct research and
trial applications to
validate use in
Principal evaluation

2. Conduct research to
determine potential
use in teacher
evaluation

July -June

adjustments needed to improve the
performance of evaluation models by
August, 2016.]

Accountability Decision Required

1. Collect year
two accountability
measure

2. Calculate progress
measures

3. Determine
evaluation
values and
parameters

4. Apply to principal
and teacher
evaluations

5. Make informed
decision about use
in evaluation

e  Translation or of new
accountability measure into
Evaluations

[Serious concerns remain about the
State’s ability to conduct a thorough
investigation of the Accountability
measure translation methodology and to
determine valid adjustments needed to
improve the performance of evaluation
models by August, 2016.]

Annual

Apply and refine
Accountability
Measure translation
decision to
Evaluation

To be determined
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