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TO:  Members of the State Board of Education 

FROM: Lillian M. Lowery, Ed.D.  
 
DATE: March 24, 2015 
 
SUBJECT: ESEA Flexibility Renewal Request  
 
 
PURPOSE: 
 
The purpose of this agenda item is to seek approval to apply for a renewal to the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA) Flexibility Waiver from the United States Department of Education (USED). 
 
PROCESS: 
 
In November 2014, USED released guidance for States to apply for a three or four year renewal of their ESEA 
Flexibility plan (Maryland qualified to request a three year renewal). This application must be submitted to 
USED by March 31, 2015.  The renewal would last through the 2017-18 school year unless Congress 
reauthorizes ESEA/NCLB. Maryland believes that at this time it is in our best interest to apply for the ESEA 
Flexibility Renewal; however, we reserve the right to withdraw from ESEA Flexibility and return to Annual 
Yearly Progress (AYP) at a later date within the three year period. 
 
MSDE has an established ESEA Renewal stakeholder committee, co-chaired by Dr. Jack Smith and Penelope 
Thornton Talley, which has been meeting to guide this work (started meeting in October 2013 for the first 
Extension of 2014-2015). This group provided guidance on the development of the renewal plan being 
presented today to the State Board of Education for approval.  The draft was posted for comment on MSDE’s 
website from February 24, 2015-March 11, 2015, shared with the Legislative Policy Committee of the General 
Assembly (February 24, 2015), and shared with various stakeholder groups for comments before the final 
review by the State Board. 
 
At the February 24, 2015 State Board Meeting, MSDE staff presented the draft version of the renewal 
application, before it was posted for public comment.  During the two weeks the application was available for 
public comments, Maryland received 62 responses. The largest percentage (31%) of the comments came from 
the “other” category and included five representatives of teacher associations, one member of a nonprofit group,  
four members of the Committee of Practitioners, an Assistant Principal, two Curriculum Coordinators,  and 
several LEA central office staff. Twenty-two percent of the respondents identified themselves as teachers, 18 
percent as principals, and 17 percent as parents. The pie chart on the next page illustrates the variety of 
stakeholders who responded to the opportunity to provide feedback. It is important to note that individuals 
could identify themselves as being in more than one stakeholder category. For example, a teacher who is also a 
parent could mark both categories. The responders came from 18 of the 24 LEAs in the State, with Montgomery 
County being the most represented (21%). 
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MSDE appreciates the feedback and stakeholder input received through the public feedback survey. Twenty 
seven percent, 17 of the 62 respondents, chose to rate the components of the application and the application 
overall. On a 1-5 scale with 1 being the lowest and 5 the highest, the overall application received a 3.40. A 
graph of the overall ratings is below:  
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A summary of comments and revisions made since the draft was posted are below. A full response to comments 
and more specific details of revisions to the draft are attached. 
 
CONTENT: 
 
ESEA contains four principles.  
 
Principle 1 focuses on College and Career-Ready Standards and Assessments. Maryland must update its 
currently approved ESEA flexibility request to describe how it will continue to ensure that all students graduate 
from high school ready for college and a career, through implementation of college and career-ready standards 
and high-quality aligned assessments (general, alternate, and English language proficiency), including how the 
State Education Agency (SEA) will continue to support all students, including English Learners, students with 
disabilities, low-achieving students, and economically disadvantaged students, and teachers of those students. 
 
To this end, the ESEA Flexibility Renewal leadership team has worked across the agency with the Division of 
Curriculum, Assessment, and Accountability (DCAA), the Division of Early Childhood Development (DECD), 
the Division of Student, Family, and School Support (DSFSS), the Division of Special Education/Early 
Intervention (DSEEI), the Division of Career and College Readiness (DCCR), and the Division of Academic 
Policy and Innovation (DAPI). Collaboration among these divisions allowed MSDE to explain much of what 
Maryland has done to support educators in the transition to the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards 
in the past three years. The renewal request also describes what Maryland will continue to do moving forward. 
Initiatives include: College and Career-Ready conferences in summer 2015, support visit symposiums 
regionally to assess needs and provide professional development, continued meetings with the Local Education 
Agency (LEA) content supervisors and leaders of instruction, Student Learning Objective (SLO) training as an 
instructional resource, specific initiatives to support students with special needs, and the continued development 
of transition courses between K-12 and higher education.  
 
No major substantive changes were made to the draft for Principle 1. The comments were generally asking for 
clarification. This clarifying language was added to the application to better explain the instructional support 
MSDE is providing to LEAs and schools around the new Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards and 
the new Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Assessments. 
 
 
Principle 2 includes the State-Developed Systems of Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and Support, a 
description of the State’s process for continuous improvement of its systems and processes supporting 
implementation of its system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support as well as the 
identification and support of Priority, Focus, Reward, and Approaching Target Schools.  
 
MSDE staff has been collaborating with LEA representatives over the past several months to build an 
accountability framework that not only incorporates College and Career Readiness (CCR), Growth, Gap, 
Proficiency and School Culture, but also aligns our state needs and the federal requirements.  Due to the 
implementation of PARCC Assessments in the 2014-2015 school year, Maryland is requesting the option to 
“pause” the implementation of the school rating or grading system following the administration of those 
assessments. Instead, schools will retain their 2014-2015 grade or rating in 2015-2016 and will continue to 
implement appropriate interventions based on the continued grade or rating. Maryland will resume annually 
assigning schools a rating or grade based on the 2015-2016 assessments.  Over the next several years the 
accountability system will be phased in and ultimately will differentiate based on multiple years in order to 
differentiate on both performance and progress over time. 
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After reviewing the public comments, the following substantive changes are being proposed for 
recommendation to be incorporated into a revised accountability system for the State: 

1. Introduction:  Enhance the introduction to further clarify the proposed accountability framework and to 
describe the specific changes from the prior framework.  A graphic was 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, was moved into the introduction from the 
end of the current draft and further enhanced.  A timeline graphic providing an overview of the next 
three to six years was added for additional clarity.  

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

3. Student Groups:  The consolidated student group was removed at this time for further study.   The 
consolidated student group was a new group consisting of unique students that were identified as 
FARMs, ELL, or SPED.  

4. PARCC assessment performance level awarded points:  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 was changed to further differentiate the 
performance level of 1.  A student who takes the test and who earns a performance level of 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.  

5. Additional clarification was added on the following: 1) Added 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) provided 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 percent participation rate 
requirement will minimize the impact of opting out of the assessment. 

 
The second part of Principle 2 includes the identification and support/recognition and exit criteria for Priority, 
Focus, Reward, and Approaching Target Schools. The identification of each of these categories is federally 
defined. MSDE has convened a working group with inter-divisional representation from across the agency to 
determine what supports are already being offered and what supports need to be offered to Priority, Focus, 
Approaching Target, and other low performing schools  and develop a plan to align all of these efforts for a 
more comprehensive approach to providing support for these schools. The following revisions were made after 
review of the public comments: 

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

2. 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 meet its requisite number of priority schools through this process, Maryland may identify 
Title I high schools with a graduation rate of less than 60% over a number of years.  

3. 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 and will share the information.  

4. Revised description of The Breakthrough Center: Maryland will provide a comprehensive system of 
support for all of its low-achieving schools across the state.   Sustained support to LEAs will be 
provided through The Breakthrough Center which has been providing resources to low performing 
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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 learn about 
and receive support and resources proven to improve teaching and learning—and sustain it.  The 
Breakthrough Center aims to create communities of practice among various offices at the state level 
through its cross-functional team, comprised of staff from various Divisions.  

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

6. 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 three 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.  

  
 
Principle 3 contains the State’s plans for Teacher and Principal Evaluation. The State must commit to 
implementing teacher and principal evaluation and support systems that use multiple measures of performance, 
including student growth, as a significant factor.  These systems must include other factors in addition to 
student growth, such as measures of professional practice (e.g., observations based on rigorous teacher 
performance standards, teacher portfolios, and student and parent surveys). These systems must be used to 
guide professional development for teachers, as well as identify excellent teachers.  
 
After five years of developmental work around teacher and principal evaluation, Maryland remains firmly 
committed to the belief that evaluation serves as the vehicle for improving the instructional craft of teachers and 
the leadership skills of principals.   The State further supports the significant role of Student Growth and the 
traditional role of Professional Practice as measures that contribute to both the development and accounting of 
educator effectiveness.   With attention to multiple quantitative and qualitative measures, Maryland’s educator 
evaluation models are intended to attribute student performance to the work of the teacher and the principal and 
to ultimately affect the continuous professional development of each.   
 
Currently, fifty percent of the Maryland Teacher Framework is structured around Professional Practice and at a 
minimum requires LEAs to include component measures in Planning, Instruction, Classroom Environment, and 
Professional Responsibilities.    The State teacher model weighs these components equally at 12.5%.   Fifty 
percent of the Maryland Principal Framework is structured around 12 domains taken from the Maryland 
Instructional Leadership Framework (8) and the Inter-State Leadership Licensure Collaborative (4).   The State 
principal model requires a minimum 2 percent and a maximum of 10 percent value for each domain with the 
variance reflecting individual principal developmental needs.    In both the Teacher and Principal Models, LEAs 
have flexibility to include additional components/domains or evaluation methodologies based on local priority 
interests and to weigh the component and/or domains accordingly.   
 
Currently, fifty percent of the Maryland Teacher Framework is structured around Student Growth and requires 
20 percentage points translated from the State’s annual reading and math assessments (gr. 4-8) or from a High 
School Assessment (HSA)  informed Student Learning Objective or from a School Progress Index (SPI) 
informed Student Learning Objective;  15 percentage points from an LEA or school level Student Learning 
Objective; and 15 percentage points from a classroom level Student Learning Objective.    Fifty percent of the 
Maryland Principal Framework is structured around Student Growth and requires 20 percentage points 
translated from the State’s annual assessments in reading and math (gr. 4-8) or from a Student Learning 
Objective informed by HSAs and AP Scores, SPI indicators, or similar measures; 10 percentage points from a 
translation of the SPI; 10 percentage points from an LEA level Student Learning Objective; and 10 percentage 
points from a school level Student Learning Objective.    In both the Teacher and Principal Models, LEAs have 
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flexibility to use state approved local measures outside of the required translations of annual student assessment 
and the SPI.   
 
Maryland annually reports educators as Highly Effective, Effective, or Ineffective.  LEAs are afforded local 
flexibility in executing annual teacher and principal effectiveness ratings and in determining and defending their 
methodology for differentiating between rating levels. Maryland is committed to the understanding that 
Effectiveness Ratings and the performance trends within those ratings should contribute to personnel decisions 
at the local level.   While the State adheres to the fundamental belief that evaluation is primarily a means to 
improving educator performance, it accepts that rating measures over time will contribute to decisions about 
promotion, tenure, corrective actions, and dismissal.    The State recognizes that the translation of student 
assessments into Student Growth measures in reading and mathematics cannot be accomplished until June 
2016; deferring its earliest application in evaluations until fall 2016.     
 
No major substantive changes were made to the draft for Principle 3. The comments were generally asking for 
clarification. This clarifying language was added to the application to better explain the collaboration between 
the State and its LEAs and the process of how the models were developed. 
 
 
 ACTION: 
 
Request for Board Approval to submit to the U.S. Department of Education. 
 
 
Attachments 
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Maryland 

Substantive Changes to ESEA Renewal Application based on Public Feedback 

March 24, 2105 

Consultation 

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 

Pages 68-69 
Student Groups 

The consolidated student group will be removed at 
this time for further study.   The consolidated 
student group was a new group consisting of 
unique students that were identified as FARMs, 
ELL or SPED.  

Pages 72-73 
PARCC assessment performance level awarded 
points 

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 
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 I 
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 to16.   
Clarified that three of the 19 schools are SIG, non-
priority schools 
Since SY 2010-2011 Maryland has dedicated its 
Title I 1003(g) School Improvement Funds (SIG)  
to 16 Cohort I and Cohort II 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 
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://www2.edgov/prgrams/sif/index.html.   
 

http://www2.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 I 
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://www2.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 I schools (Approaching 
Targets Schools) that have not met their annual 
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 III SIG 
schools.  Maryland will submit its 2014 SIG 

http://www2.edgov/prgrams/sif/index.html


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 I and the 
Divisions of Instruction, Student, Family and 
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 I 
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 I high school with a graduation rate less 
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 I 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 
Current language : 
Maryland is currently not serving any Title I high 
schools with a graduation rate of <60%. Should 
Maryland identify Title I high schools, using 2014-
2015 assessment data, as Focus schools in the 
future, an additional exit component would include 
a graduation rate of 70% or above for two (2) or 
more consecutive years.  If a school is no longer a 
Title I school they would also be exited from focus 
status.   

Revised Exit Criteria Explanation for Title I high 
schools 
 
Title I high schools with a graduation rate of 
<60% will exit Focus status following the 
aforementioned criteria and would have to 
have a graduation rate of 70% or above for two 
(2) or more consecutive years.  If a school is no 
longer a Title I school it would also be exited 
from Focus School status.  

 

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

Page 178 
First and second paragraph reorganized into one 
paragraph.  

Since approval of Maryland’s flexibility plan, 
Maryland has provide Title I 1003(a) funds to 
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 I 1003(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 

No Substantive changes were made to Principle 3- Clarifying comments are made 
in the public comment document to further explain the collaboration between the 
State and its LEAs. 



Maryland ESEA Renewal 
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 IIA, 
Title IIB and Title III), 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 in this new proposal.  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.   

1 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 
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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 LEAs, students, and parents in a timely manner to assist 
school leaders in making instructional decisions that support 
teachers and students. 

1 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.   

1 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 I to Geometry to Algebra II.  Strong 
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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 II) will prove difficult to support by some 
stakeholders.   

1 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 state 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 
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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.   

1 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.   The MSDE will provide technical assistance to 
districts 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.   

1 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 
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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. 

1 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. 

2 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 LEAs 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.   

 

2 I 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. 

2 I also hope the state holds districts true to 
what is written in the waiver and and not that 

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

 

2 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.  

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

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.   

 

2 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 an addendum 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. 

2 …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.   

2 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. 

2 Need more specifics on the “Core Values”. Will add to the ESEA Waiver Application additional clarifying 
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information.   
2 …support adjusting the minimum size criteria 

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

2 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.   

2 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.   
Applaud the inclusion of school culture and LEA 
option of how it is implemented. 

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

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

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.   
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education, FARMS and ELL subgroups when 
one or more does not meet the n size.   

2 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. 

3 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.   

3 Why would we revisit the use of the SPI?  Maryland is revising our accountability system and will no longer use 
the School Progress Index (SPI) (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.       

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

To bolster its RTTT application, Maryland agreed to define the 
“significant student growth component” of evaluation as 50%.   At 
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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. 

3 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 LEAs, 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.   

3 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 
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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.   

3 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. 

3 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.   

3 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.   
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Retreating from this evidence of effectiveness will only embolden 
those who posture for increased accountability and unfairly criticize 
our teachers and principals.       

3 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.       

3 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.  LEAs 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. 

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

If assessment experts determine that the PARCC Assessment is an 
invalid measure of student 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.  

3 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 LEAs 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 
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data trends.           
3 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.   

3 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.      

3 I 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 appropriate role of student test scores 
in evaluation will be determined after July, 2016, and when 
sufficient data is available. 

3 I am adamantly opposed to the inclusion of a 
useless test score as part of the teacher 
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. 

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 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 
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evaluation was in any way punitive.   In fact, higher percentages of 
Student Growth in evaluation resulted in increased percentages of 
highly effective ratings.    

3 The evaluation process is very time consuming. 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.         

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

Most of these processes are locally determined.  The State 
encourages LEAs 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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SY 2014-2015 SY 2015-2016 SY 2016-2017 SY 2017-2018 

 50% Professional Practice 
 
 
Four Component measures 
1. Planning & Preparation  
2.  Instruction 
3.  Classroom Environment 
4. Professional Responsibilities 
 

(Counts for personnel decisions) 
 
 
 
 

 50% Professional Practice 
 
 
Four Component measures 
1. Planning & Preparation  
2.  Instruction 
3.  Classroom Environment 
4. Professional Responsibilities 
 

(Counts for personnel decisions) 

 50% Professional Practice 
 
 
Four Component measures 
1. Planning & Preparation  
2.  Instruction 
3.  Classroom Environment 
4. Professional Responsibilities 
 

(Counts for personnel decisions) 

 50% Student Growth 
 
 

 
            30% 
 
• One or more SLO 
• Approved Local measures 

 
(Counts for personnel decisions) 

 
 
 
 

 50% Student Growth 
 
 

 
 
• One or more SLO 
• Approved Local measures 

 
(Counts for personnel decisions) 

 50% Student Growth 
 
 
 
 
• One or more SLO 
• Approved Local measures 
 
(Counts for personnel decisions) 

  
 
 
 
 
 
         20% 
 

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

(Informs personnel decisions) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• 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) 

1. Conduct year    
   one Component   
   performance and    
   contribution     
   analysis 
2 .Identify  
   correlations of  
   interest for year  
   two 

1. Conduct year  
   one SLO  
   performance and 
   contribution  
   analysis 
2. Identify  
   correlations of  
   interest for year  
   two 

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  

1. Conduct year two 
    Component  
    performance and  
    contribution   
    analysis 
2. Make   
    adjustments to   
    Professional   
    Practice  
    Components  

1. Conduct year two 
    SLO   
    performance and  
    contribution   
    analysis 
2. Make   
    adjustments to   
    SLO  
    Components  

Oct.-June 

Oct.-June 

Mar.-June 

Oct.-June 

Oct.-June 

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 

Mar.-Aug. 

 
 
 
Study and Refine 
Component 
measures 
     

  
 
 
 
Study and Refine 
SLOs 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Apply and refine 
Assessment 
Translation 
Decision to 
Evaluation      
      

Assessment Decision Required 

Annual 

Annual 

Annual 

Maryland Framework for Evaluation 



  Use of State Accountability 
Measures  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• 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.] 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
To be determined 

 
 

1. Develop new  
    State   
    Accountability    
    measure  
2. Set baseline  
    Accountability  
    measures 
 

1. Conduct research and   
    trial applications to  
    validate use in  
    Principal evaluation 
2. Conduct research to  
    determine potential  
    use in teacher  
    evaluation 

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 

Nov.-June July -June July -June 

 
 
 
 
 
Apply and refine 
Accountability   
 Measure translation  
decision to 
Evaluation     

Accountability Decision Required Annual 


