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Section I: Accountability

Core Principle 1: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Determinations Consistent with State’s Consolidated Accountability Workbook.

1.1 Has the state demonstrated that the state’s accountability system continues to hold schools and school districts accountable and ensures that all students are proficient by 2013-14? 

1.2 Has the state demonstrated that it makes annual AYP determinations for all public schools and school districts as required by NCLB and as described in the state’s accountability plan?
Response:  In accordance with the assessment and accountability requirements of No Child Left Behind, Maryland operates with an assessment system that has been fully approved by the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) since June 2006 and follows a state plan for implementation as detailed in the Maryland Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook with amendments approved through August 2007. Additionally, Maryland has filed seven amendment requests with USDE for the 2007-2008 school year. The State’s plan continues to hold schools and school systems accountable in accordance with federal NCLB and IDEA laws and ensures that all students will be proficient in reading and mathematics by 2013-14. The Accountability Workbook is available at www.MarylandPublicSchools.org. 
Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) makes annual Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) determinations for all public schools and school systems as required by NCLB and in accordance with the State’s accountability plan. Adequate Yearly Progress determinations are published annually for schools, school systems, and the State in the Report Card posted on the MSDE website at www.MdReportCard.org and in printed report cards distributed to parents and school communities. These designations will continue to be determined and published as part of the differentiated accountability model. 

Core Principle 2: Transparent information about AYP calculations.

2.1 Has the state explained how it ensures that the components of its AYP calculations include all students?

Response:  Maryland includes all students in its calculations and properly applies all of the requirements for computing AYP.  Maryland includes in AYP computations all subgroups with five or more students and applies a 95% confidence interval to subgroup results to assure accuracy of determinations. The State’s report card website (www.MdReportCard.org) displays analyses of results, including subgroup size and confidence intervals as applied to AYP determinations. Maryland’s Accountability Workbook outlines how the State complies with requirements for appropriately defining the full academic year in AYP determinations (www.MarylandPublicSchools.org).   

In Maryland, all schools, not just Title I schools are included in its accountability system.  See www.MdReportCard.org for the most recent report card with determinations of AYP for all schools and school systems in the State. Under Maryland’s Differentiated Accountability model, Maryland will continue to include all students in the components of the AYP calculations as detailed in the State’s approved Accountability Plan. 
2.2 How has the state provided the public with transparent and easily accessible information about how the state calculates AYP?

Response: Maryland has annually provided the public with transparent and easily accessible information about AYP determinations and the State’s accountability system by way of the State’s web site at www.MdReportCard.org and in printed copies distributed to parents and school communities. More specific and clarifying information on the methods for identifying school performance and AYP is available at www.MdK12.org.

Core Principle 3: Title I schools continue to be identified for improvement as required by NCLB. 
3.1 Does the state identify schools and school districts for improvement and publicly report such determinations?

Response: Maryland makes annual AYP determinations for all public schools and school systems, including those that are Title I, as required by NCLB and in accordance with the State’s Accountability Plan. (For more information, refer to responses to 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, and 2.2) 
Section II: Differentiation Model


Core Principle 4: Method of Differentiation
4.1 Has the state established technically and educationally sound criteria to distinguish between the phases (e.g., from “improvement” to “restructuring”) of differentiation? 
Response: Maryland proposes two stages (i.e. phases) of school improvement— Developing Schools and Priority Schools—that correspond to the current “school improvement” process (School Improvement Years 1 and 2 and Corrective Action) and “restructuring” phase of school improvement (Restructuring Planning and Restructuring Implementation). (See Table 1.)

Table 1.
Proposed School Improvement Stages for Maryland

	NCLB SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT
	PROPOSED SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT STAGES

	Year 1

Year 2

Corrective Action
	Developing Stage

(initial interventions)

	Restructuring Planning

Restructuring Implementation
	Priority Stage

(more intensive interventions)


School Improvement Stages.  Generally, the criteria for moving from the Developing Schools to the Priority Schools stage of school improvement are the same as those for moving from Corrective Action to Restructuring.  Schools enter into school improvement and progress from Developing Schools to Priority Schools based on whether they met their performance targets, as described below.  
Developing Schools. Schools entering school improvement for the first time will be designated Developing Schools. Schools are placed in the Developing Schools stage if they fail to achieve one or more annual performance targets for two consecutive years in the same reported area (i.e., reading, mathematics, or other academic indicator), as is currently the case under existing NCLB rules.  Generally, schools may remain in the Developing Schools stage for up to four years.  

Priority Schools. Schools that have been unable to change long-term performance patterns and continue to fail to achieve AYP will continue on into the Priority Schools stage.  Generally, schools will move from the Developing Schools stage to the Priority Schools stage if they have not achieved annual targets in the same reported area for five years.
School System Improvement Stages.  Maryland requests approval to delay the implementation of a differentiated accountability procedure for local school systems for three years to give the State time to evaluate the success of the pilot with schools before fully developing a parallel set of pathways for school systems.  It is anticipated that local school systems (i.e., Local Educational Agencies (LEAs)) will likely follow a similar pathway for school system improvement.  School systems not in improvement will be identified as Achieving Systems and will include school systems that meet AYP, school systems that just exited school system improvement, and school systems that have not achieved AYP for only one year.  Under differentiated accountability, school systems in improvement will include four categories:
· Developing Comprehensive Needs Systems,

· Developing Focused Needs Systems,
· Priority Comprehensive Needs Systems, and

· Priority Focused Needs Systems. 
Public Reporting.  Under differentiated accountability, school and local school system status will be publicly reported in the State Report Card as it has been under the traditional NCLB accountability rules.  The State Report Card is made available to the public and to school staff through the MSDE website (www.MdReportCard.org) and in printed copies distributed to parents and school communities.  The report card will include information on school and district improvement status as well as definitions explaining the new nomenclature and pathways used to categorize schools and school systems under Maryland’s Differentiated Accountability model. 

4.2 Has the state established technically and educationally sound criteria to differentiate between categories (e.g., between “targeted” and “comprehensive”) within a phase of improvement? 
Response: There are two pathways under differentiated accountability that schools may follow:  Comprehensive Needs Schools and Focused Needs Schools.  All schools enter school improvement through the Developing Schools stage and will be classified as either Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools or Developing Focused Needs Schools.  Schools in improvement include four categories of schools: 
· Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools

· Developing Focused Needs Schools 

· Priority Comprehensive Needs Schools
· Priority Focused Needs Schools.
Table 2 illustrates how the traditional NCLB designations compare with the differentiated accountability designations.  Schools that were not in school improvement under NCLB are Achieving Schools under differentiated accountability. This includes schools meeting AYP, schools failing AYP for one year (labeled ‘Alert Schools’ under differentiated accountability), and schools that have exited school improvement.


Schools that were in School Improvement Years 1 and 2, or Corrective Action under NCLB will be categorized as Developing Schools under differentiated accountability and can follow one of two pathways—comprehensive needs or focused needs.  

Schools that were in Restructuring Planning or Restructuring Implementation under NCLB are Priority Schools under differentiated accountability and can follow one of the two pathways. 

Table  2.
Comparison of Current NCLB Categories with Proposed Differentiated Accountability Designations

	Years Not

Achieving AYP
	NCLB Designation
	Differentiated Accountability

STAGES


	Differentiated Accountability

SCHOOL PATHWAYS

	0
	Schools not in School Improvement
	Achieving Schools

· Meeting AYP

· Alert  Schools

· Exited Schools


	Achieving Schools

	1
	
	
	

	
	Schools in Improvement
	Comprehensive Needs 

Schools
	Focused

Needs

Schools

	2
	School Improvement 1
	Developing Stage

(initial interventions) 
	Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools


	Developing Focused Needs Schools

	3
	School Improvement 2
	
	
	

	4
	Corrective Action
	
	
	

	5
	Restructuring Planning
	Priority Stage

(later interventions)
	Priority 

Comprehensive Needs Schools


	Priority 

Focused Needs Schools

	6
	Restructuring

Implementation
	
	
	

	7+
	
	
	
	


Schools in the Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools stage of school improvement will progress to the Priority Stage based on academic performance and number of years in school improvement. A school that is able to improve its performance level so that it achieves AYP in any one year will remain in the Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools category.  If it achieves AYP a second year, then it exits school improvement.  If it fails to achieve AYP a second year, it remains a Developing Comprehensive Needs School. After three consecutive years of failing to achieve AYP, the school will be re-designated a Priority Comprehensive Needs School.

Schools in the Developing Focused Needs Schools stage may progress to the Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools stage if school performance declines and the school then meets the criteria for the Comprehensive Needs Schools category. Any school entering Priority status will be examined to determine if it should be placed in the Priority Focused Needs category.  If there is evidence that such a school now has broader needs, then it will be placed in the Priority Comprehensive Needs Schools category.
School Improvement Pathways:  

When schools fail to achieve the Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) in the same reported area for two years and move into the Developing Schools stage, they will be divided into two pathways, pending the extent and kind of failures.

Comprehensive Needs Pathway. Schools that meet one or more of the following criteria will be placed in the Comprehensive Needs Pathway:

· Fails to achieve the AMO for the All Students group for reading or mathematics, or
· Fails to achieve the AMO for three or more AYP subgroups for reading or mathematics; 

Focused Needs Pathway. Schools that meet the following criteria will be placed in the Focused Needs Pathway:

· Achieves all AMOs for the All Students group in reading and mathematics, and
· Fails to achieve the AMOs for reading and/or mathematics for no more than two subgroups, or
· Fails to achieve the AMO for the other academic indicator, or
· A school with a population consisting of 100% of students from a special services population, regardless of the number of cells it fails, will enter the Developing Schools stage as a Focused Needs School.  However, if, after two years, the school does not show improvement toward achieving AYP, it can be re-designated a Developing Comprehensive Needs School.  
AYP Data Analysis: Criteria for Differentiated Accountability

The criteria used to differentiate between schools following different pathways (i.e., Comprehensive Needs versus Focused Needs pathway) are based on an analysis of subgroup and performance patterns for schools not meeting AYP in 2007. Based on school and school system feedback, MSDE identified key factors that could be used to determine eligibility for classification under a differentiated accountability system.  They are as follows:

· Number of AMO Cells designated “Not Met”

· Size of groups designated “Not Met” (i.e., all students versus services groups)

Using these factors as a guide, all schools not achieving AYP in 2007 were classified according to the reason they did not make AYP.  

· Group 1/Single AMO Cell:  Schools that have missed the performance target in one AMO cell (this one subgroup cannot be the “all” group). These schools have only one “Not Met” designation across all possible designations.
· Group 2/Two AMO Cells:  Schools that have missed the target in two AMO cells regardless of subgroup and content areas.
· Group 3/Three or Four AMO Cells, Limited to Two Subgroups: Schools that have missed the target in three or four AMO cells that impact no more than two subgroups; may or may not involve both content areas. 

· Group 4/Three or More AMO Cells, Impacting Three or More Subgroups:  Schools that missed the target in three or more AMO cells that impact three or more subgroups; may or may not involve both content areas. 

· Group 5/All Students Group:  Schools that have one or more “Not Met” designations for the “All Student” group.   

Schools were further classified by whether they missed AYP for one year (and thus would be designated as an Alert School) or if they missed the AMO in the same reported area for two or more years (and would be designated as a School in Improvement).  

Results.  The reasons “Alert Schools” did not make AYP are shown in Figure 1.  
· The largest single reason that Alert Schools did not make AYP was because a single AMO cell missed the targets:  45% did not make AYP because of a single cell. 
· Within the single cell category, 31% did not make AYP because of the students with disabilities subgroup, followed by 3% for English Language Learners, 2% for the low-income students’ subgroup, and 2% for a single racial group. A few schools did not make AYP because of attendance (3%) or graduation rate (4%).
· 16% of schools failed AYP because they did not meet the targets for two AMO cells.

· 11% of Alert Schools did not make AYP because of three or four AMO cells (limited to two subgroups). 
The three categories combined—a single AMO cell, two AMO cells, and three or four AMO cells—represent 70% of the Alert Schools that did not make AYP, suggesting that these schools have more focused needs and would benefit from differentiated accountability.
Figure 1. 
Reasons Alert Schools Did Not Make AYP, 2007
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For comparison, the reasons that schools currently in the school improvement continuum did not make AYP are shown in Figure 2.  This analysis shows that:

· 58% of schools not making AYP did so because of failing the “all students” group (compared to the Alert Schools where 19% of schools did not make AYP in the “all students” group).
· 7% did not make AYP because they missed the target for one AMO cell.  Within the single subgroup category, 3% missed the target for the students with disabilities subgroup, 2% missed for the English language learner subgroup, 1% missed for a single racial group, and 2% for graduation rate. 
· No schools failed to make AYP solely because of the low-income students’ subgroup or because of attendance.

This analysis shows that, in contrast to the Alert Schools where the primary reason for not making AYP is a single AMO cell, the primary reason Schools in Improvement do not make AYP is because of the “all students” group.

Figure 2. 
Reasons Schools in Improvement Did Not Make AYP, 2007
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These differences between the Alert Schools and Schools in Improvement are explained by looking at the reasons for failing AYP by year in school improvement, as shown in Table 3. This table presents the actual number of schools in each group by school improvement status in 2007.  This data shows that of the 130 Alert Schools that did not make AYP in 2007, 90 schools or 69% (58 in Group 1/Single AMO cell plus 21 in Group 2/Two AMO cells and 11 schools in Group 3/Three or Four AMO cells, Limited to Two Subgroups) have focused issues and would benefit from differentiated accountability and focused interventions. In contrast, schools that have reached the restructuring stage of school improvement do so because they are failing the “all students” group. Of the 40 schools in restructuring planning, 33 schools (75%) missed the “all students” group; of the 66 schools in restructuring implementation, 60 schools (91%) missed the “all students” group.  
Based on this analysis, schools can be differentiated between schools with more focused needs and those with more comprehensive needs. The schools represented in the first two rows have more comprehensive, widespread issues. This analysis shows that approximately 50% (183 of 363 schools) have more comprehensive needs. In contrast, 35% (128 out of 363 schools) have focused issues and would benefit from differentiated accountability and focused interventions.  Differentiating schools by the reasons they did not make AYP allows interventions to be focused more narrowly. Schools can also be targeted earlier in the process to keep them from entering school improvement, allowing resources to be concentrated on schools with greater needs. 

Other patterns emerge from the data. There were 52 schools in the school improvement continuum that achieved AYP in 2007. If these schools achieved AYP again in 2008, they will exit school improvement. The majority of these schools, 40 of the 52, are in the first two years of school improvement. This suggests that there are schools early in the process that will continue to require less intervention to improve than those further down in the continuum, supporting the concept of differentiated pathways. 
Table 3.  Reasons for Not Achieving AYP by Number of Schools and School Improvement Status, 2007

	
	Alert
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Corrective

Action
	Restructuring

Planning
	Restructuring

Implementation
	Total

	All Students Group
	25
	18
	14
	9
	33
	60
	159

	3 or More AYP Cells, 3 Subgroups
	13
	7
	3
	0
	0
	0
	23

	

	3-4 AYP Cells, 2 Subgroups
	12
	2
	1
	1
	0
	0
	16

	Two AYP Cells
	21
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	34

	Single AYP Cells:
	58
	7
	3
	5
	2
	0
	75

	Special Ed
	39
	3
	2
	0
	1
	0
	45

	ELL
	4
	1
	1
	2
	0
	0
	8

	FARMS
	3
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4

	Racial Group
	3
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0
	6

	Attendance
	4
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5

	Grad. Rate
	5
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7

	Other
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	4

	Met AYP
	0
	26
	14
	9
	1
	2
	52

	Total
	130
	63
	36
	28
	40
	66
	363


4.3 Has the state provided a description and detailed examples of how schools could move between different categories and phases of improvement? 
Response:  Figure 3 shows entry points into the school improvement continuum, transition points between stages of school improvement (from Developing to Priority), and transition points between pathways (from Focused Need  to Comprehensive Needs or from Comprehensive Needs  to Focused Needs).  A school enters school improvement in the Developing Schools stage along one of two pathways:  Developing Comprehensive Needs or Developing Focused Needs.  Schools remain in their respective pathway until they enter the Priority Schools stage of school improvement. Both Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools and Developing Focused Needs Schools move into the Priority Schools stage when they have failed to make AYP for five consecutive years (see 4.2, School Improvement Pathways).  Once a school is re-designated as a Priority Comprehensive Needs School or Priority Focused Needs School, the school will be subject to the requirements of that category. 

When a school enters the Priority Schools stage, it may be re-classified along a different pathway, depending on student academic performance.  If performance is improving, but not enough to exit school improvement, a Developing Comprehensive Needs School may be re-designated as a Priority Focused Needs School.  If performance is declining, a Developing Focused Needs School may be re-designated as a Priority Comprehensive Needs School.  Finally, a Priority Focused Needs School is re-designated as a Priority Comprehensive Needs School if it has not met its targets after the seventh year of school improvement.   
Figure 3.
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Maintenance Rules for Developing Focused Needs Schools.  A Developing Focused Needs School may remain in this stage for three years after entering school improvement if it meets the following improvement criteria:
· Exit Conditions. A school that is able to improve its performance level so that it achieves AYP in any one year will remain in the Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools category another year.  If it achieves AYP a second year, then it exits School Improvement.

· All Students Achieving. The school must meet annual targets for the All Students group for reading and mathematics, and

· Maintain the Performance of Other Subgroups.  The school must annually demonstrate success in all subgroups with the exception of the subgroup(s) and cells where student failures resulted in the school entering the Focused Needs pathway. While a Developing Focused Needs school, failure to achieve AYP two years will merit re-designating the school to the Developing Comprehensive Needs or Priority Comprehensive Needs category. The aim is to intervene while the school is in the Developing Focused Needs category to avoid cascading failures for the school in the future. 

· Subgroup Improving.  The school must demonstrate that the subgroup whose initial failure placed the school in the school improvement continuum is maintaining or improving its performance as a result of the Focused Needs placement.

Maintenance Rules for Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools.  A school that is able to improve its performance level so that it achieves AYP in any one year will remain in the Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools category another year.  If it achieves AYP a second year, then it exits School Improvement.  If it fails to achieve AYP a second year, it remains a Developing Comprehensive Needs School.  After three years of not making AYP, it will be re-designated a Priority Comprehensive Needs School.

Re-designation of Developing Focused Needs Schools as Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools.  A Developing Focused Needs School can be re-designated as a Developing Comprehensive Needs School if school performance declines and it qualifies as a Developing Comprehensive Needs School.  Once re-designated as a Developing Comprehensive Needs School, the school will be subject to the requirements of that category.

4.4 Has the state proposed a technically and educationally sound process for using valid and reliable additional academic indicators (e.g., science assessments, academic improvement over time) to differentiate among identified schools or school districts? Are these additional academic indicators applicable to all students within a grade span?

Response: Maryland has elected to limit its differentiation methods to mathematics and reading and will not incorporate the additional academic indicator into decisions about differentiated pathways for schools.  

Core Principle 5: Transition

5.1 How does the differentiated accountability model consider the current status of a school (e.g., how will a school transition from corrective action in 2007-08 to a new phase under the differentiated accountability model in 2008-09 without starting over in the intervention timeline)? 

Response: Under the proposed plan, schools currently identified for school improvement will continue in school improvement unless they meet the exit criteria. 
Using 2008 AYP data, MSDE will immediately transition all schools from the classification currently in place to the proposed classification, using the proposed decision rules.  Since the new classification maps along the current system, how a school is currently classified will be the starting point for the re-classification.  For example, if a school is in School Improvement Year 1 or 2, it will be re-classified as a Developing School.  The pathway it is on will depend on whether it meets the criteria for a Comprehensive Needs or Focused Needs school.  If a school is in Corrective Action and has continued to not meet its performance targets, it may move into the Priority Schools stage. A school in Corrective Action may remain in the Developing Schools stage if it meets the maintenance rules for Developing Focused Needs Schools. If it does not, the school will be re-classified as a Priority Comprehensive Needs School. 

Any school that has met its AYP targets for two years will be exited from school improvement.  A school that has not made AYP for one year will be designated as an Alert School.  

The Supplementary Educational Services and Public Schools Choice requirements will continue to apply to transitioned Title I schools.  Further, each school’s School Improvement Plan (SIP) will continue even though the label will change to the new nomenclature.  Each school’s requirements will be transitioned to the new requirements as appropriate via negotiations with local school systems on the school plans.
5.2 How will the state ensure students participating in public school choice (PSC) and supplemental educational services (SES) during the 2007-08 school year continue to have those options available to them during the transition, even if they would not be eligible under the state’s proposed differentiated accountability model? 

Response: Title I schools that enter School Improvement are required to introduce Public School Choice in Year 1 of School Improvement to all children in schoolwide program schools and identified students in targeted assistance program schools.  MSDE requires local school systems to offer Supplemental Educational Services to all eligible children in Title I schools that are in Year 2 of School Improvement, Corrective Action, or Restructuring. 

The new differentiated accountability plan maintains the same schedule for Public School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services (SES) as our original timetable (see Table 4). 
Table 4.
Choice and Supplemental Educational Services Options by Year in School Improvement, Title I Schools
	Years Not Achieving AYP
	NCLB Designation
	Differentiated Designation

	
	
	Developing Comprehensive
	Developing Focus

	
	
	Choice
	SES
	Choice
	SES

	0
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Alert
	
	
	
	

	2
	Year 1
	X
	
	X
	

	3
	Year 2
	X
	X
	X
	X

	4
	Corrective Action
	X
	X
	X
	X

	
	Priority Comprehensive
	Priority Focus

	5
	Restructuring Planning
	X
	X
	X
	X

	6+
	Restructuring Implementation
	X
	X
	X
	X


Eligible students who exercised the option to transfer to another public school in the 2007-08 school year will be allowed to remain in that public school until he or she has completed the highest grade in the school even if the student’s sending school does not meet the state’s new eligibility criteria under the differentiated accountability model.  However, the local school system will no longer be obligated to provide transportation after the end of the school year in which the student’s school of origin is no longer identified for School Improvement, Corrective Action, or Restructuring.  

SES will continue to be offered to all eligible Title I students including those in the assessed grades and those students who are not in assessed grades (K-2), regardless of their proficiency levels.  Should the local school system not have enough funds in their 20% reservation to serve all eligible students, local school systems will prioritize students according to income and proficiency level.

Maryland will be revising procedures, where necessary, to comply with the proposed revisions to the NCLB regulations, including guidance to local school systems for posting required information on their websites.  The MSDE website will be revised to include SES provider evaluation and monitoring procedures along with information that demonstrates the effectiveness of each approved provider.    

Core Principle 6: Transparency of differentiation and interventions

6.1 How has the state ensured that the process for differentiation is data-driven and accessible to the public? 

Response:  See also Core Principle 4, section 4.2 for information on data-driven method used for differentiation.

Under differentiated accountability, school and local school system status will be publicly reported in the State Report Card.  The State Report Card is made available to the public and to school staff through the MSDE website (www.MDReportCard.org) and in printed copies distributed to parents and school communities.  The report card will include information on school and district placement as well as definitions explaining the new nomenclature and pathways used to categorize schools and school systems under Maryland’s Differentiated Accountability model. MSDE makes report cards available in the following languages:  Chinese, French, Korean, Spanish, and Vietnamese.  
Maryland has published State, system, and school report cards since 1991 and has made this information publicly available using multiple formats.  To report the status of schools and local school systems under the differentiated accountability model, the State will continue to publish and distribute State, system, and school report cards in the same manner and using the same formats as before.   
Section III: Interventions
Core Principle 7: Intervention Timeline
7.1 Has the state established a comprehensive system of interventions and clearly described how the interventions relate to the academic achievement of the schools? 
Response:  Developing Focused Needs Schools.  Each year, all schools must increase the percentage of students scoring proficient because AMOs continue to rise.  Occasionally, one of the standards being addressed does not improve as much as necessary to make AYP.  When this happens, the assumption is that the school is fundamentally sound but struggling in a very narrow area or with a very few students.  In these schools the State intervenes in two ways.
1. Needs Assessment and School Improvement Planning. The local school system is currently required to complete a needs assessment and develop a peer-reviewed School Improvement Plan signed by the principal, the superintendent and the president of the local board of education.  In the proposed pilot, the SIP would be maintained with the local school system, subject to review by MSDE upon request.

2. Local School System Evaluation. Although most State and federal school improvement funds are currently directed to the implementation of the SIP, a local school system should assure that the evaluation objectives for these funds are aligned with the school improvement goals.

Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools.  Schools missing AYP for the all students group and/or several subgroup areas are facing capacity questions.  It may be that the leadership is not in place to address multiple instructional fronts.  Or, even if leadership is effective, the school may lack adequate resources to staff, train, and supply multiple new programs.  Whatever the capacity issue, State intervention shall be more directive than for Developing Focused Needs Schools.  In these schools the State will intervene in the following ways.
1. Needs Assessment and School Improvement Planning. 
2. Local School System Evaluation. 
3. Climate Survey.  The school must administer a nationally recognized Climate Survey.  The school, with school system oversight, must analyze the results and develop three to five priorities for improving the school’s climate.  These priorities must be included in the SIP.

4. Breakthrough Center.  The school system and school leadership must consult with the Breakthrough Center to receive assistance in:
a. Analyzing all gathered data
b. Determining if any additional assessments or further research is needed
c. Prioritizing and funding of actions
d. Recommending areas for capacity building at the school and district level

e. Professional development targeted on persistent needs area.
5. Corrective Action.  Using the above information, the school and school system will determine which of the six traditional Corrective Action steps should be pursued.
a. Adopt a new curriculum

b. Extend length of school year or school day

c. Replace school staff

d. Decrease school-level management authority

e. Appoint an outside expert to advise the school

f. Restructure the school’s internal organization.

Priority Focused Needs Schools.  Some schools reveal a persistent, focused problem.  When initial actions to address a particular area or subgroup have not been effective, additional capacity building may be necessary, including an evaluation of the effectiveness of the leadership and the teaching staff.  In these schools, the State will intervene in the following ways.
1. Needs Assessment and School Improvement Planning. 
2. Local School System Evaluation. 
3. Climate Survey.
4. Breakthrough Center.  
5. State Approval of SIP.  The SIP must be submitted to MSDE and approved by the Maryland State Board of Education.  

Priority Comprehensive Needs Schools.  Schools where low achievement is persistent and pervasive are the most challenging to address.  It is in these schools where the knowledge and skills needed to improve are underdeveloped or lacking and the need for capacity building is the greatest. To ensure that these schools develop the capacity need to improve, the State will intervene in the following ways.
1. Needs Assessment and School Improvement Planning. 
2. Local School System Evaluation.
3. Climate Survey 
4. Breakthrough Center.  
5. State Approval of SIP.  
6. Restructuring.  The school system and school must select one of the following alternative governance models:

a. Reopen school as public charter school

b. Contract with a private management company
c. Replace all or most of school staff, including the principal

d. Appoint or employ a distinguished principal along with replacing the staff relevant to the school’s failure to make AYP.

Once the alternative governance is selected, the State will require the school to develop an individual SIP that includes strategies in the five aspects of school improvement: (1) Comprehensive and Effective Planning; (2) Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment and Professional Development with Accountability; (3) Leadership; (4) Organizational Structure and Resources; and (5) School Culture and Climate.
7. Community Discussion of Restructuring.  The local school system superintendent must hold two community meetings in the school zone to discuss the best alternative governance arrangements for the school with the community and parents.

8. Selection of Alternative Governance Arrangement.  The results of the community meetings and the selection of the alternative governance arrangement must be included in the SIP.
7.2 Has the state explained how its proposed differentiated accountability system of interventions aligns with and builds on current state interventions? 
Response: Maryland has a long history of accountability and intervention in underperforming schools and school systems.  Differentiated accountability aids the State in solidifying the components that worked in the past and strengthening the model with additional elements to create a cohesive school improvement package that will provide viable support for schools and school systems.

Differentiated accountability allows Maryland to add two components to the accountability system—early intervention and support for capacity building.  
Early Intervention.  Differentiated accountability will allow Maryland to begin diagnostic interventions earlier and to target these activities to the needs of the schools.  Alert Schools that do not achieve AYP in any particular year are flagged for local school system evaluation under differentiated accountability.  The local school system can evaluate the causes for not achieving AYP and step up appropriate services for these schools.  

Alert Schools Inventory. MSDE will provide an Alert Schools Inventory to facilitate the local evaluation of the school’s current status.  MSDE will provide training in the administration of the instrument and in the interpretation of the results. MSDE will also provide a list of Alert Schools to local school systems for such planning purposes.

Support for Capacity Building.  Central to school improvement is the ability to diagnose individual school needs and provide support to build the capacity of schools to improve in those areas needing improvement.  Table 5 outlines the available comprehensive planning and needs assessment tools and the resources available at the state and school system level to support school improvement.  It also shows the additional restructuring and monitoring options available to support school improvement.  Differentiated academic interventions are designed to address the following aspects of school improvement:
· Comprehensive and Effective Planning

· Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment and Professional Development with Accountability

· Leadership

· Organizational Structure and Resources
· School Culture and Climate

Schools can select interventions that are customized to the needs and the culture of each school.  These interventions will also differ in intensity, depending on the category of school improvement.  For example, Focused Needs Schools may develop a School Improvement Plan that targets curriculum and instruction aimed at a specific subgroup or content area where the school did not make the AMO.  A Comprehensive Needs School may develop a School Improvement Plan that targets curriculum and instruction for all students across both reading and mathematics. To assist principals and other school-based leaders improve instructional outcomes for the students with disabilities subgroup, the school-based analyses of the effectiveness of interventions for students with disabilities will be incorporate in an online data-driven decision making module.  Seminars, which incorporate these strategies, will be made available as part of the online learning community activities to improve the focus on individual student needs. 

The differentiation of pathways is designed to ensure that schools needing support that is deeper and wider in scope will receive that support from the state and local school systems. For example, low performing schools, particularly those that are persistently low performing, often do not know what to do to improve student achievement. Differentiated accountability allows MSDE to better identify those schools and to target interventions. Maryland’s proposed Breakthrough Center will be the state’s primary conduit to support schools as they look for specific interventions to address the priorities identified in each school.  
The Breakthrough Center, Maryland’s newly developed statewide system of school support, constitutes a break from the past in how state services are provided to schools in need of improvement.  The Breakthrough Center includes sophisticated diagnostic tools to assess school needs and a new coordinated approach to service delivery that old silo-based thinking could not achieve.  In addition, the Breakthrough Center will broker services not provided directly by the state, be a repository for best practices services and materials that districts have developed, and deliver many services through new technologies and interfaces.  A more detailed description of the Breakthrough Center is available on request.   

Table 5.
Differentiated Academic Interventions by Type and Purpose 
	TYPE


	DIFFERENTIATED INTERVENTIONS

	Comprehensive Planning & Needs Assessment
	· Comprehensive Needs Assessment

· Master Plan Update

· School Improvement Technical Assistance (SITA) program

· Climate Survey

· Teacher Capacity Needs Assessment (TCNA)

· Development of Comprehensive School Improvement Plan based on needs assessment and 10 SIP requirements 

	Funding to Support School Improvement
	· State & Federal School Improvement Grants

· Teacher Professional Development (10% of Title I funds)

	MSDE Provided Supports for Capacity Building
	· Breakthrough Center (Statewide System of Support)

· Buildup Services

· Access Services

· Priority Hiring, Highly Qualified Teachers

· Low Performing Schools’ Principal’s Academy

· Online Principal Mentoring

· MSDE Reading/Math Professional Development Program

· Positive Behavior Intervention Support (PBIS) training

· Teacher Mentors

· Voluntary State Curriculum

	District Provided Supports for Capacity Building 
	· LEA provided Technical Assistance

· LEA provided Leadership/Coaching 

· LEA provided Instructional Supervisor to coach, monitor, & evaluate

	Restructuring Options for Capacity Building
	· Collaborative Planning Time

· Extended Learning Opportunities for low performing students (before/during/after school, Saturday, Summer School)

· School Leadership Teams

· Student Support Teams

	Monitoring & Outside Intervention
	· Progress Monitoring by LEA

· Instructional Walkthroughs with School Department Chairs


Maryland has the unique benefit of two years of results from a three year evaluation of local school system implementation of the Bridge to Excellence Act, the State’s adequacy based State aid program.  A three year study by MGT of America, currently entering its final year, has thus far identified successful practices in local school systems and indicates that school systems are attending to the accountability expectations of their schools.  In its second report, MGT detailed six Potential Best Practices that overarch all work in schools.  These are:
· Strategic Planning  (Local school systems must have long-term goals and a timeline of activities to achieve them.)
· Data Utilization  (This path defined by the strategic plan must be guided by regular feedback of data that is easily available to teachers and administrators.)

· Professional Learning Communities  (When schools are united in their goals to improve schools, use data to modify or change their strategic planning and bring professional development planning to the forefront, schools improve.)

· Ongoing, targeted professional development (Professional development is defined as ongoing, on-time, and on-target.  Professional development drawn from other sources and haphazardly required for all professionals without regard to the source needs is clearly proven to be ineffective and a waste of resources.)

· Teacher Specialists  (One key to ongoing, targeted professional development is having school based specialists who support the job-embedded professional development for all teachers.)

· Differentiated instruction and individualized approach to teaching and learning (Whether in reading comprehension or math processes or scientific inquiry, lessons must teach students what they don’t know.  In order to do this, you must know what they don’t know.)
7.3 How does the state’s model ensure that Title I schools and school districts identified for improvement that continue to miss AYP progress though an intervention timeline with interventions increasing in intensity over time?

Response: Responses to 7.1 and 7.2 outline a detailed system of accountability and interventions that apply to all schools.  Thus, Maryland assures that all Title I schools are accordingly afforded the same level of accountability and interventions as appropriate to the needs of the schools.

7.4 How will the state and its school districts ensure that students in schools needing the most comprehensive interventions have access to teachers and principals with a demonstrated history of improving student achievement? How will the state and its school districts target resources to improve teacher and principal effectiveness?

Response:  Maryland has a robust system of mandatory and voluntary policies in place that emphasize the need for highly qualified teachers and leaders in all schools, and in particular in the lowest performing schools. To ensure that schools needing improvement have access to highly qualified teachers, Maryland has undertaken a three pronged approach. 

First, all school systems in the State are required by the Bridge to Excellence Act (i.e., state statute) to submit a five year Master Plan and annual Master Plan Updates.  This process began in 2003 and will continue into 2010.  The Master Plan and the Master Plan Updates require each school system to report the percentages of core academic classes taught by highly qualified teachers.  This includes reporting the percentages of classes taught by highly qualified teachers in the aggregate and to compare the percentages of highly qualified teachers in high poverty schools and low-poverty schools.  High poverty schools are defined as schools in the top quartile of poverty in the State and low poverty schools are schools in the bottom quartile of poverty in the State.   The Bridge to Excellence Act also requires that local school systems ensure that economically disadvantaged and minority students are not taught at higher rates than other students by inexperienced, unqualified, or out-of-field teachers.   The Master Plan must:
· Identify the strategies and corresponding resource allocations attributed to progress in all reported areas. 
· Describe where challenges are evident, including changes or adjustments, timelines and corresponding resource allocations necessary to ensure progress. 

· Provide the methodology for determining hard-to-staff schools and critical subject-area shortages. 

· Identify strategies that are specifically targeted to reduce the gap between high poverty schools and low poverty schools with respect to the percentage of core academic classes taught by highly qualified teachers as well as teachers who are experienced.  Local school systems should, in particular, identify strategies designed to address hard-to-staff schools and critical subject-area shortage areas.

· Describe the strategies that the local school system will use to ensure that all core academic subject classes in Title I schools will continue to be taught by highly qualified teachers.

· Describe the strategies that the local school system will use to ensure that all paraprofessionals working in Title I schools will continue to be qualified.

Second, Maryland has a process for monitoring school systems in improvement and additional processes to monitor individual schools in any phase of improvement, regardless of school system improvement status.  Systems in improvement must individually appear before the MSDE Master Plan Review Panel to present their strategies, budget, and resource allocations designed to meet the highly qualified teacher requirements and improve instruction. The status of highly qualified teachers in improvement schools in systems that are not in improvement are reviewed as part of an on-site visit/review process, with follow-up provided by local school system officials on the status and needed improvements in the numbers and distribution of highly qualified staff.

The third path is that of technical assistance.  Technical assistance can be provided by the Certification and Accreditation Division, the Division of Special Education/Early Intervention Services, the Title II Office, or the Professional Development Office.  Data from the school system and/or school, information on the strategies previously undertaken, and the results of interviews and monitoring by the MSDE determine the level and type of technical assistance provided.  

The three path approach permits a comprehensive approach to examining school system and school performance and improvement.  In combination, these paths are a systematic and coordinated approach to improving the number of core academic classes taught by highly qualified teachers in Maryland public schools regardless of poverty level or improvement status.  

To ensure that schools needing improvement have access to highly qualified teachers, Maryland will recommend to school system administrators that these schools have priority in hiring highly qualified teachers.  Maryland will recommend that Priority Comprehensive Needs Schools have first priority in hiring highly qualified teachers, Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools will have second priority, Priority Focused Needs Schools will be given third priority, and Developing Focused Needs Schools will receive fourth priority.  
Core Principle 8: Types of Interventions
8.1 Has the state proposed interventions that are educationally sound and designed to promote meaningful reform in schools?

Response:  Application of Differentiated Interventions.  The key to differentiated interventions is to apply interventions that meet the specific needs of schools, whether these are focused needs or comprehensive needs.  Table 6 illustrates the range of interventions and how they differ, depending on the pathway and stage of school improvement.  Even within each pathway, it is understood that the specific needs of schools determine the combination of remedies and precise nature of those interventions that are more generically described here.  The Breakthrough Center will assist school systems and schools in assessing school needs and designing the most appropriate interventions.
Schools in both pathways will begin with early diagnosis of problems and appraisal of assets via the Alert Schools Inventory.  Upon entering school improvement, Comprehensive Needs Schools develop an appropriate amalgam of State and locally directed interventions and support for capacity building.  When a Comprehensive Needs School moves into the Priority stage, it begins planning for restructuring.  State and local officials will provide stepped-up interventions and support for capacity building.  When Focused Needs Schools enter school improvement, interventions and support for capacity building will be locally-determined.  The State and local system will step-up required interventions and capacity building activities when Focused Needs Schools enter the Priority stage of school improvement.  

Intervention Options for Schools Serving Special Populations.  There are several intervention options specific to special schools serving 100% special education populations.  These interventions include:

· Requiring the school to develop a School Improvement Plan in cooperation with the MSDE Division of Special Education/Early Intervention Services.  The school improvement plan would include specific academic interventions delivered through IDEA AYP grants from MSDE.

· Grants provided by MSDE to focus on the meeting of Highly Qualified Teacher standards provided through State Improvement Grants. When a special school is designated a Priority School, a public private partnership with a specialized provider identified by MSDE will be one of the options that can be pursued.  
· Participation in an online data-driven decision making module will be available to assist principals and other school-based leaders to improve instructional outcomes for the special education subgroup.  Seminars, which incorporate these strategies, will be made available as part of the online learning community activities and be integrated with efforts to improve the focus on individual student needs. 

Table 6.
Interventions By School Pathway and Stages of Accountability 
	NCLB Designation
	Comprehensive Needs Interventions
	Focused Needs Interventions

	na
	Achieving Schools

	na (alert)
	Alert Schools begin access to build-up services and take the Alert Schools Inventory  
	Alert Schools begin access to build-up services and can take the Alert Schools Inventory 

	School 

Improvement 1
	Developing Comprehensive Needs Schools
In the equivalent of School Improvement Years 1 & 2 begin or continue system level work on Comprehensive Planning; Curriculum, Instruction, Assessment, Professional Development; Leadership; Organizational Structure; and School Culture. They must address the specific needs of the school.  The Local Superintendent will oversee this work.
	Developing Focused Needs Schools
In the equivalent of School Improvement Years 1 & 2 begin or continue system level work on: Comprehensive Planning; Curriculum; Instruction; Assessment; Professional Development; Leadership; Organizational Structure; and School Culture. They must address the specific needs of focus areas failed by the school. The Local Superintendent will oversee this work.

	School  

Improvement 2
	
	

	Corrective

Action
	By the fourth year (equivalent of Corrective Action), the school will: Adopt a new curriculum; Extend length of school year or school day; Replace school staff; Decrease school-level management authority; Appoint an outside expert to advise school; Restructure the school’s internal organization.

If a school fails to achieve AYP five consecutive years, it moves to Priority Status.
	By the fourth year (equivalent of Corrective Action), the school will accelerate the work on the issues related to the subgroups and subjects failed.

If a school fails to achieve AYP five consecutive years, it moves to Priority Status.

	Restructuring

Planning

	Priority Comprehensive Needs Schools
School restructuring must be approved by the State Board. The plan must aim at restructuring the entire school, including: Comprehensive Planning; Curriculum; Instruction; Assessment;  Professional Development; Leadership; Organizational Structure; and School Culture/.  Additionally, they must choose an alternative governance model.
	Priority Focused Needs Schools
A detailed plan for restructuring the school must be presented to the State Board for approval. The restructuring plan must focus on the subgroups and content areas where the school has failed as well as areas that may be beginning to show declines.

	Restructuring

Implementation

	
	

	
	Implement the plan as approved by the State Board of Education.
	Implement the plan as approved by the State Board of Education.
Priority Focus Schools unable to exit their Priority status after year 7 in this status will be transitioned to Priority Comprehensive status and must pursue requirements associated with that category.

	
	Schools in their tenth year will undergo an audit to determine the specific causes of their inability to achieve standards. The audit will be used to determine the next steps for the State and the Local School Systems.


8.2 How will the state align its resources to increase state and local capacity to ensure substantive and comprehensive support for consistently underperforming schools including plans to leverage school improvement funds received under section 1003(g) of the ESEA, and Title II funds to provide targeted intervention, particularly to those schools subject to the most intensive interventions?

Response:  Leveraging School Improvement Funds.  MSDE currently allocates the section 1003(a) funds to each school system with schools in the corrective action and restructuring phases of school improvement. Schools exiting improvement do not receive these funds. To be eligible for funds, school systems are required to complete an application containing the following components: Executive Summary, Needs Assessment, Plan of Operation, Method of Measuring Progress, Coordination of Resources and Sustainability, Management Plan, Key Personnel, Budget Narrative, Proposed Budget, General Education Provisions Act (GEPA), and General Assurances. An MSDE team reviews each application to ensure the funds are used to address the identified need of the participating school(s).
Under differentiated accountability, MSDE will focus the section 1003(g) funds on supporting the Restructuring Implementation Technical Assistance (RITA) initiative. This initiative is part of MSDE's Statewide System of Support for schools in improvement. Specifically, the RITA initiative targets those schools that have been in the Restructuring Implementation status of school improvement for three or more years. The RITA process is designed to help Restructuring Implementation Schools develop programs and systems that are effective in advancing student achievement and to identify programs and systems that need to be improved or eliminated in order to ensure delivery of an effective education for students in Maryland.  Eighteen schools will undergo RITA beginning in September 2008.

The section 1003(a) funds may also be used under differentiated accountability to supplement an array of school system activities designed to support schools in improvement. These activities include: summer programs, professional development to teachers while instructing students; Supplemental Educational Services; reading consultants for monthly Saturday Training sessions and classroom observations; teacher specialists to implement professional development; consultants for math and reading to conduct model lessons at grade levels and debrief with teachers; data gathering sessions to identify student needs; plan instruction to address specific needs bi-weekly grade level specific data results meetings; examination of the Voluntary State Curriculum; examination of accommodations and modifications; and consultants to conduct onsite demonstration lessons to assist teachers in adopting scientifically based teaching strategies.  

Additional Support. In addition to federal funds, the Maryland General Assembly annually allocates over $11.3 million dollars to support school improvement activities for schools in improvement, years 1 through 5, and schools that exited school improvement (for one year).  Funded activities must support strategies identified in each school’s individual school improvement plan and align with the local school system’s annual Master Plan.  Academic focus areas include reading, math, English, algebra/data analysis, biology, and government.  Consideration is also given to proposed expenditures to support parent involvement, school climate, attendance, and high school graduation, but only if the activity directly supports one of the academic focus areas.  

Improving Statewide System of School Support. Maryland plans to improve its statewide system of support through the implementation of the Breakthrough Center.  The new design will coordinate the existing work and services generated throughout MSDE, create efficiencies in their 
execution, and provide clarity and cohesiveness around their outcomes. The Breakthrough Center will focus on providing a framework for intervention in underperforming districts and schools that is coordinated across the MSDE Divisions. It will deploy resources consistent with need (i.e., Buildup Services and Access Services) and establish measures of effectiveness.

Core Principle 9: Public School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services

9.1   Has the state established clear eligibility criteria for PSC and SES?

Response:  Title I schools that enter school improvement are required to introduce Public School Choice (PSC) in School Improvement Year 1 to all children in schoolwide program schools and identified students in targeted assistance program schools.  MSDE requires local school systems to offer Supplemental Educational Services (SES) to all eligible children in Title I schools that are in School Improvement Year 2, Corrective Action, or Restructuring. 

The new differentiated accountability plan maintains the same schedule for PSC and SES as the original timetable (see Table 4).
All eligible Title I students including those in the assessed grades and those students who are not in assessed grades (K-2), regardless of their proficiency levels, will be offered PSC when a school fails to make AYP for two consecutive years and SES when a school fails to make AYP for three consecutive years. These two options will continue to be available to students in schools that reach the Priority Comprehensive Needs School or Priority Focus Needs School designation.  If the local school system does not have enough funds in their 20% reservation to serve all eligible students, local school systems will prioritize students according to income and proficiency level.

9.2   Has the state established an educationally sound plan to increase the number of students participating, in the aggregate, in PSC and SES at the state level (even if the number of students eligible for these options decreases)? 

Response:  Maryland has made progress in encouraging families to exercise their choice or supplemental educational services options as evidenced by the data in Tables 7 and 8 below.  
Table 7.   
Trend Data for Student Participation in Public School Choice 
	
	SY 2005-06
	SY 2006-07
	SY 2007-08

	Number of Title I schools required to offer public school choice 
	82
	98
	91

	Number of public schools to which students transferred under the Title I provisions for public school choice 
	73
	82
	Not Yet Available

	· How many of these were charter schools?
	0
	0
	Not Yet Available

	Number of students who transferred to another public school under the Title I provisions for public school choice 
	1,497
	1,373
	Not Yet Available

	Number of students who were eligible to transfer to another public school under the Title I provisions for public school choice
	42,527
	44,664
	Not Yet Available

	Amount LEA spent on public school choice
	Not available
	$2,868,222
	1,671,389

(estimate)

	· If available:  Number of students who applied to transfer to another public school under the Title I provisions for public school choice
	1,633
	1,497
	Not Yet Available


Table 8.  
Trend Data for Student Participation in SES
	
	SY 2005-06
	SY 2006-07
	SY 2007-08

	Number of Title I schools required to offer SES 
	76
	76
	69

	Number of students who received SES
	10,718
	10,948
	7,701

 (As of Feb 2008)*

	Number of students given priority funding 

(i.e. maximum number of students that funding will support)
	15,837
	13,428
	10,224

	Participation Rate based on priority funding
	67.8%
	81.5%
	75.3%

(As of Feb 2008)*

	Number of students eligible to receive SES
	26,709
	24,834
	20,739

	Number of students who applied to receive SES 
	11,441
	12,483
	10,441

 (As of Feb 2008)*

	Amount LEA spent on SES
	Not Available
	$10,980,914
	$11,626,666

(estimate)


COMMENTS: * Indicates the numbers of students provided for 2007-2008 as of February 2008.  This number is expected to increase as enrollment in SES continues the 2007-2008 school year.
School Choice Participation. Participation rates in PSC have been limited in Maryland.  Parents have reported that they prefer the SES option over PSC because when their children remain in Title I schools, they receive expanded services and have access to resources that are otherwise unavailable in non-Title I schools.

SES Participation. Maryland is especially proud of its progress in providing opportunities for eligible children to participate in SES.  Maryland enjoys a participation rate in SES that is among the highest in the nation.  Based on the maximum number of students that Title I funding supports, participation in SES was 67.8% in 2006.  Maryland’s participation rate continued to rise in 2007 with a participation rate of 81.53% and shows promising signs of continued growth in 2008.  MSDE credits this high participation rate as testimony to our commitment to treat SES and PSC not as “sanctions” but rather as opportunities to be proud of in order to extend and expand upon skills that are learned during the regular school day.   

SES Procedures. MSDE analyzes SES participation school district-by-school district annually with the expectation that school systems will increase student participation in SES. MSDE requires school systems with low rates of participation in SES to submit a written plan outlining aggressive parental outreach strategies that the system will deploy to strengthen participation in its SES program the following year. An onsite meeting between the local school system SES staff, State Title I Director, local school system MSDE point of contact, and MSDE SES specialist must occur to discuss the system’s SES plan. This meeting is also used by MSDE to provide technical support to the school system. Following the face-to-face meeting, the State Title I Director determines if carryover funds from this reservation may be carried over as general Title I funds. The MSDE SES team also provides technical assistance and guidance via three administrative meetings and several on-sight visits to monitor providers operating SES programs in the district. 

Local School System Requirements. Through the annual application process, local school systems must provide a description of the process they will use to inform parents of students attending a Title I school in school improvement about the transfer and SES options. The local school system application must include the following: dates parents were notified about their options, projected start up date for SES, and information on how the system will notify parents who enroll their children later in the school year of their options. The application must also include attachments that provide sample copies of English and translated notification letters, information on the transfer and SES options available to students during the current school year, and supporting information for parents (i.e. profiles of test scores for the home school and the receiving schools, provider profiles). Information on SES providers and the transfer option is available on the MSDE website and in brochures that are distributed annually at events such as the Maryland State Fair. 
MSDE Actions to Increase Participation.  MSDE has been and will continue to be aggressive in efforts to increase participation in parental options. MSDE will continue to provide technical assistance to local school systems during its three administrative meetings and through personal contact with the local school system Title I coordinators. To increase participation in PSC and SES, MSDE will work with local school systems to make information on parental options easy to understand and widely disseminated. SES participation is already at a very high level, so MSDE will aim to increase that high participation level. To that end, MSDE is developing a provider rating system that will allow parents to identify providers that seem to offer effective programs.  In addition, MSDE will conduct an evaluation of the SES program. Using data provide by parents and from the evaluation, poorly performing providers will be removed from the state list of approved vendors. This will improve the quality of SES services and allow parents an opportunity to make informed decisions about the services that will best benefit the needs of their children.  As stated earlier, MSDE subscribes to the belief that parental options are not sanctions—they are opportunities for advancing student achievement and success. 
Section IV: Restructuring (or alternate label)
Core Principle 10: Significant and comprehensive interventions for consistently lowest-performing schools
10.1 How does the state ensure that interventions for the lowest-performing schools are the most comprehensive?  

Response: If the school is identified for Restructuring Planning, the local school system must prepare for alternative governance of the school. As part of the process for implementing restructuring, the Maryland State Board of Education approves all school restructuring plans. If the school does not make AYP during the Restructuring Planning year, it moves to Restructuring Implementation and must implement the alternative arrangement no later than the start of the next school year. Maryland’s options for restructuring align with NCLB’s options. Restructuring involves at least one of the following: (1) replacing all or most school staff, including the principal, related to the school’s failure to make AYP; (2) contracting with a management company to operate the school; (3) reopening the school as a public charter school; and (4) appoint/employ a distinguished principal from another school district or appoint/employ a new principal from the New Leaders for New Schools Program along with replacing the staff relevant to the school’s failure to make AYP. MSDE recognizes that the fourth option will no longer be available if USDE regulations, as proposed, are enacted this year.
NCLB options for school restructuring are not the solitary vehicle for turning around failing schools. Rather, it is a combination of supports identified and implemented by the school that brings about incremental growth in student achievement. 

To assist local school districts in understanding the intervention options available to them, MSDE provides guidelines and technical assistance.  2008 Alternative Governance for School Improvement Guidelines and related professional development for implementation are part of the technical assistance provided.   2008 Alternative Governance for School Improvement Guidelines provides step-by-step procedures for school districts and their schools to use in preparing Corrective Action and Restructuring plans. Professional development is provided to representatives of local school systems to assist them in leading their schools through the selection of alternative governance options and in their planning process.

MSDE restructuring policies are research-based. An extensive literature review is maintained in order to remain current with best practices. Documents are updated regularly to reflect new data and information.

10.2 Has the state established an educationally sound timeline for schools to enter and exit the most comprehensive interventions?

Response: Maryland has addressed questions 10.2.1, 10.2.2, and 10.2.3 in detail under the responses in sections 7.1, 7.2, 8.1, and 10.1.

10.3 Has the state proposed to limit the number of schools that receive the most substantive and comprehensive interventions?  If so, has the state provided an educationally sound justification or rationale for this capacity cap?

Response: Maryland is not proposing a capacity cap.
10.4 How has the state worked with its school districts to ensure that school districts are implementing interventions for the lowest-performing schools?

Response: See section 7.4 on Master Planning.  

Section V: Differentiation Data Analysis
Response:  Maryland conducted a number of analyses to validate its differentiated accountability plan.  Data and evidence that were used to develop the state’s proposed method of differentiation are presented under Core Principle 4, section 4.1. Data on PSC and SES are presented under Core Principle 9, sections 9.1 and 9.2. The number of students enrolled in tested grades in the state, disaggregated by student group, and the number and percentage of students included in AYP calculations at the school and system level can be found in the State Report Card (www.mdreportcard.org). The number of students included in reading AYP participation is available at http://mdreportcard.org/AypGraph.aspx?AypPV=14|5|99|AAAA|1|000000|A and the number of students included in mathematics AYP participation is available at 

http://mdreportcard.org/AypGraph.aspx?AypPV=14|6|99|AAAA|1|000000|A. 

Additional analyses that examine how schools and highly qualified teachers are distributed under the differentiated accountability categories are presented below. Figure 4 shows how Maryland’s 233 schools currently in school improvement would be distributed under the differentiated accountability proposal. 
Figure 4.
Estimated Distribution of Schools, 2007
	Stages
	Pathways

	
	Comprehensive Needs
Pathway (147)
	Focus

Needs Pathway (86)

	Developing

Stage
(127)
	51
	76

	Priority

Stage
(106)
	96
	10


To understand whether these categories differentiated schools according to performance, schools in each category were compared on the following dimensions:  number and percentage of students scoring proficient in reading and mathematics, and number and percentage of schools that met proficiency targets in reading and mathematics.  Data was disaggregated by subgroup within each category.  

Table 9 shows the number and percentage of students scoring proficient by category.  Overall, schools in the developing stage had proficiency scores that were higher than the proficiency scores of schools in the priority stage of school improvement, with some exceptions.  In particular, developing schools scored higher than the priority schools in the “all schools” group in both reading and mathematics.  Likewise, schools in the focused needs pathway had higher scores than schools in the comprehensive needs pathway.  This was the case for the “all students” group and for the disaggregated subgroup data.

Table 9.  
Disaggregated Student Performance by Proposed Differentiated AYP Categories, 2007
	
	
	Comprehensive Needs
	Focused Needs

	
	
	Reading
	Math
	Reading
	Math

	Stage 
	Subgroup 
	Per-cent Prof. 
	Test Takers 
	Per-cent Prof. 
	Test Takers 
	Per-cent Prof. 
	Test Takers 
	Per-cent Prof. 
	Test Takers 

	Developing 
	All 
	59.4 
	17424 
	49.2 
	17654 
	69.2 
	30110 
	63.3 
	30565 

	
	Am. Ind. 
	66.7 
	21 
	33.3 
	21 
	55.9 
	34 
	51.7 
	29 

	
	Asian 
	77.9 
	524 
	78.8 
	528 
	83.9 
	1821 
	83.1 
	1848 

	
	Af. Am. 
	54.5 
	11851 
	42.2 
	12060 
	61.5 
	13538 
	54.1 
	13798 

	
	White 
	75.4 
	3612 
	68.1 
	3628 
	80.4 
	10198 
	75.2 
	10191 

	
	Hispanic 
	52.4 
	1312 
	48.2 
	1310 
	60.6 
	4341 
	56.9 
	4532 

	
	Sp. Ed. 
	30.9 
	2404 
	23.9 
	2494 
	41.2 
	3802 
	35.1 
	3800 

	
	LEP 
	30.3 
	717 
	33.3 
	729 
	43.3 
	1899 
	46.1 
	1993 

	
	FARMS 
	50.2 
	9493 
	40.5 
	9666 
	59.0 
	12517 
	53.7 
	12827 

	Priority 
	All 
	46.7 
	34481 
	34.1 
	35172 
	64.4 
	3310 
	58.9 
	3298 

	
	Am. Ind. 
	54.5 
	55 
	38.2 
	55 
	62.5 
	8 
	62.5 
	8 

	
	Asian 
	66.0 
	435 
	64.7 
	445 
	69.9 
	73 
	83.3 
	66 

	
	Af. Am. 
	45.2 
	29155 
	32.1 
	29674 
	62.7 
	2435 
	56.0 
	2409 

	
	White 
	65.0 
	1995 
	49.6 
	2056 
	79.1 
	498 
	67.1 
	493 

	
	Hispanic 
	46.0 
	2571 
	38.9 
	2683 
	52.3 
	287 
	63.6 
	313 

	
	Sp. Ed. 
	21.6 
	5629 
	16.5 
	5775 
	35.8 
	508 
	30.1 
	491 

	
	LEP 
	24.2 
	1379 
	27.4 
	1459 
	41.9 
	117 
	53.8 
	145 

	
	FARMS 
	43.2 
	23141 
	31.6 
	23545 
	60.2 
	1626 
	56.4 
	1651 


When schools in the Developing Comprehensive Needs category are compared with schools in the Priority Comprehensive Needs category, schools in the former category score higher than schools in the latter.  The one exception was for Native American students in mathematics where the small number of students make the data unstable.  The pattern was not as clear cut in the focused needs pathway, where some subgroups in Priority Focused Needs Schools scored higher than subgroups in Developing Focused Needs Schools.  This pattern was more evident in mathematics (affected subgroups include American Indian, Asian, African American, Hispanic, LEP, and FARMS) than in reading (affected subgroups include American Indian, African American, FARMS).  This suggests that these schools may be making progress improving student achievement, but not enough to reach the proficiency targets.  However, this data should be interpreted cautiously because of the small number of students in some of the subgroups. 

This analysis confirms that there are performance differences between the stages of school improvement (developing versus priority) and between pathways (focused versus comprehensive) and that these differences are significant enough to support the decision rules used to differentiate schools.  

The second analysis compared the number and percentage of schools that made the AMOs in each category (Table 10). This analysis finds that 100% of schools in the Focused Needs pathway made the AMO for the “all students” group. Schools in the Comprehensive Needs pathway are more likely to fail to make the AMO for the “all students” group, with 49.2 % of schools in the Developing Comprehensive Needs category failing to make the AMO in the “all students” group, and 34.1% of schools in the Priority Comprehensive Needs category.  Schools in the Focused Needs pathway also have a higher percentage of schools making the AMO for each subgroup than schools in the comprehensive needs pathway. This data validates the analysis presented in section 4.2 that suggests that some schools are not making AYP because of the performance of a few subgroups.  It also supports the criteria used to differentiate schools.  Again, because of the small number of cases in some cells, this data should be interpreted cautiously.  

Table 10.  
Disaggregated School Performance by Proposed Differentiated AYP Categories 2007
	
	
	Comprehensive Needs
	Focused Needs

	
	
	Reading
	Math
	Reading
	Math

	Stage 
	Subgroup 
	Per-centMet 
	No. of Schools 
	Per-centMet 
	No. of Schools 
	Per-cent

 Met 
	No. of Schools 
	Per-cent Met 
	No. of Schools 

	Developing 
	All 
	31.4 
	51 
	49.0 
	51 
	100 
	76 
	100 
	76 

	
	Am. Ind. 
	100 
	3 
	100 
	3 
	100 
	6 
	100 
	5 

	
	Asian 
	100 
	18 
	100 
	18 
	100 
	43 
	100 
	45 

	
	Af. Am. 
	24.0 
	50 
	46.0 
	50 
	97.3 
	74 
	97.3 
	74 

	
	White 
	92.9 
	28 
	100 
	28 
	100 
	53 
	100 
	51 

	
	Hispanic 
	79.3 
	29 
	93.1 
	29 
	100 
	56 
	100 
	58 

	
	Sp. Ed. 
	24.0 
	50 
	29.4 
	51 
	79.7 
	74 
	89.0 
	73 

	
	LEP 
	47.6 
	21 
	76.2 
	21 
	90.0 
	40 
	97.5 
	40 

	
	FARMS 
	25.5 
	51 
	37.3 
	51 
	93.2 
	73 
	97.3 
	73 

	Priority 
	All 
	9.4 
	96 
	24.0 
	96 
	100 
	10 
	100 
	10 

	
	Am. Ind. 
	100 
	7 
	100 
	7 
	100 
	1 
	100 
	1 

	
	Asian 
	91.3 
	23 
	100 
	22 
	100 
	5 
	100 
	5 

	
	Af. Am. 
	11.5 
	96 
	24.0 
	96 
	100 
	10 
	90.0 
	10 

	
	White 
	90.0 
	40 
	88.4 
	43 
	100 
	6 
	100 
	6 

	
	Hispanic 
	66.7 
	39 
	83.3 
	42 
	85.7 
	7 
	100 
	7 

	
	Sp. Ed. 
	8.5 
	94 
	9.7 
	93 
	60.0 
	10 
	60.0 
	10 

	
	LEP 
	43.8 
	32 
	68.8 
	32 
	75.0 
	4 
	100 
	4 

	
	FARMS 
	9.4 
	96 
	25.0 
	96 
	90.0 
	10 
	100 
	10 


A major concern for schools not meeting standards is the quality of the teaching staff. Table 11 provides the percentage of classes across schools in each category that are not taught by highly qualified teachers. The highest percentage is, as expected, in the Priority Comprehensive Needs 
Schools, where 45.5% of classes do not have a highly qualified teacher. The most qualified staff teach in the Developing Focused Needs Schools, where 19.7% of classes do not have a highly qualified teacher. Successful implementation of the differentiated accountability model is expected to increase the numbers of highly qualified teachers in all four categories and to eliminate the differences between them.
Table 11.  
Percent of Classes Not Taught By Highly Qualified Teachers 2007 
	
	Comprehensive Needs
	Focused Needs

	Stage of School Improvement
	Total Classes
	Number  of Classes, No HQT 
	Percent of Classes, No HQT 
	Total Classes
	Number  of Classes, No HQT 
	Percent of Classes,  No HQT 

	Developing
	5,100
	1,377
	27.0
	11,109
	2,190
	19.7

	Priority
	11,657
	5,306
	45.5
	730
	215
	29.5


Finally, the breakdown of schools by urban and suburban designation was done for the four categories, as shown in Table 12. Maryland has no rural school systems, and the Baltimore City School System is the only system classified as urban in the state. Urban schools (Baltimore City) are represented to a greater extent in the Priority Schools categories while suburban schools tend to be classified as Developing Schools. This is to be expected as Baltimore City is a system in Corrective Action, and has a number of schools already in the Restructuring phases of school improvement.     

Table 12.  
Percent and Number of Urban and Suburban Schools by Category 2007
	
	Comprehensive Needs
	Focused Needs

	Stage of School Improvement
	Percent Urban
	Percent Suburban
	Number of Schools
	Percent Urban
	Percent Suburban
	Number of Schools

	Developing
	39.2
	60.8
	51
	9.2
	90.8
	76

	Priority
	64.6
	35.4
	96
	40.0
	60.0
	10


Section VI: Annual evaluation plan
Response:  As part of the Master Planning process (see section 7.4), Maryland legislation requires and funds a comprehensive evaluation of the results of school system interventions and initiatives designed to address identified student needs. In addition, local school systems must present to the Maryland State Board of Education their plans to address the needs of all students in the lowest performing schools. Every year MSDE generates and analyzes a variety of school level status reports to monitor the progression of schools in the school improvement continuum. Maryland will continue to use this comprehensive evaluation system already in place and enhance it to provide data on the effectiveness of interventions and progress of the schools in the four categories of the differentiated model. 
Maryland’s long history of using data driven decision-making at the school, school system, and state level will continue to be valuable in monitoring the progress of the schools placed in each of the four school improvement categories of the proposed model. The evaluation efforts will focus on the following criteria:
· Validity of pathway assignment (accuracy of criteria)

· Improvement in school performance over time

· Subgroup performance and progress in closing of the achievement gap

· Highly qualified teacher data 

· Participation in and effectiveness of interventions 

· Participation in SES and Choice Options

· Community perceptions of the clarity of the differentiated AYP system (survey)

· School perceptions of the availability of focused and effective support (survey)
· Characteristics of schools exiting each pathway

The data presented in Tables 9 and 10 (section V) will serve as the basis for the additional evaluation components required for this model. These tables compare schools in each of the four school improvement categories on a variety of indicators, and were used to validate the criteria utilized to assign them to pathways. The indicators, which will become part of the regular reporting of AYP results, will be used to show trends over the years.

The evaluation of the impact of a differentiated AYP model will require little additional data collection beyond what is required for the Master Planning process (see section 7.4), the evaluation of the Breakthrough Center, and the reporting system currently utilized to monitor the status of all schools. Once the system has been in place long enough to compare the performance of schools in the two pathways (focus and comprehensive) additional analyses will be completed.  These analyses will focus on schools exiting from each pathway, their number of years in school improvement before exiting, their particular areas of focus, and their participation in various initiatives.  In addition, schools not exiting school improvement will be monitored and compared as they move through the system. MSDE looks forward to collaborating with USDE and other participating states to elaborate on potential ways to strengthen the evaluation of the system.

Validation of assignments to categories.  Many years prior to the NCLB act, Maryland instituted a system of rewards and recognition for schools. This system combined school performance data across content areas and AYP subgroup cells, resulting in a single indicator of progress and facilitating a rank ordering of schools. A secondary analysis provided an index of success in narrowing achievement gaps. This analysis will be adapted for use with schools participating in the differentiated AYP model and will serve as validation that the lowest performing schools are accurately identified and that the schools identified for the focused needs pathway are the higher performing schools. This analysis will also be utilized to validate that schools not improving over time are correctly moving through the school improvement continuum toward the priority stage of school improvement. This analysis will aid MSDE in determining if the Focused Needs Schools and Comprehensive Needs Schools are making adequate progress in improving academic proficiency. It will also track how many schools exit school improvement.
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