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D.C. Progress in Education 

Progress is being made… 
 
• National leader in education 

– Pre-K enrollment of 3 and 4 year olds 
– School breakfast participation 
– Alignment of DC CAS with common core state standards 

 
• Moving toward release from High Risk status 

– Addressed 349 findings, “0” open items 
  

• Improvements in compliance with IDEA 
– Released from Blackman of Blackman-Jones consent decree 
– Improved timeliness on key compliance indicators 
– Met 100% of the 34 court ordered transportation metrics 
 
 Page 144



D.C.  Education Context   

… There is still room for improvement 
 
• 78,469 students in 54 LEAs  

– 41% attend Public Charter Schools  
– 77% African American, 15% Hispanic  
– 72% low-income 
 

• Proficiency based on 2011 DC CAS 
– 45% in English/Language Arts 
– 47% in Math 

 
• NAEP Science results  

– 8% of students proficient 
 

• Graduation Rate 
– 58% of students graduate in 4 years  
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Challenges with the Status Quo 

Under NCLB the District faces the 
following challenges:  
 
• In 2012, state level targets increase to 83% proficient and will 

increase the number of schools identified as “failing”  
• By 2014, almost all schools taking DC CAS will be identified as 

“failing” 
• Science and composition are not included in accountability, thus 

stifling college-and-career readiness 
• Continuation of “one size fits all” interventions  
• Limited support for “failing” schools  
• Schools not rewarded for growth  
• Lack of flexibility in the use of Title I funds 
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ED Expectations for States  

3 Principles 
 

1. Transition students, teachers, and schools to a 
system aligned to college and career ready 
standards for all students 
 

2. Develop differentiated accountability systems 
 

3. Undertake reforms to support effective classroom 
instruction and school leadership  
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D.C. ESEA Flexibility Waiver 

Principle 1  
 
Transitioning to College-and Career-Ready 
Standards and Assessment 
 

• In June 2010, DC SBOE adopted Common Core State 
Standards (CCSS)  

• By 2013, DC CAS will be fully aligned to CCSS 
• Expand PD for educators to support transition  
• Race to the Top (RTTT) participation adds resources for 

schools  
– Example: Professional learning communities and exemplar teaching 

lessons 
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D.C. ESEA Flexibility Waiver 

Principle 2   
 
Developing Systems of Differentiated Recognition, 
Accountability and Support  
 

• New State and school targets 
• School effectiveness based on performance, student 

growth, and other indicators 
• 5 school classifications 
• Differentiated interventions and supports by school 
• DC OSSE cross-functional team to coordinate state level 

services  
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Principle 2: Accountability 

New State and School Targets 
 

• State targets increase each year 4.5%  
 

• By 2017, students proficient statewide  
• 73% proficient in English/Language Arts 
• 74% proficient in Mathematics 

 
• School level targets are individualized with each school 

expected to reduce by half the number of non-proficient 
students by 2017 
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Principle 2: Accountability 

Graduation State Target 

59% 63% 67% 71% 75% 79% 83% 

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

Interim State Target
NCLB Target

4% Annual Growth  
At least 202 additional students statewide graduates a year 
At least 8 additional students graduating per year per high school 
 
 

Page 151



Principle 2: Accountability 

45% 50% 54% 59% 63% 68% 73% 
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State Target
SY11-12 NCLB Target

4.5% Annual Growth  
At least 1450 additional students proficient statewide per year 
At least 8 additional students proficient per year per school 
 
 

English/Language Arts State Target 
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Principle 2: Accountability 

47% 51% 56% 60% 65% 69% 74% 
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100%

State Target
SY11-12 NCLB Goal

Mathematics State Target 

4.5% Annual Growth  
At least 1450 additional students proficient statewide per year 
At least 8 additional students proficient per year per school  
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Principle 2: Accountability 

2010-11 2016-17 Expected Change 
(Annual Change)  

Asian/Pacific Islanders 72% 86% 14 % 
(3%) 

Black/Non-Hispanic  41% 71% 29 % 
(6%) 

Hispanic 47% 73% 29% 
(5%) 

White 88% 94% 6%  
(1%) 

Special Education 16% 58% 42% 
(8%) 

Lep/Nep 25% 62% 37% 
(7%) 

Econ. Disadvantaged 38% 69% 31% 
(6%) 

All Students 45% 73% 28% 
(5%) 

Sample School Target 
Goal: Reduce by half the number of non-proficient students 
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Principle 2: Accountability 

Accountability Index 
 

• Use of multiple measures to 
determine school effectiveness 
 

• Proficiency 
• Growth 
• Graduation Rates 
• DC CAS Participation 
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Principle 2: Accountability 

 
 

• Index Score on 100 point scale 
 

• Incentivize performance based 
on proficiency, growth, and 
subgroups 
 

School Classifications: 5 Distinct Categories 
 

Category From To 
Reward (federal requirement – 
high performing, high progress) 

80 100+ 

Rising 45 79 

Developing 26 44 

Priority (federal requirement – 
lowest performing) 

0 25 

Focus (federal requirement - 
schools with substantial 
achievement gaps) 

0 100+ 
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Principle 2: Accountability 

Category From To # of Schools # of Title I 
Schools 

% of All 
Schools 

% of Title I 
Schools 

Reward 80 100+ 
17 7 9% 4% 

Rising 45 79 
67 56 36% 35% 

Developing 26 44 
49 48 26% 30% 

Priority 0 25 
25 23 13% 14% 

Focus 0 100+ 
30 26 16% 16% 

Total     188 170 100% 100% 

Snapshot of School Classifications 
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Principle 2: Accountability 

Reward School Identification 
 

• Highest-performing schools 
– Schools will be ranked based on their overall school index. 

 
• High-progress schools 

– Schools will be ranked based on improvement in overall school 
index from year to year, beginning in June 2012 when DC CAS 
results are available. These will be based on individual school 
target index scores. 
 

• Incentives 
– Red Ribbon School of Excellence 
– Financial Rewards if a Title I school 
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Principle 2: Accountability 

Meet At Least 1 = Focus School 
 

• Statewide Achievement Gaps: Has a subgroup that 
performs substantially lower than the state average on any 
subject or  

 
• Within-School Achievement Gaps: Has a subgroup that 

performs substantially lower than the highest-performing 
subgroup within the school on any subject or 

 
• Participation Rate for subgroup is lower than 95 percent 

for two consecutive years 
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Principle 2: Accountability 

All 3 for 2 consecutive years = Exit Focus School  
 
• State-wide Achievement Gap – Reduces the 

achievement gap for all subgroups to below 20 for one 
or more years and 
 

• Within-school Achievement Gap – Reduces the 
within-school achievement gap for all subgroups to 
below 1.5 for two or more years and 
 

• Participation Rate – Exceeds 95 percent participation 
for the subgroup leading to the initial identification  
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Principle 2: Accountability 

Meet At Least 1 = Priority School 
 
• Graduation Rate of 60 percent or less for two 

consecutive years or more or 
 

• Index Score is 25 or less for the all students  
subgroup or 
 

• Participation Rate lower than 95 percent in the 
“all students” group for two consecutive years or 
 

• Receiving Federal SIG funds for school 
turnaround 
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Principle 2: Accountability 

All 3 for 3 out of 5 Years = Exit Priority School  
 
• Index Score is greater than 25 for the all 

students subgroup and 
 

• Graduation Rate is greater than 60 percent 
and 
 

• Participation Rate exceeds 95 percent for the 
“all students” subgroup 
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Principle 2: Accountability  

Statewide Network of Tiered Support 
 
OSSE, DCPS, PCSB will work in 
partnership to reward and support 
schools 
 

 Maximize resources  
 
 Minimize burden  
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Principle 2: Accountability 

Charter School School 

Public Charter 
School Board DCPS 

OSSE Cross Functional 
Team (Chaired by RTTT 

Innovation and 
Improvement Team) 

Wellness and 
Nutrition 

Specialized 
Education 

Elementary and 
Secondary 
Education 

Early Childhood 
Education 

Post Secondary 
Education 

Students 

Statewide 
Network of 

Tiered 
Support 
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Principle 2: Accountability 

Year DCPS and PCSB Role  DC OSSE Role  

1 Develop and implement plan  Review and make recommendations  

2 Adjust plan as needed  Review and make recommendations  

3 Implement plan approved by OSSE  Approve and proscribe use of funds  

4 Consider school closure or 
alternative governance  

Recommend for closure or 
alternative governance  

Meaningful Consequences for Focus and Priority Schools 
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D.C. ESEA Flexibility Waiver 

Principle 3 
 
Evaluating and Supporting Teacher and Leader Effectiveness  
 

• Development of statewide guidelines 
• Input from teachers and principals 
• Performance based on multiple measures 
• Results used to provide feedback to improve instruction 
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Principle 3: Teacher and Leader Effectiveness 

Much of the work is already underway… 
 
• Race to the Top (RTTT) alignment with 

ESEA Flexibility Waiver 
 

• 30 out of 54 LEAs serving 90% of students 
are  implementing evaluation systems this 
year 
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Principle 3: Teacher and Leader Effectiveness 

…Still work to be done 
 
• Title I LEAs will be required to implement 

teacher and leader evaluation systems 
 

• Must include student growth for tested and 
untested grades and subjects 
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D.C. ESEA Flexibility Waiver 

Benefits of ESEA Waiver 
 

 

• Relief from 2013-2014 timeline for achieving 100% 
– Reset goals that are ambitious and achievable 

 
• LEA and school improvement and accountability 

requirements 
– Rewards schools for significant student growth 
– Move away from over-identifying schools as “failing” and 

prescribing “one size fits all” interventions 
 

• Tailored use of federal funds to meet LEA, school, and 
student needs 
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What Does This Mean For Parents & Community? 

• One stop shop to obtain information on 
school effectiveness based on uniform 
system for all schools 
 

• Needs of students and schools are 
individualized based on performance 

 

ESEA Waiver Benefits 
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Next Steps 

Waiver Application Timeline 
 

• Submit revised waiver application to ED by June 
1, 2012 
 

• If approved: 
– apply new accountability system beginning with 2012 

DC CAS data 
– Work closely with DCPS and PCSB to implement new 

structure 
– Continue community and parent outreach to inform 

change in accountability structure 
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Thank You 

On behalf of D.C., OSSE welcomes the 
opportunity offered by ED to 
 

 “show growth with every child, every   
 year, toward the 2020 goal that the  U.S. 
 once again leads the world in the 
 proportion of college graduates.” 
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Contact Information: 

Dr. Kayleen Irizarry 
 

Assistant Superintendent  
Division of Elementary and Secondary Education 

 
Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) 

Government of the District of Columbia 
810 First Street, NE, 5th Floor 

Washington, DC 20002 
Contact Email:  kayleen.irizarry@dc.gov 

Contact Phone:  (202) 741-0258 
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From: Robert Cane [rcane@focusdc.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 2:07 PM 
To: Mahaley, Hosanna (OSSE) 
Cc: Irizarry, Kayleen (OSSE) 
Subject: FOCUS Comments on Latest ESEA Waiver Draft 

Hosanna -- 
 
Thanks for the chance to comment on this.  I set out below our main objections and, given 
more time, can give you page by page comments.  Some of the schools and the PCSB likely have 
additional objections. 
 
You'll see that we think there's a lot very seriously wrong with the draft and cannot support it 
as is.  In fact, if these problems aren't eliminated before submission to DOE we'll have to 
actively oppose the waiver application. 
 
Happy to discuss at your convenience. 
 
Robert 

∙      OSSE should not turn in its waiver application until it has had time to absorb all of the 
written and oral comments it’s getting today and change the draft accordingly (I don't 
believe that DOE required its submission this week).  Presumably OSSE is not asking for 
comments and holding today’s meetings for show.  

∙   OSSE is correct to acknowledge that it is PCSB, not OSSE, that has primary authority to 
ensure charter school accountability with ESEA.  However, OSSE should limit its monitoring 
to the PCSB and not monitor the charter schools, either alone or in conjunction with PCSB, 
at least during the first two years of Priority/Focus status.  If PCSB chooses to delegate to 
OSSE its compliance oversight authority beginning in the third year OSSE may take over this 
function.  OSSE should eliminate from the draft any reference to OSSE compliance authority 
over charters in years one and two, including control over 20% of Title I funds. 

∙    OSSE may not designate the PCSB as the charter school LEA (read: school system) for 
purposes of ESEA.  This would require an amendment to the D.C. School Reform Act of 
1995, which we would not support. 

∙    OSSE should not seek to impose its will on schools that fail to make all of their AMO’s.  As 
we know from long experience with AYP, all schools will sooner or later fail with at least one 
subgroup.  As currently written the draft sets out a scheme that is likely to be just as 
irrational and onerous as what it seeks to replace. What’s more, this is a completely new 
addition to the draft and effectively extends OSSE oversight and control to a large 
percentage of charter schools.  PCSB is responsible for charter school accountability for all 
schools that are not Priority or Focus schools, not OSSE. 
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∙   As OSSE recognizes in the draft, PCSB has an excellent system for determining which 
schools are doing well and which aren’t and has the tools and the will to deal with the 
latter.   OSSE should therefore not include any standards or interventions in the draft that 
go beyond the minimum required by DOE, instead leaving it up to PCSB to take action 
against low-performing schools.  OSSE should remember that, in per capita terms, PCSB has 
an excellent record on school closure.  It also would be well to remember that D.C. has 
closed 30% of all charters that have been opened since 1996, and all of these were 
performing in the bottom quartile academically. 

∙    OSSE mentions charter school autonomy over personnel practices and decisions but then 
completely tramples on their autonomy in the draft.  DOE requires that student growth be a 
“significant” factor in teacher evaluation but does not require that “significant” be defined 
as 50% overall or 30% on the DC CAS.  OSSE should revise this standard to take into account 
the flexibility given to charter schools by our charter school law.  OSSE also should revise 
the draft to take into account that the DOE has recognized PCSB as a high-quality authorizer 
and under DOE guidelines it should be given significant flexibility from state rules with 
regard to evaluation policies, which need only meet federal guidelines.  

∙    PCSB, not OSSE, should monitor the schools for compliance with the requirement to 
implement staff evaluation systems. 

∙    OSSE has no authority to require schools to submit individual teacher and leader ratings 
and we would advise schools not to do so.  

 
Robert Cane 
Executive Director 
Friends of Choice in Urban Schools (FOCUS) 
1436 U St. N.W. #204, Washington DC 20009 
202/387-0405 
www.focusdc.org 
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PCSB Comments to ESEA Draft Waiver Proposal of May 24. 

Draft – in process – May 29, 2012 

Summary: PCSB has some significant concerns with the draft waiver submission dated May 24, 2012.  
We appreciate the opportunity to express these concerns, and respectfully ask that we have the 
opportunity to work collaboratively to address them.  We note that this version contains many 
significant changes to the original, and therefore believe that sufficient time needs to be made to allow 
key stakeholders to work with OSSE to have their issues addressed.  The June 1, 2012 target submission 
date is likely too early to allow for such a collaborative process and as such we request that the deadline 
be extended to allow for sufficient time for our, and others’ concerns, to be meaningfully addressed. 

1.  Significant Concerns 
a. Expansion of OSSE oversight to any school that does not meet an AMO (non “Priority” 

and non- “Focus” schools).  We strongly object to the new language inserted at pages 
96 and 97 and request that this revert back to the original submission.  Similar language 
changes to comport with this on pages 99 and 101 and 102.   There should be no 
consequences other than those developed by PCSB for schools that fail to meet a 
specific AMO.  Specified consequences, reservation of Title I funds, enhanced OSSE 
oversight and monitoring, and other measures should be reserved exclusively for 
priority and Focus schools 
 

b. The entire section 3 around teacher-leader evaluation is fundamentally flawed.  It lays 
out a structure of State standards along with the need to secure a waiver from such 
standards should schools desire.   It fails to mention that PCSB has been identified by 
the Department of Education as a high quality authorizer that meets the CSP assurances 
from 2010.  Given this, Title I charter schools in DC are not required to seek waivers 
from the state, nor are they required to adhere to state guidelines.  They are only 
required to have evaluation systems that comply with the ESEA Waiver standards, the 
determination of which must be made by PCSB.  We recommend that this section be re-
written to reflect this. 
 

c. PCSB as the LEA.  PCSB does not act as an LEA and is in no way an LEA.  We recommend 
that In all places remove “acting as the LEA for charter schools for accountability 
purposes” and substitute “which, as the charter school authorizer, is primarily 
responsible for ESEA accountability” 

 
d. AMO and Priority / Focus Calculation.  The process for determining AMOs is still unclear 

(Pages 63-65).  We need to understand it better, and we suggest that it needs to be 
better explained in the waiver.  We also need to understand which schools, as things 
stand now, would be designated Priority and Focus schools each year as the AMOs 
become more strict 
 

Page 179



e. All turnaround principles simultaneously.  We do not consider it to always be best 
practice that all interventions along the seven categories be implemented in all cases.  
Nor do we believe that in all cases it is most effective that every intervention be 
implemented simultaneously.  Therefore please remove any language implying that 
schools will be required to implement interventions along all seven turnaround 
principals.  (For example, page 75, “To ensure effective implementation of strategies 
addressing all seven turnaround principles…” and “…that includes the concurrent 
implementation of all interventions.”, and “although all interventions will be 
implemented concurrently in priority schools…”.) 

 
f. Language that contradicts the idea that PCSB has sole responsibility for developing 

and overseeing interventions in the first two years.  We appreciate that the document 
makes this clear.  However, there are many areas in the document where this principle 
is contradicted and that need to be re-worded so that the document does not contradict 
itself.  What follows is an incomplete list. 

 
i. Page 79: “Priority schools that are identified as not meeting the needs of 

students with disabilities will be required to implement a plan that addresses, at 
a minimum, the following:” 

1. Recommend changing this to “Consistent with our description of 
improvement plans and interventions for priority schools, priority 
schools that are identified as not meeting the needs of students with 
disabilities will be required to implement an improvement plan that 
addresses these deficiencies.” 

ii. Page 81: “Schools identified by the DC OSSE as priority schools will have no less 
than half a year and no more than one year to plan for implementation of 
selected models” 

1. Recommend changing to, “A school that has selected one of these four 
models will work with PCSB to plan for and implement the model in the 
timeframes required by the SIG program” 

iii. Page 81: “To assist that school and LEA in development of the plan, a school-
level needs assessment or quality school review will be doncuted in each 
priority scool by a visiting review team that includes staff from the DC OSSE … or 
the PCSB…  Improvement plans for priority schools must incorporate a 
turnaround plan that includes strategies and interventions addressing all seven 
turnaround principles.” 

1. Recommend removing this entire passage. 
iv. Page 81: “Upon submission of the LEA turnaround plan and performance targets 

for each priority school, the DC OSSE will review and make recommendations as 
needed, and approve the use of the LEA’s and/or school’s Title I funds based 
on the … … …” 
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1. OSSE cannot deny the use of Title I funds during the first two years as 
this would effectively take control of the accountability process from 
PCSB.   Recommend eliminating the entire paragraph beginning after 
“and make recommendations as needed.” 

v. Page 81: “To ensure that the DC OSSE can provide effective guidance and 
support to LEAs and schools, each turnaround plan will include mid-year and 
annual performance targets set by …PCSB … across four areas: academic 
achievement, school climate, community, and parent involvement, and resource 
management” 

1. This is overly intrusive and dictates the measures to be used by PCSB.  
OSSE’s concern during the first two years should be academic 
achievement, not the means by which to achieve it.    Suggest re-writing 
to read “To ensure that the DC OSSE can provide effective guidance and 
support to LEAs and schools, OSSE will monitor academic results as well 
as periodic reports from PCSB as to the progress of the schools.”   Also, 
remove all references to “mid-year” reports. 

vi. Page 84: “…DC OSSE will require all newlay identified priority schools to psend 
at least half of one school year planning for the implementation of meaningful 
interventions that meet the turnaround principles” 

1. Remove this sentence as it conflicts with PCSB’s oversight over the 
planning and implementation. 

vii. Page 90:  Similar to comments above for “priority schools” the entire first three 
paragraphs of page 90 should be re-written to reflect PCSB’s primary role in 
developing and overseeing improvement plans. 

viii.  Page 95.  The table indicates low autonomy and very high SEA engagement. 
 

g. Clarify the language at page 82 stating that DCPS and PCSB have the primary 
responsibility of developing and implementing a turnaround plan during the first two 
years.  Specifically, OSSE’s approval role only kicks in after two years of a school not 
meeting its target.  If a school is meeting its target for the first two years, there is no 
reason OSSE should suddenly get approval rights in year 3 (the final year of the plan 
before the school exits).  We believe that this is OSSE’s intention but would appreciate it 
being made clearer. 
 

h. Percentage of Priority and Focus schools.  We believe that the number of schools 
labeled as Priority and Focus should be capped at 5% and 10% of schools, respectively. 
 

i. Focus Schools – have a safety valve for a time when there are few schools with 
subgroups that are performing well below state averages.  Rather than change the 
standard, if there is a point where there are few schools that have a subgroup 
performing more than 20 points below the state average for that subgroup, then 
instead draw from the lowest-performing schools for “all students” to fill out the 10% 
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“focus” school list. 
 

j. Focus Schools.  We need to consider whether school closure is the right option after 
four years.  A high-performing school with low-performing subgroups in many a cases 
may need intervention, not closure.  We do not think we should box ourselves into a 
single solution for these schools. 
 

k. Alternative Schools.  We are concerned that schools serving demonstrably alternative 
populations (high percentages of SPED, ELL, adjudicated, chronically truant, expelled, 
homeless, foster) will be consistently designated as Priority and be recommended for 
closure.  This is a result nobody wants.  Recommend that at the bottom of page 64, 
rewrite: 
 
“ … Since it is critically important to recognize growth in special needs students, the 
District of Columbia will investigate the process of creating a growth measure to use 
with alternative assessments.” 
 
To 
 
“… Since it is critically important to recognize growth in special needs students, as well 
as students in alternative schools with very high percentages of special education, ELL, 
homeless, foster, and adjudicated youth, as well as youth with history of expulsion and 
chronic truancy, the District of Columbia will investigate the process of creating an 
appropriate AMO methodology for use with such schools, as well as a growth measure 
to use with alternative assessments.” 
 

2. Other Issues 
a. Page 53: remove reference to OSSE developing and implementing teacher-leader 

evaluation systems. 
b. Page 53 – on the organization chart we would appreciate if OSSE would use a dotted 

rather than a solid line connecting PCSB and OSSE to reflect PCSB’s status as an 
autonomous governmental body. 

c. Top of page 59 – one of the dates is out of sequence. 
d. Last line of page 66 “two consecutive years”; top of 67 add “for two consecutive years” 

after “95 percent for subgroups” 
e. Bottom of page 75 remove “oversee” before the word “monitor” 
f. Page 75, second paragraph.  The description of the web-based tool should be softened 

to provide more latitude to PCSB and references to the CFT “continuous planning, 
implementation, monitoring, and course adjustment” is incompatible with PCSB’s 
principal role in developing and overseeing the intervention 

g. Page 76.  The paragraph just under “Effective use of time” should be rewritten to be the 
same as the paragraphs under the other 6 strategies.  E.g. “The CFT will monitor the 
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effective implementation of strategies by the DCPS and PCSB to improve the effective 
use of time, which may include:”.   We include this as an “other issue” as we assume this 
was a typographical error. 

h. Page 77, middle, change “is necessary to” to “would”.  So “Where the CFT… determines 
that implementation of extended learning opportunities would help in improving student 
achievement…” 

i. Page 80, remove the word “turnaround” from “may also select one of the four SIG 
turnaround models” (only one of the SIG models are turnaround) 

j. Where “proscribe” is used, instead use “prescribe” 
k. State Takeover.  Remove the various places where the waiver states “This aligns with an 

SEAs authority for state takeover in ESEA Section 1116(b)(8)(B)(iv)”.   
l. Page 89: remove the last clause on the page indicating that schools have requested that 

DC OSSE have a stronger oversight role. 
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Table 9 School Classification Based on SY10-11 Results

2010-11 Performance-Progress Index Scores and Classification
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Deal MS N Reward A 91

Eaton ES N Reward A 80

Hyde-Addison ES N Reward A 82

Janney ES N Reward A 95

Key ES N Reward A 93

Lafayette ES N Reward A 92

Mann ES N Reward A 95

Murch ES N Reward A 90

Oyster-Adams Bilingual School (Oyster) N Reward A 87

School Without Walls SHS N Reward A 104

Stoddert ES N Reward A 85

Washington Latin - Middle School N Reward A 85

Benjamin Banneker SHS Y Reward A 100

D.C. Preparatory Academy Pcs - Edgewood Middle Campus Y Reward A 88

Ellington School of the Arts Y Reward A 84

Howard University Math And Science Pcs Y Reward A 82

Kipp Dc: College Preparatory Pcs Y Reward A 87

McKinley Technology HS Y Reward A 90

St. Coletta Special Education Pcs Y Reward A 87

Brent ES N Rising J 72

Hearst ES N Rising J 68

Latin American Montessori Bilingual Pcs N Rising J 70

Shepherd ES N Rising J 71

Two Rivers - Elementary N Rising J 76

Two Rivers - Middle N Rising J 62

Washington Latin - High School N Rising J 69

Washington Yu Ying PCS N Rising J 61

Watkins ES (Capitol Hill Cluster) N Rising J 67

Achievement Preparatory Academy Pcs Y Rising J 77

Bancroft ES Y Rising J 51

Barnard ES (Lincoln Hill Cluster) Y Rising J 62

Burrville ES Y Rising J 49

Capital City Pcs - Lower School Y Rising J 74

Capital City Pcs - Upper School Y Rising J 62

Center City Pcs - Capitol Hill Campus Y Rising J 45

Center City Pcs - Petworth Campus Y Rising J 52

Center City Pcs - Trinidad Campus Y Rising J 54

Cesar Chavez Pcs - Bruce Prep Campus Y Rising J 70

Cesar Chavez Pcs - Capitol Hill Campus Y Rising J 55

Cesar Chavez Pcs - Parkside Campus Y Rising J 56

Cleveland ES Y Rising J 68

Columbia Heights Education Campus Y Rising J 52

Community Academy Pcs - Amos I Y Rising J 58

Community Academy Pcs - Butler Campus Y Rising J 73

Community Academy Pcs - Online Program Y Rising J 65

D.C. Bilingual Pcs Y Rising J 47

D.C. Preparatory Academy Pcs - Edgewood Elementary CampusY Rising J 66
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Table 9 School Classification Based on SY10-11 Results

2010-11 Performance-Progress Index Scores and Classification
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E.L. Haynes Pcs Y Rising J 69

Early Childhood Academy Pcs - Johenning Campus Y Rising J 52

Eliot-Hine MS Y Rising J 46

Elsie Whitlow Stokes Community Freedom Pcs Y Rising J 65

Emery EC Y Rising J 48

Francis-Stevens EC Y Rising J 58

Friendship Pcs - Collegiate Y Rising J 50

Friendship Pcs - Tech Prep Y Rising J 57

Friendship Pcs - Woodridge Y Rising J 53

Hardy MS Y Rising J 70

Hope Community Pcs - Tolson Campus Y Rising J 52

Hospitality Public Charter High School Y Rising J 55

Howard Road Academy Pcs - Mlk Campus Y Rising J 47

Hyde Leadership Pcs Y Rising J 45

Kipp Dc: Aim Academy Pcs Y Rising J 77

Kipp Dc: Key Academy Pcs Y Rising J 76

Kipp Dc: Will Academy Pcs Y Rising J 71

Langdon EC Y Rising J 73

Ludlow-Taylor ES Y Rising J 50

Marie Reed ES Y Rising J 46

Maury ES Y Rising J 47

Meridian Pcs Y Rising J 55

National Collegiate Academy Pcs Y Rising J 50

Paul Junior High Pcs Y Rising J 73

Phelps Architecture, Construction, and Engineering HS Y Rising J 60

Potomac Lighthouse Pcs Y Rising J 67

Powell ES (Lincoln Hill Cluster) Y Rising J 50

Raymond EC Y Rising J 50

Roots Pcs - Kennedy Street Campus Y Rising J 53

Ross ES Y Rising J 75

School For Educational Evolution And Development Pcs Y Rising J 73

Sousa MS Y Rising J 51

Stuart-Hobson MS (Capitol Hill Cluster) Y Rising J 71

Thurgood Marshall Academy Pcs Y Rising J 73

Tree Of Life Community Pcs Y Rising J 46

Tubman ES Y Rising J 58

Washington Math, Science And Technology (Wmst) Pcs Y Rising J 64

West EC Y Rising J 48

William E. Doar, Jr. Pcs - North East Campus Y Rising J 55

Wilson, J.O. ES Y Rising J 55

Wilson, W. SHS Y Rising J 62

Arts And Technology Academy Pcs Y Developing J 43

Beers ES Y Developing J 37

Brookland EC @ Bunker Hill Y Developing J 42

Bruce-Monroe ES @ Park View Y Developing J 43

Burroughs EC Y Developing J 43

Center City Pcs - Shaw Campus Y Developing J 37
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2010-11 Performance-Progress Index Scores and Classification
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Community Academy Amos III Campus - Armstrong Y Developing J 39

Community Academy Pcs - Rand Campus Y Developing J 35

Coolidge SHS Y Developing J 39

Friendship Pcs - Blow-Pierce Y Developing J 43

Friendship Pcs - Chamberlain Y Developing J 44

Friendship Pcs - Southeast Academy Y Developing J 42

Hart MS Y Developing J 37

Hendley ES Y Developing J 37

Hope Community Pcs - Lamond Campus Y Developing J 44

Howard Road Academy Pcs - Main Campus Y Developing J 32

Idea Pcs Y Developing J 43

Ideal Academy Pcs - North Capitol Street Campus Y Developing J 43

Ideal Academy Pcs - Peabody Street Campus Y Developing J 43

Imagine Southeast Pcs Y Developing J 36

Jefferson MS Y Developing J 43

Kenilworth ES Y Developing J 35

Ketcham ES Y Developing J 41

Kimball ES Y Developing J 36

King ES Y Developing J 43

LaSalle-Backus EC Y Developing J 35

Leckie ES Y Developing J 41

MacFarland MS (Lincoln Hill Cluster) Y Developing J 38

Marshall ES Y Developing J 35

Mary Mcleod Bethune Day Academy Pcs - Slowe-Brookland CampusY Developing J 38

Maya Angelou Pcs - Middle School Campus Y Developing J 40

Miner ES Y Developing J 39

Nalle ES Y Developing J 35

Nia Community Pcs Y Developing J 32

Noyes EC Y Developing J 34

Orr ES Y Developing J 34

Payne ES Y Developing J 36

Plummer ES Y Developing J 39

Randle Highlands ES Y Developing J 41

River Terrace ES Y Developing J 38

Ronald Brown MS Y Developing J 40

Shaed EC Y Developing J 41

Shaw MS @ Garnet-Patterson Y Developing J 40

Simon ES Y Developing J 36

Smothers ES Y Developing J 35

Terrell, M.C./McGogney ES Y Developing J 28

Thomas ES Y Developing J 29

Truesdell EC Y Developing J 42

Turner ES @ Green Y Developing J 44

Walker-Jones EC Y Developing J 32

Whittier EC Y Developing J 42

William E. Doar, Jr. Pcs - Middle And High Schools Campus Y Developing J 43

Winston EC Y Developing J 38
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Cardozo SHS Y Focus G 29

Thomson ES Y Focus G 42

Booker T. Washington Public Charter High School Y Focus G 35

Brightwood EC Y Focus G 38

Center City Pcs - Brightwood Campus Y Focus G 43

Center City Pcs - Congress Heights Campus Y Focus G 33

Cooke, H.D. ES Y Focus G 32

Garrison ES Y Focus G 37

Houston ES Y Focus G 36

Maya Angelou Pcs - Shaw Campus Y Focus G 25

Patterson ES Y Focus G 30

School For The Arts In Learning Pcs Y Focus G 29

Seaton ES Y Focus G 39

Takoma EC Y Focus G 51

Thea Bowman Preparatory Academy Pcs Y Focus G 28

Tyler ES Y Focus G 30

William E. Doar, Jr. Pcs - North West Campus Y Focus G 32

Tuition Grant-DCPS Non Public N Priority C 16

Youth Engagement Academy N Priority C 17

Aiton ES Y Priority C 24

Amidon-Bowen ES Y Priority C 23

Ballou SHS Y Priority C 23

Davis ES Y Priority C 22

Drew ES Y Priority C 22

Ferebee-Hope ES Y Priority C 15

Hamilton Center Y Priority C 21

Harris, C.W. ES Y Priority C 19

Malcolm X ES Y Priority C 22

Maya Angelou Pcs - Evans Campus Y Priority C 24

Moten ES @ Wilkinson Y Priority C 22

Septima Clark Pcs Y Priority C 20

Wheatley EC Y Priority C 24

Woodson, H.D. SHS Y Priority C 16

Roosevelt SHS Y Priority D 27

Anacostia SHS Y Priority E 13

Browne EC Y Priority E 35

Dunbar SHS Y Priority E 25

Eastern SHS Y Priority E N

Garfield ES Y Priority E 11

Johnson MS Y Priority E 22

Kelly Miller MS Y Priority E 32

Kramer MS Y Priority E 31

Luke C. Moore Academy SHS Y Priority E 33

Options Pcs Y Priority E 18

Prospect LC Y Priority E 28

Savoy ES Y Priority E 23

Spingarn SHS Y Priority E 15
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2010-11 Performance-Progress Index Scores and Classification
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Stanton ES Y Priority E 17

Ballou STAY N N K N

Child and Family Services N N K N

CHOICE Academy MS/SHS N N K N

Incarcerated Youth Program, Correctional Detention Facility N N K N

LaShawn-DCPS Non-Public N N K N

Residential - DCPS Non-Public N N K N

Spingarn STAY N N K N

Youth Services Center N N K N

Lee, Mamie D. School Y N K N

Sharpe Health School Y N K N

The Next Step, PCS Y N K N

Transition Academy @ Shadd Y N K N
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Purpose: The ESEA Flexibility Waiver requires that all LEAs subject to the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) as amended by No Child Left Behind to implement teacher and leader 
evaluation systems that meet specific requirements outlined by the U.S. Department of Education. 
These state guidelines embody the requirements of the ESEA Flexibility Waiver.  Non-charter LEAs, 
including the District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) will have to meet these guidelines.  

Pursuant to a determination of the Charter Schools Program (CSP) Director at the U.S. Department of 
Education dated February 3, 2012, the Public Charter School Board (PCSB) is in compliance with 
assurances 3A and 3B of CSP.  This means that the District is considered to have a strong charter school 
authorizer system.  OSSE will, therefore, allow District public charter schools the flexibility to develop 
and implement evaluation and support systems that meet all of the elements of Principle 3 of the ESEA 
Flexibility Waiver, but that do not necessarily adhere to these OSSE-developed guidelines.   

The DC OSSE will provide support to LEAs in developing appropriate growth measures and Student 
Learning Objectives (SLOs) if they choose to use them for teachers in non-tested grades and subjects. 
The DC OSSE will develop guidelines during the 2012-2013 school year for Student Learning Objectives 
that LEAs can use if they intend to develop SLOs. The DC OSSE will also provide professional 
development and technical assistance to LEAs in developing and implementing SLOs and other growth 
measures into their evaluation systems.  

Process: Non-charter LEAs will submit their unique evaluation documents that demonstrate how they 
meet each of these criteria. If their documents do not address all of these criteria, they will provide a 
brief, supplementary word document that addresses all of the criteria. For approval, the plan must meet 
the required elements of each section, achieving a label of “sufficient” or “meets criteria” for all.  If not 
approved, the LEA must submit revisions based on the feedback provided.  Charter LEAs will 
demonstrate to the PCSB that they meet the requirements of the U.S. Department of Education. 

Due Date: The evaluation documents are due by April 30, 2013 and should be submitted to 
robin.chait@dc.gov.   

  

Teacher and Principal Evaluation and Support  
System Requirements 

July 2012 
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Teacher and Leader Evaluation System Requirements  

The following requirements apply to both teacher and leader evaluation systems: 

1. Involve teachers and principals in developing or revising evaluation systems. The LEA will 
describe their process for involving teachers and principals in developing or revising evaluation 
systems. 

2. Ensure validity of systems. The LEA will provide data to OSSE sufficient to allow OSSE to conduct 
a validity analysis or provide results to OSSE from a validity study that analyzes the correlation 
between observation scores and student growth or achievement measures. 

3. Provide training to teachers, evaluators and other school staff on the evaluation system. The 
LEA will describe their process for providing training to teachers, evaluators, and other school 
staff on the evaluation system. The LEA will describe how they work to ensure inter-rater 
reliability among evaluators. 
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Section 1 – Involve teachers and principals in developing or revising evaluation systems. 

The LEA will describe its process for involving teachers and principals in developing or revising 
evaluation systems. 

 
SUFFICIENT 

 
LIMITED1 

 
NOT PROVIDED 

The LEA has described a 
thorough process for involving 
teachers and principals in 
developing or revising 
evaluation systems. 
 

The LEA has described a vague 
or incomplete process for 
involving teachers and principals 
in developing or revising 
evaluation systems. 
 

The LEA has not described a 
process for involving teachers 
and principals in developing or 
revising evaluation systems. 
 
 

 

Label:            
 

 

Section 1 Comments/Feedback:  
 

 

 

  

                                                           
1 If the LEA achieves a rating of Limited or Does Not Meet Criteria, the plan will not be approved and LEA staff will 
need to address the comments and revise the response. 
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Section 2 – Ensure the validity of the evaluation system.  

The LEA will provide data to OSSE so OSSE can conduct a validity analysis or provide results to OSSE from 
a validity study that analyzes the correlation between observation scores and student growth or 
achievement measures.  

(    ) I agree to provide the data necessary to OSSE to conduct an analysis of the correlation between 
observation scores and student growth or achievement or will provide the data from this analysis. 
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Section 3 – Provide training to teachers, evaluators and other school staff on the evaluation system. 

The LEA will describe its process for providing training to teachers, evaluators, and other school staff on 
the evaluation system. The LEA will describe how it works to ensure inter-rater reliability among 
evaluators. 

 
SUFFICIENT 

 
LIMITED2 

 
NOT PROVIDED 

The LEA has described a 
thorough process for providing 
training to teachers, evaluators, 
and other school staff on the 
evaluation system, including a 
description of how they will 
work to ensure inter-rater 
reliability among evaluators. 
 
 

The LEA has described a vague 
or incomplete process for 
providing training to teachers, 
evaluators, and other school 
staff on the evaluation system, 
or has not described how they 
will work to ensure inter-rater 
reliability among evaluators. 
 

The LEA has not described a 
process for providing training to 
teachers, evaluators, and other 
school staff on the evaluation 
system, including a description 
of how they will work to ensure 
inter-rater reliability among 
evaluators. 
 

 

Label:            
 

 

Section 3 Comments/Feedback:  
 

 

  

                                                           
2 If the LEA achieves a rating of Limited or Does Not Meet Criteria, the plan will not be approved and LEA staff will 
need to address the comments and revise the response. 
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Teacher Evaluation System Requirements 

1. Include student growth as a significant portion of teacher evaluation 
a. Student growth and achievement counts for 50% of a teacher’s evaluation in tested 

grades and subjects. The LEA will report on the components of their evaluation system 
and the percentages assigned to each component using the Teacher Evaluation 
Template. The LEA should indicate that a DC CAS-based measure of growth will account 
for at least 30% of the evaluation rating for English/ Language Arts and mathematics 
teachers in grades 4-8 and may choose another assessment or measure to account for 
the remaining percentage.   

b. Student growth counts for at least 15% of a teacher’s evaluation in non-tested grades 
and subjects. The LEA will report on the components of their evaluation system and the 
percentages assigned to each component using the Teacher Evaluation Template. The 
LEA should describe the measure or measures that will be included in evaluations of 
teachers in non-tested grades and subjects and should indicate that these measures will 
account for at least 15% of a teacher’s evaluation.  The LEA may choose from the 
following options for student growth measures for teachers in non-tested grades and 
subjects: 

i. Use a measure of schoolwide growth that is based on the DC CAS in 
English/Language Arts and/or Mathematics. (The LEA may also include 
schoolwide growth results based on science and composition assessments when 
they are available); 

ii. Develop student learning objectives for every classroom that are aligned with 
Common Core State Standards (CCSS) where available or DC or Industry 
Standards where CCSS are not available. In grades or subjects in which pre-tests 
are not available, educators will use all available prior assessments to set 
appropriate objectives; or 

iii. Develop a growth measure that is based on a standardized assessment that is 
aligned with or relevant to CCSS. 

2. Conduct an annual evaluation process. The LEA will reference its unique evaluation documents 
that indicate that it has an annual evaluation process for every teacher and will make available 
evidence that evaluations have occurred during the monitoring process. 

3. Use evaluations to support individualized professional development. The LEA will provide 
evidence that it has a system to provide individualized professional development to teachers 
based on identified needs. The LEA must include evidence that also references how the teacher 
evaluation and support system will enable special education, English Language Learner and 
general classroom teachers serving these student populations to improve instructional practice. 
The LEA may reference an evaluation document that includes an area for next steps or action 
items to address teachers’ areas of weakness, documentation of verbal feedback and next steps 
or action items, an individual professional development plan template, or an aggregate 
professional development plan for the school that is informed by the individual needs of 
teachers. The LEA may offer other evidence that demonstrates that evaluations are informing 
professional development.  
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4. Use evaluations to inform personnel decisions. The LEA provide a narrative explanation that 
demonstrates that evaluation information informs personnel decisions such as those about 
compensation, promotion, retention, and/or removal. The LEA will explain the process by which 
it makes these decisions and how it uses evaluation information to do so.  

a. The annual evaluation must include student growth and achievement as a significant 
portion of teacher evaluations. Because the DC CAS-based measures will be available in 
the summer, the LEA has flexibility in demonstrating how it is using the complete 
evaluation to inform human capital decisions.  For example, the LEA may indicate that it 
is providing both preliminary decisions about hiring in the spring and final evaluation 
reports in the summer.  Or the LEA may demonstrate that it is using both current and 
prior year evaluations (including prior evaluations that include student growth) to 
inform human capital decisions. However, the LEA will have to demonstrate that the 
annual evaluation is used to inform human capital decisions.   

b. The LEA will provide data to OSSE on the numbers of teachers in each rating category, 
and the number of teachers retained and dismissed in each rating category.  

5. Include multiple measures for performance besides the growth measure. The LEA will report 
on the components of its evaluation systems and the percentages assigned to each component 
using the Teacher Evaluation Template. The components include an observation rubric that 
measures more than one area of performance. Other measures of performance may be included 
as well. Evaluation systems may address the following areas of performance: 

a. Commitment to school community, mission and values. Includes professional norms 
and expectations, collaboration with other school staff, character, commitment to the 
school community, parent engagement.  

b. Effective lesson planning and instructional delivery.  Includes planning, instructional 
practices, assessment, and use of data. 

c. Fostering a positive environment for student learning. Includes classroom 
management, student/teacher interactions, and student engagement.  

6. Divide effectiveness into at least four tiers. The LEA will provide narratives for each tier that 
describe the full spectrum of performance. Each narrative will describe the competencies and 
skills a teacher at each level is expected to master. The LEA will also describe how the tiers are 
determined. The LEA will report teacher effectiveness ratings to OSSE in four categories. 

7. Provide teachers with timely and constructive feedback. The LEA will provide evidence of an 
evaluation process that includes multiple observations and regular feedback. The feedback will 
reference the language of the LEA’s observation rubric. Evidence of timely and constructive 
feedback may reference evaluation documents that describe multiple formal and/or informal 
observations and a post-observation feedback process or another process for providing written 
or verbal feedback. Other evidence of timely and constructive feedback may be included, as 
long as it demonstrates that teachers are receiving specific feedback throughout the school 
year.  
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Instructions: Please complete the template below indicating the components of your evaluation system. Columns B-E should be completed with the submission 
of the teacher evaluation plan and should indicate the component of the evaluation system and the weight it represents (for example, observation rubric, 30%). 
One year after implementation, the LEA should provide individual teacher evaluating ratings and the total score each teacher received. If the LEA is not 
conducting its own validity analysis, the LEA should also submit individual component scores for each evaluation component. 
 

 

  

 Teacher Evaluation Template 
 Teachers in Tested Grades and Subjects 

Teacher 
ID 

Teacher 
Grade 

and 
Subject 

Evaluation Components Final 
Score 

Final 
Evaluation 
Rating (e.g. 

highly 
effective, 
effective) 

Date of 
Final 

Evaluation 

School's  Action 
(retained, 
dismissed) 

(at least 
30%) 

(at least 
15%) % % % 

A 
DC CAS 

Measure 

B 
Other 

Student 
Achievement 

C D E 

1234                    
1235                    
1236                    
1237                    
1238                    

 Teachers in Untested Grades and Subjects 
Teacher 
ID 

Teacher 
Grade 

and 
Subject 

Evaluation Components  Final 
Score 

Final 
Evaluation 
Rating(e.g. 

highly 
effective, 
effective) 

Date of 
Final 

Evaluation 

School's  Action 
(retained, 
dismissed) 

(at least 
15%) % % % % 

A 
Student 
Growth  

B C D E 

1239                    
1240                    
1241                    
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Teacher Evaluation Plan Rubric 

 

Section 1- Include student growth as a significant portion of teacher evaluation. 

Student growth and achievement counts for 50% of a teacher’s evaluation in tested 
grades and subjects. The LEA will report on the components of their evaluation systems and 
the percentages assigned to each component using the Teacher Evaluation Template. The 
LEA should indicate that a DC CAS based measure of growth will account for at least 30% of 
the evaluation rating for English/ Language Arts and mathematics teachers in grades 4-8 and 
may choose another assessment or measure to account for the remaining percentage.   

a. Student growth counts for at least 15% of a teacher’s evaluation in non-tested grades and 
subjects. The LEA will report on the components of their evaluation systems and the 
percentages assigned to each component using the Teacher Evaluation Template. The LEA 
should describe the measure or measures that will be included in evaluations of teachers in 
non-tested grades and subjects and should indicate that these measures will account for at 
least 15% of a teacher’s evaluation.  The LEA may choose from the following options for 
student growth measures for teachers in non-tested grades and subjects: 

i. Use a measure of schoolwide growth that is based on the DC CAS in 
English/Language Arts and/or Mathematics. (The LEA may also include schoolwide 
growth results based on science and composition assessments when they are 
available); 

ii. Develop student learning objectives for every classroom that are aligned with 
Common Core State Standards (CCSS) where available or DC or Industry Standards 
where CCSS are not available. In grades or subjects in which pre-tests are not 
available, educators will use all available prior assessments to set appropriate 
objectives; or 

iii. Develop a growth measure that is based on a standardized assessment that is 
aligned with or relevant to CCSS. 

a.  
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Section 1- Include student growth as a significant portion of teacher evaluation. 

 

 
MEETS CRITERIA 

 
DOES NOT MEET CRITERIA 

The evaluation template indicates that student growth 
and achievement counts for at least 50% for tested 
grades and subjects and student growth or 
achievement counts for at least 15% for non-tested 
grades and subjects. 

The evaluation template is not complete or does not 
indicate that student growth counts for at least 50% 
for tested grades and subjects and at least 15% for 
non-tested grades and subjects. 

 
Label:            

 

Section 1 Comments/Feedback:  
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Section 2 – Conduct an annual evaluation process. 

The LEA will reference its unique evaluation documents that indicate that the LEA has an annual 
evaluation process for every teacher and will make available evidence that evaluations have occurred 
during the monitoring process. 

 
MEETS CRITERIA 

 
DOES NOT MEET CRITERIA 

A narrative description indicates the LEA conducts an 
annual evaluation process for every teacher and 
describes the process and benchmarks for this process.   

A narrative description does not indicate that the LEA 
conducts an annual evaluation process for every 
teacher or does not describe the process and 
benchmarks. 

 
Label:            

 

 

Section 2 Comments/Feedback:  
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Section 3 – Use evaluations to support individualized professional development. 

The LEA will provide a narrative explanation that demonstrates that evaluation information informs 
professional development. Include information in the narrative that speaks to how the teacher 
evaluation and support system will enable special education, English Language Learner and general 
classroom teachers serving these student populations to improve instructional practice.  The LEA may 
reference an evaluation document that includes an area for next steps or action items to address 
teachers’ areas of weakness, documentation of verbal feedback and next steps or action items, an 
individual professional development plan template, or an aggregate professional development plan for 
the school that is informed by the individual needs of teachers. An LEA may offer other evidence that 
demonstrates that evaluations are informing professional development. 

 
SUFFICIENT 

 
LIMITED3 

 
NOT PROVIDED 

A narrative explanation references 
an evaluation document that 
includes an area for next steps or 
action items to address teachers’ 
areas of weakness, documentation 
of verbal feedback and next steps or 
action items, an individual 
professional development plan 
template, an aggregate professional 
development plan for the school 
that is informed by the individual 
needs of teachers, or other 
evidence that demonstrates that 
evaluations are informing 
professional development. 

The narrative explanation is 
provided, but it provides 
incomplete or vague evidence that 
evaluation information informs 
professional development. 

No explanation is provided or the 
explanation does not demonstrate a 
connection between evaluation 
results and professional 
development plans.  

 
Label:            

 

                                                           
3 If an LEA achieves a rating of Limited or Not Provided, the plan will not be approved and LEA staff will need to 
address the comments and revise the response. 
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Section 3 Comments/Feedback:  
 

 

Section 4 – Use evaluations to inform human capital decisions.  

The LEA provide a narrative explanation that demonstrates that evaluation information informs 
personnel decisions such as those about compensation, promotion, retention, and/or removal. The LEA 
will explain the process by which it makes these decisions and how it uses evaluation information to do 
so.  

a. The annual evaluation must include student growth as a significant portion of teacher 
evaluations. Because the DC CAS-based measures will be available in the summer, the 
LEA has flexibility in demonstrating how it is using the complete evaluation to inform 
human capital decisions.  For example, the LEA may indicate that it is providing both 
preliminary decisions about hiring in the spring and final evaluation reports in the 
summer.  Or the LEA may demonstrate that it is using both current and prior year 
evaluations (including prior evaluations that include student growth) to inform human 
capital decisions. However, the LEA will have to demonstrate that the annual evaluation 
is used to inform human capital decisions.   

b. The LEA will provide data to OSSE on the numbers of teachers in each rating category, 
and the number of teachers retained and dismissed in each rating category.  

 

 
SUFFICIENT 

 
LIMITED4 

 
NOT PROVIDED 

There is clear evidence that teacher 
evaluation results inform human 
capital decisions.  

There is very little evidence that 
teacher evaluation results inform 
human capital decisions. 

There is no evidence that teacher 
evaluation results inform human 
capital decisions. 

 

Label:            

                                                           
4 If an LEA achieves a rating of Limited or Does Not Meet Criteria, the plan will not be approved and LEA staff will 
need to address the comments and revise the response. 
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Section 4 Comments/Feedback:  
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Section 5 – Include multiple measures for performance besides the growth measure.  

The LEA will report on the components of its evaluation systems and the percentages assigned to each 
component using the Teacher Evaluation Template. The components include an observation rubric that 
measures more than one area of performance. Other measures of performance may be included as well. 
Evaluation systems may address the following areas of performance: 

a. Commitment to school community, mission and values. Includes professional norms and 
expectations, collaboration with other school staff, character, commitment to the school 
community, parent engagement.  

b. Effective lesson planning and instructional delivery.  Includes planning, instructional practices, 
assessment, and use of data. 

c. Fostering a positive environment for student learning. Includes classroom management, 
student/teacher interactions, and student engagement.  

 
 

MEETS CRITERIA 
 

DOES NOT MEET CRITERIA 
The evaluation system includes an observation rubric 
that addresses more than one area of practice.  

The evaluation system does not include an observation 
rubric that addresses more than one area of practice. 

 
Label:            

 

Section 5 Comments/Feedback:  
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Section 6 – Divide effectiveness into at least four tiers. 

The LEA will provide narratives for each tier that describe the full spectrum of performance. The 
narrative will describe the competencies and skills a teacher at each level is expected to master. The LEA 
will also describe how the tiers are determined. The LEA will report teacher effectiveness ratings to OSSE 
in four categories. 

• Highly effective teachers consistently achieve high scores on all elements of an LEA’s evaluation 
system; 

• Effective teachers are proficient on almost all elements of a school’s evaluation system; 
• Minimally effective teachers are those who need additional support in several of the elements 

of a school’s evaluation system; and 
• Ineffective teachers are those who are struggling in most of the elements of a school’s 

evaluation system.  

 
SUFFICIENT 

 
LIMITED5 

 
NOT PROVIDED 

The definitions of four tiers of 
performance describe the full 
spectrum of performance and are 
very clearly described.  

The definitions of the four tiers of 
performance are vague, do not 
describe a full spectrum of 
performance, or are incomplete. 

The LEA does not have definitions for 
each tier. 

 

Label:            
 

 
Section 6 Comments/Feedback:  
 

 

 
  

                                                           
5 If an LEA achieves a rating of Limited or Does Not Meet Criteria, the plan will not be approved and LEA staff will 
need to address the comments and revise the response. 
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Section 7 –Provide teachers with timely and constructive feedback. 

The LEA will provide evidence of an evaluation process that includes multiple observations and regular 
feedback. The feedback will reference the language of the LEA’s observation rubric. Evidence of timely 
and constructive feedback may reference evaluation documents that describe multiple formal and/or 
informal observations and a post-observation feedback process or another process for providing written 
or verbal feedback. Other evidence of timely and constructive feedback may be included, as long as it 
demonstrates that teachers are receiving specific feedback throughout the school year.  

 

 
SUFFICIENT 

 
LIMITED6 

 
NOT PROVIDED 

The LEA demonstrates it is giving 
teachers timely and constructive 
feedback at several points 
throughout the school year. 
 

The LEA demonstrates it is giving 
teachers timely and constructive 
feedback once during the school 
year. 

The LEA did not provide evidence 
that it is giving teachers timely and 
constructive feedback. 

 

Label:            
 

Section 7 Comments/Feedback:  
 

 

  

                                                           
6 If an LEA achieves a rating of Limited or Does Not Meet Criteria, the plan will not be approved and LEA staff will 
need to address the comments and revise the response. 
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Principal Evaluation System Requirements 

1. Include student growth as a significant portion of principal evaluation. The LEA will report on 
the components of its evaluation system using the Principal Evaluation Template. The LEA will 
demonstrate that student growth accounts for a significant proportion of a principal’s 
evaluation rating. The LEA will explain how its student growth measure is consistent with its 
schools’ missions, values, and goals.   

2. Conduct an annual evaluation process. The LEA will reference its unique evaluation documents 
that indicate that the LEA has an annual evaluation process for every principal and during the 
monitoring process will make available evidence that evaluations have occurred. 

3. Use evaluations to inform human capital decisions. The LEA will explain how evaluation 
information will inform human capital decisions such as decisions about principals’ professional 
development, compensation, promotion, retention, and/or removal. For example, an LEA might 
indicate that principals who are highly effective will be considered for a bonus and those who 
are rated ineffective will be coached by a mentor. During the monitoring process, OSSE will 
question a significant disconnect between principal ratings over time and these decisions, for 
example, if many principals rated ineffective are retained.  

4. Include multiple, qualitative measures of performance. The LEA will report on the components 
of its evaluation systems using the Principal Evaluation Template. The components must include 
more than one qualitative measure. Evaluation systems may include the following qualitative 
measures of performance: 

a. Parent, staff, and/or student surveys 
b. Compliance with state or federal regulations 
c. Compliance with special education requirements 
d. Principal leadership and competencies 
e. Measures of teacher practice 

5. Include school-specific goals. The LEA will include more than one, measurable, school-specific 
goal. These goals may also be based on the system’s student growth measure. For example, if an 
LEA includes DC CAS scores as its student growth measure and gives principals a score of 1-4 
based on growth, they may also have a DC CAS school-specific goal to increase student growth 
by 10%. Following are examples of school-specific goals: 

a. Student performance will increase by 5% on the DC CAS. 
b. Parent participation in the school survey will increase by 20%. 
c. The achievement gap will close by at least 3 points. 
d. Graduation rates will increase by 10%. 
e. Attendance rates will average 95%. 
f. Detentions will decrease by 10%. 

6. Divide effectiveness into at least four tiers. The LEA will provide narrative descriptions for each 
tier that describe the full spectrum of performance and outline the competencies and skills a 
principal at each level is expected to master. The LEA will report to OSSE on principal 
performance according to four categories. After a year of implementation the LEA will complete 
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the Principal Evaluation Template, indicating how individual principals are rated. The LEA should 
consider the following general guidance in their ratings: 

• Highly effective principals consistently achieve high scores on all elements of an LEA’s 
evaluation system; 

• Effective principals are proficient on almost all elements of a school’s evaluation system; 
• Minimally effective principals are those who need additional support in several of the 

elements of a school’s evaluation system; and 
• Ineffective principals are those who are struggling in most of the elements of a school’s 

evaluation system.  



20 
 

Instructions: Please complete the template below indicating the components of your evaluation system. 
Columns A-E should indicate the component of the evaluation system (for example, leadership rubric, 
student achievement). These columns should be completed with the submission of the principal 
evaluation plan.  The Final Evaluation Rating column should indicate the rating each principal received.  

 
 

 

 

 

  

Principal 
ID 

 

 

Evaluation Components  Final 
Evaluation 

Rating 
(e.g. 

Highly 
effective, 
effective) 

Date of 
Final 

Evaluation 
Rating 

School's  
Action 

(retained, 
dismissed) 

     A 
 

B 
 

C D E 

1234                 
1235                 
1236                 
1237                 
1238                 
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Section 1- Include student growth as a significant portion of principal evaluation. The LEA will report 
on the components of its evaluation system using the Principal Evaluation Template. The LEA will 
demonstrate that student growth accounts for a significant proportion of a principal’s evaluation rating. 
The LEA will explain how its student growth measure is consistent with its schools’ missions, values, and 
goals.   

 

 
SUFFICIENT 

 
LIMITED7 

 
DOES NOT MEET CRITERIA 

The LEA provides a clear and robust 
explanation of how its student 
growth measure is consistent with 
its school mission, values, and 
goals. 

The LEA provides an incomplete or 
vague explanation of how its 
student growth measure is 
consistent with its school mission, 
values, and goals. 

The LEA does not provide an 
explanation of how its student 
growth measure is consistent with 
its school mission, values, and 
goals. 

 

 
Label:            

 
 

Section 1 Comments/Feedback:  
 

 

                                                           
7 If an LEA achieves a rating of Limited or Does Not Meet Criteria, the plan will not be approved and LEA staff will 
need to address the comments and revise the response. 
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Section 2 – Conduct an annual evaluation process. 

The LEA will reference its unique evaluation documents that indicate that the LEA has an annual 
evaluation process for every principal and during the monitoring process will make available evidence 
that evaluations have occurred. 

 
MEETS CRITERIA 

 
DOES NOT MEET CRITERIA 

A narrative description indicates the LEA conducts an 
annual evaluation process for every principal and 
describes the process and benchmarks for this process.   

A narrative description does not indicate that the LEA 
conducts an annual evaluation process for every 
principal or does not describe the process and 
benchmarks. 

 
Label:            

 

 

Section 2 Comments/Feedback:  
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Section 3 - Use evaluations to inform human capital decisions.  

The LEA will explain how evaluation information will inform human capital decisions about principals 
such as decisions about professional development, compensation, promotion, retention, and/or 
removal. For example, an LEA might indicate that principals who are highly effective will be considered 
for a bonus and those who are rated ineffective will be coached by a mentor. During the monitoring 
process, OSSE will question a significant disconnect between principal ratings over time and these 
decisions, for example, if many principals rated “1” are retained.  

 

 
SUFFICIENT 

 
LIMITED8 

 
NOT PROVIDED 

There is clear evidence that 
principal evaluation results inform 
human capital decisions.  

There is very little evidence that 
principal evaluation results inform 
human capital decisions. 

There is no evidence that principal 
evaluation results inform human 
capital decisions.  

 

Label:            
 

Section 3 Comments/Feedback:  
 

 

 

 

                                                           
8 If an LEA achieves a rating of Limited or Does Not Meet Criteria, the plan will not be approved and LEA staff will 
need to address the comments and revise the response. 
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Section 4 – Include multiple, qualitative measures of performance.  

The LEA will report on the components of its evaluation systems using the Principal Evaluation 
Template. The components must include more than one qualitative measure. Evaluation systems may 
include the following qualitative measures of performance: 

a. Parent, staff, and/or student surveys 
b. Compliance with state or federal regulations 
c. Compliance with special education requirements 
d. Principal leadership and competencies 
e. Measures of teacher practice 

 
 

MEETS CRITERIA 
 

DOES NOT MEET CRITERIA 
The evaluation system includes more than one 
qualitative measure.  

The evaluation system includes one or no qualitative 
measures. 

 

Label:            
 

Section 4 Comments/Feedback:  
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Section 5 – Include school-specific goals.  

The LEA will include more than one, measurable, school-specific goal. These goals may also be based on 
the system’s student growth measure. For example, if an LEA includes DC CAS scores as its student 
growth measure and gives principals a score of 1-4 based on growth, they may also have a DC CAS 
school-specific goal to increase student growth by 10%. Following are examples of school-specific goals: 

a. Student performance will increase by 5% on the DC CAS. 
b. Parent participation in the school survey will increase by 20%. 
c. The achievement gap will close by at least 3 points. 
d. Graduation rates will increase by 10%. 
e. Attendance rates will average 95%. 
f. Detentions will decrease by 10%. 

 
 

MEETS CRITERIA 
 

DOES NOT MEET CRITERIA 
The evaluation system includes more than one 
measureable, school- specific goal.  

The evaluation system includes one or no 
measureable, school-specific goals. 

 

Label:            
 

Section 5 Comments/Feedback:  
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Section 6 – Divide effectiveness into at least four tiers. 

The LEA will provide narrative descriptions for each tier that describe the full spectrum of performance 
and outline the competencies and skills a principal at each level is expected to master. The LEA will 
report to OSSE on principal performance according to four categories. After a year of implementation 
the LEA will complete the Principal Evaluation Template, indicating how individual principals are rated. 
The LEA should consider the following general guidance in their ratings: 

• highly effective principals consistently achieve high scores on all elements of an LEA’s evaluation 
system; 

• effective principals are proficient on almost all elements of a school’s evaluation system; 
• minimally effective principals are those who need additional support in several of the elements 

of a school’s evaluation system; and 
• ineffective principals are those who are struggling in most of the elements of a school’s 

evaluation system.  

 
SUFFICIENT 

 
LIMITED9 

 
NOT PROVIDED 

Four tiers of performance are very 
clearly defined.  

The definitions of the four tiers of 
performance are vague or 
incomplete. 

The LEA does not have definitions for 
each tier. 

 
Label:            

 

 
Section 6 Comments/Feedback:  
 

 

 
 

 

                                                           
9 If an LEA achieves a rating of Limited or Does Not Meet Criteria, LEA staff will need to address the comments and 
revise the response. 
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Principle 1 

Principle 1 
State Wide CCSS 
Professional 
Development 

Beginning 
June 2011 
(ongoing) 

OSSE staff, 
Contractor(s) 

Professional 
development 
calendar, Summer 
Leadership Institute 
agendas, feedback 
surveys 

Staff capacity,  
alignment of 
federal and local 
resources* 

Pre-Activity, 
Space, Capacity, 
Low-Turnout, 
Participant Core 
Knowledge 

Principle 1 Community Outreach 
Beginning 
June 2011 
(ongoing) 

OSSE staff, other 
stakeholders 

Presentation, agendas Staff capacity 
Capacity, 
Participation 

Principle 1 
DC CAS Aligned to 
Common Core - 
Blueprint Released 

June 2011 
OSSE staff, Test 
vendor 

Blueprint document 

Staff capacity,  
alignment of 
federal and local 
resources* 

Completed 

Principle 1 
Crosswalk Reading 
Standards to SPED 
Entry Points 

July 2011 OSSE staff Crosswalk document Staff capacity Completed 

Principle 1 
Conduct Professional 
Development Needs 
Survey 

August 2011 OSSE staff Results of survey Staff capacity Completed 

Principle 1 
Distribute Printed 
CCSS in Math and 
ELA 

August 2011 
OSSE staff, School 
personnel 

Distribution list 

Staff capacity,  
alignment of 
federal and local 
resources* 

Completed 

Principle 1 

Develop New 
Composition Prompts 
Aligned to CCSS and 
Offer Professional 
Development on the 
Transition 

November 
2011 
(ongoing) 

OSSE staff, Test 
Vendor 

Sample prompt 
released, agendas 

Alignment of 
federal and local 
resources* 

Completed 
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Principle 1 
Review Graduation 
Requirements for 
Math 

February 
2012 
(ongoing) 

OSSE staff, State 
Board of 
Education 

Final approved policy Staff capacity 

High School / 
Secondary Math 
Courses - whether 
they follow a 
traditional or 
integrated 
pathway 

Principle 1 
Publish Historical 
Writing Data 

February 
2012 
(ongoing) 

OSSE staff Data charts Staff capacity 
Gathering all data.  
Creating an easily 
defined base line. 

Principle 1 Conduct Gap Analysis 
February 
2012 
(in process) 

OSSE staff, 
contractor 

Result report 

Staff capacity,  
alignment of 
federal and local 
resources* 

Capacity, 
Contracting 

Principle 1 
Create Transition 
Units in Math 

May 
2012 
(in process) 

OSSE staff, 
contractor 

Sample unit 

Staff capacity,  
alignment of 
federal and local 
resources* 

Capacity, 
Providing 
supportive 
guidance and 
information 

Principle 1 
Distribute 
PARCC/SBAC 
Technology Survey 

Spring 
2012 
(in process) 

OSSE staff, PARCC Survey results 
Delay in creation 
of survey 

Getting 
information in a 
timely fashion,  
questions from 
LEAs 

Principle 1 
Review Draft of Next 
Generation of 
Science Standards 

Spring 2012 
(in process) 

OSSE staff, STEM 
committee, 
stakeholders 

Crosswalk of current 
to new standards 

Delay of release, 
capacity 

Gaps found 
between current 
and new  
standards 

Principle 1 
Transition SEDS to 
Align to the CCSS 

July 2012 
OSSE staff, 
Vendor 

Screen shot of new 
system 

Alignment of 
federal and local 
resources* 

LEA capacity, 
Accessing 
information, 
Compliance, 
Capacity, 
Contracting 

Principle 1 

Analyze Composition 
Data and Provide 
Additional 
Professional 
Development 

July 2012 
 

OSSE staff Results Staff capacity LEA buy-in 

Principle 1 Analyze Science Data  July 2012 OSSE staff, vendor Results 
Staff capacity, 
additional 
funding 

Data collection 
and reporting 
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Principle 1 
Engage Stakeholders 
on Science Blueprint 
Decisions  

July 2012 OSSE staff Science Blueprint Staff capacity LEA buy in 

Principle 1 
Professional 
Development for 
Science 

July 2012 
(ongoing) 

OSSE staff 
Materials, agendas, 
feedback 

Staff capacity,  
alignment of 
federal and local 
resources* 

LEA buy in, space 
availability 

Principle 1 
CCSS 
Interactive Website 

July/Aug 2012 
(ongoing) 

OSSE staff, 
Contractor  

Web Address Staff capacity 

OCTO, Contract 
and Procurement, 
capacity, 
Meaningful 
contributions, e.g. 
videos, resources, 
etc. 

Principle 1 
CCSS Assessment 
Item Development 

July/Aug 
2012 
(ongoing) 

DC Educators, 
OSSE Staff, 
Vendor 

DC developed and 
owned CCSS 
assessment items 

Alignment of 
federal and local 
resources* 

Core knowledge, 
participation 

Principle 1 
Common Core Parent 
Institute 

July, Aug, Sept 
2012 

OSSE staff, vendor 
Presentation, 
agendas, feedback 
survey 

Alignment of 
federal and local 
resources* 

Participation 

Principle 1 

Summer Workshop 
for 21st Century 
Parents and 
Afterschool Providers 

July, Aug, Sept 
2012 

OSSE staff, vendor 
Presentation, 
agendas, feedback 
survey  

Alignment of 
federal and local 
resources* 

Participation 

Principle 1 
Include DC CAS 
Composition in 
Accountability Plan 

June 2013 OSSE staff Accountability plan Staff capacity Poor test scores 

Principle 1 
DC CAS Science 
included in 
accountability plan 

July 2014 OSSE staff Accountability plan Staff capacity 
Data availability, 
timeline 

Principle 2 

Principle 2 

Data analysis of 2012 
DC CAS performance 
as well as roster 
confirmation and 
appeals for 2012 
accountability data 

June 2012 
Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 

   

Principle 2 

Communication of 
updated 
accountability system 
and changes in the 
reporting, 
intervention, 
accountability, and 
recognition system 

June 2012 
Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 

   

Principle 2 
Reporting school 
level targets for the 
2012-13 school year 

June 2012 
Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 

   

Page 248



Principle 2 

Reporting of 2012 DC 
CAS results for 
AMOs, proficiency, 
and growth 

July 2012 
Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 

   

Principle 2 

Develop guidelines 
with PCSB and DCPS 
to support for 
improvement in 
priority and focus 
schools 

July 2012 
Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 

   

Principle 2 

Revision of Title I 
grant guidelines and 
application required 
for schools that do 
not meet school level 
targets 

July 2012 
Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 

   

Principle 2 

Guidelines on 
revision of Title I 
plans required for 
schools that do not 
meet school level 
targets 

July 2012 
Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 

   

Principle 2 

Identification and 
distribution of school 
classifications to the 
public 

August 2012 
Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 

   

Principle 2 

Inventory and 
distribution of list of 
effective external 
partners and vendors 
currently serving 

August 2012 
Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 

   

Principle 2 
Technical assistance 
and monitoring as 
appropriate 

August 2012 
and beyond 

Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 

   

Principle 2 

Improvement plans 
for focus schools due 
to OSSE for review 
and 
recommendations 

October 2012  
Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 
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Principle 2 

Revision of school 
level Title I plans and 
use of Title I funds to 
be completed 

October 2012  
Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 

   

Principle 2 

Mid-year progress 
reports due from 
DCPS and PCSB for 
focus and priority 
schools 

January 2013 
Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 

   

Principle 2 

Year-end progress 
reports due from 
DCPS and PCSB for 
focus and priority 
schools 

June 2013 
Office of 
Innovation and 
Improvement 

   

Principle 3 

Principle 3 

DC OSSE revision of 
RTTT evaluation 
requirements to 
meet flexibility 
waiver requirements 

June 2012 OSSE staff 
Draft Evaluation 
Guidelines 

Two staff 
members 

None 

Principle 3 

DC OSSE seeks 
feedback on 
Evaluation Guidelines 
from LEAs and Title I 
Committee of 
Practitioners 

June 2012 DC OSSE Staff 
Feedback notes from 
Title I COP, and LEA 
Leaders 

Two staff 
members 

None 

Principle 3 

Solicit members for 
advisory groups to 
develop Voluntary 
Teacher, Leader, and 
Professional 
Development 
standards 

June 2012 DC OSSE staff List of members 
One staff 
member to 
solicit volunteers 

Finding effective 
educators who 
have the time to 
participate 

Principle 3 

Submit evaluation 
guidelines to USDE 
for peer review 

June 25, 2012 DC OSSE Staff 
Proposed Evaluation 
Guidelines 

Two Staff 
Members 

None 
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Principle 3 

Receive feedback 
from USDE on the 
evaluation guidelines 

June-July 
2012  

USDE 
Feedback from the 
Department 

USDE Staff and 
Peer Reviewers 

Need for prompt 
turnaround 

Principle 3 

Finalize, distribute 
and post evaluation 
guidelines 

As soon as 
they are 
approved by 
the U.S. 
Department 
of Education 

DC OSSE Staff 

Final guidelines that 
have been distributed 
to all Title I LEAs and 
posted on DC OSSE’s 
website 

Two Staff 
Members 

Need for prompt 
turnaround 

Principle 3 

Develop Voluntary 
Teacher, Leader, and 
Professional 
Development 
Standards 

July – August 
2012 

DC OSSE Staff, 
Teacher Task 
Force, Leader Task 
Force, Human 
Capital Task Force 

Draft Standards 

Two staff 
members to 
review model 
standards and 
draft DC OSSE 
standards and 
then manage the 
process for 
getting input and 
revising the 
standards  

This will be a 
time-consuming 
process. We will 
have to find the 
staff capacity to 
do this or contract 
it out. 

Principle 3 

Adopt Educator 
Performance and 
Professional 
Development 
Standards 

September 
2012 

DC OSSE staff 
Performance 
Standards 

One staff 
member to 
finalize 
performance 
standards 

None 

Principle 3 

Provide technical 
assistance as needed 
to LEAs creating or 
revising their 
evaluation systems 

December 
2012 – March 
2013 

DC OSSE Staff 
Technical Assistance 
Log of Issues and 
Responses 

One staff 
member 

None 

Principle 3 

Create web site with 
resources on teacher 
and leader evaluation 

December 
2012-March 
2013 

DC OSSE Staff 
(with contractor) 

Web site address 
One staff 
member 

Awarding a 
contract quickly or 
building on an 
existing contract 
vehicle 

Principle 3 

LEAs submit 
evaluation system 
plans to DC OSSE for 
review and approval 

by April 30, 
2013 

Designated Title I 
LEA staff 

LEA Evaluation System 
Plans 

LEA Staff None 

Principle 3 

DC OSSE conducts 
review process of 
teacher and leader 
evaluation systems 

May-June 
2013 

DC OSSE staff 
Evaluation Review 
Tracking Sheet  

Two staff 
members to 
conduct the 
review process 

Allocating staff 
time to this 
activity 

 

Page 251



 

Principle 3 

DC OSSE sends 
approval notices to 
LEAs regarding their 
evaluation 
systems/plans 

by August 1, 
2013 

DC OSSE Staff  Approval notices to 
LEAs 

One staff 
member 

None 

Principle 3 

Non-RTTT LEAs pilot 
evaluation 
systems/Full 
implementation for 
RTTT LEAs 

School year 
2013-2014 

LEAs/DC OSSE 
staff 

Approved Evaluation 
Plans, Title I 
monitoring visits 

Staff members 
to conduct 
monitoring visits 

None 

Principle 3 

Full implementation 
of evaluation systems 
for all Title I LEAs  

School year 
2014-2015 

LEAs/DC OSSE 
staff 

Title I monitoring visits 
Staff members 
to conduct 
monitoring visits 

None 
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OSSE and PCSB Authority 

The authority of the Superintendent of Education for the District of Columbia was created by 
Public Education Reform Amendment Act of 2007 (PERAA). All state-level authority (unless 
given to the State Board) is vested with the Office of the State Superintendent of Education 
(OSSE) under the Superintendent’s supervision. The Superintendent, as the chief state school 
officer, represents the District of Columbia before the U.S. Department of Education. In other 
words, OSSE serves as the SEA for the District of Columbia. 

The District of Columbia’s charter system was created by DC School Reform Act of 1995 (SRA), 
which was an Act of Congress that directly amended District of Columbia law. Under this law, 
charter schools are exempted from laws and policies that are established for District of 
Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) unless the SRA otherwise requires charters to comply. 

However, PERAA applies to charters because it has statewide applicability and was not 
established for DCPS. Congress did not move to disapprove PERAA, signifying that it did not 
believe PERRA encroached on SRA. 

SRA also created the Public Charter School Board (PCSB). The functions of PCSB arise from the 
section of SRA that discusses eligible chartering authorities. Eligible chartering authorities are 
required to ensure that each school they charter complies with applicable laws, and to monitor 
progress in meeting student achievement. 

The Elementary & Secondary Education Act (ESEA) says that oversight of charter compliance 
with ESEA shall be pursuant to State law. SRA states that charter schools will be considered 
their own LEAs for the purposes ESEA. 

However, SRA also exempted charters from specific parts of ESEA, including the LEA 
accountability functions to identify schools for improvement and enact corrective actions and 
interventions. Since these ESEA provisions do not apply to charters as per SRA, then charters do 
not possess those LEA authorities under ESEA. 

State law, through the SRA, says that the eligible chartering authority should oversee a charter 
school’s compliance with applicable laws, including ESEA, which puts PCSB in the position of a 
limited, non-traditional LEA because some LEA functions under ESEA still reside with the school 
itself. Neither SRA nor ESEA contain language that empowers PCSB to act as the SEA. 
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District of Columbia Public Schools Accountability 

District of Columbia Public Schools plans to hold its schools accountable using the newly-
released DCPS Scorecard.  The purpose of the Scorecard is to give parents, students, and 
community members in the District of Columbia a clear, objective picture of school 
performance. By incorporating multiple measures of school quality into one tool, the Scorecard 
presents a unique opportunity to compare schools’ strengths and weaknesses across District of 
Columbia Public Schools. If DC receives approval of its ESEA Flexibility Request, the Scorecards 
will also include the state level Accountability Index described herein.  

The metrics within the Scorecard are aligned to the District of Columbia Public Schools Effective 
Schools Framework and address five areas of school effectiveness – Student Performance, 
Student Progress, Safe and Effective Schools, Community Engagement and Satisfaction, and 
Unique School Indicators. With a few exceptions, data are displayed for two prior school years 
so school performance can be tracked over time. LEA averages for similar schools are displayed 
when available. Below is a brief description of the key components of the DCPS Scorecard. 

Student Performance: Results of annual, standardized assessments do not describe the full 
school experience, but they do provide the most accurate and reliable signal of student 
performance. Every DCPS school should demonstrate progress in the core areas of math and 
reading, as well as cultivate an environment focused on improving performance through 
outstanding teaching and learning. This measure is also on the PCSB Performance Management 
Framework (PCSB PMF) in the Student Achievement section. 

The following measures are included as part of the DCPS Student Performance Measure:  

• Meeting or exceeding math/reading standards: The percentage of students meeting or 
exceeding state standards by earning scores of Proficient or Advanced on the District of 
Columbia’s Comprehensive Assessment System (DC CAS or DC CAS Alt). 

• Exceeding math/reading standards: The percentage of students performing at the 
highest level, Advanced, on the District of Columbia’s Comprehensive Assessment 
System (DC CAS or DC CAS Alt). 

• Median math/reading performance level: The median student’s performance on the 
continuum of Advanced, Proficient, Basic and Below Basic performance levels on the 
District of Columbia’s Comprehensive Assessment System (DC CAS or DC CAS Alt). This 
performance level is for the median (or middle) student, meaning that among other 
students in the school, half score above and half score below this point. If the median is 
at the high end of Basic, for example, the school is closer to having all students meeting 
standards (Proficient) than if the median is at the low end of Basic. 
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• Student Engagement: A score that signals students’ level of effort and interest in their 
classes, as well as students’ confidence in their own educational success. The scale is 
from 0 to 100, and the score is based on the results of a student survey given every two 
years. 

• Retention of Effective and Highly Effective Teachers: The percentage of teachers who 
are returning to a particular school from the previous year rated Effective or Highly 
Effective by District of Columbia Public Schools’ previous year IMPACT evaluation 
system. 

Student Progress: Compared to student performance, which signals the share of students 
achieving at various levels, student progress is a measure of how much students grow from 
year to year.  While some schools may have relatively few students meeting or exceeding state 
standards, it is important to gauge the extent to which those schools help students catch up. 
This measure is also on the PCSB PMF. 

• Student growth in math/reading: The median student's growth on the District of 
Columbia's Comprehensive Assessment System (DC CAS). This score describes the 
percentage of students the median (middle) student outperforms who started with a 
similar level of prior achievement. For example, a score of 70 means that this school's 
median student outperformed more than 70 percent of students in DCPS with the same 
level of prior achievement. 

Safe and Effective Schools: DCPS believes that all schools must provide caring and supportive 
environments. School environments that are safe and welcoming better enable students and 
staff to learn and teach. This measure is also on the PCSB PMF in the Leading Indicators section. 

• Student Attendance: The average percentage of students attending school daily. 
• School Safety: A score that represents student, parent, and staff perceptions of safety 

and order at this school. The scale is from 0 to 100, and the score is based on the results 
of a stakeholder survey given every two years. 

• Expulsions and Suspensions: The percentage of students who were expelled or 
suspended for 11 days or more. 

• Student Re-enrollment: The percentage of students who returned to school the 
following year. This does not include students in the school’s highest grade level. 

Family and Community Engagement and Satisfaction: Families and community members play 
key roles in helping students and schools thrive. When parents, guardians, and family members 
feel respected and informed about their student’s life at school, they are more likely to be 
involved in helping their child learn. 

• Community Satisfaction: A score that represents overall student, parent, and staff 
satisfaction with this school. The scale is from 0 to 100, and the score is based on the 
results of a stakeholder survey given every two years. 
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• Parent Engagement: A score that represents how well and how often parents felt this 
school engaged and communicated with them. The scale is from 0 to 100, and the score 
is based on the results of a parent survey given every two years. 
 

Public Charter School Accountability 

The Public Charter School Board (PCSB) holds public charter schools accountable using its 
recently-developed and -implemented Performance Management Framework (PMF).  The 
purpose of this framework is to provide a fair and comprehensive picture of a charter school’s 
performance using common indicators and to use these results to reward higher achieving 
schools and support or close the lower achieving ones.  The PMF currently divides public 
charter schools into three tiers based on their performance on statewide assessments and 
other indicators. The framework is designed to take into account both the autonomy and huge 
variety of public charter schools and therefore only includes performance outputs. It is also 
designed to hold schools to higher accountability standards; it uses higher floors and ceilings 
than is typical in a state system.  School reports are publicly released each school year.  

Schools currently earn points in four categories:  student progress, student achievement, 
gateway measures, and leading indicators. The PCSB commits to adding the newly developed 
Accountability Index that OSSE is creating as a 5th category of the PMF, as this will incorporate 
subgroup performance and ensure that all schools are reducing the achievement gaps that exist 
both within their schools and across the city.  This addition to the framework will be phased in 
over time, beginning in the 2013-2014 school year. Below is a description of each section of the 
PMF: 

Student Progress: Student progress measures how much a student’s performance has improved 
from one year to the next, relative to other students.  Progress is measured using the statewide 
growth model, first adopted in 2011. The Median Growth Percentile (MGP) model assesses 
student’s growth in Reading and Math on the DC CAS in grades 3-8 and 10.  The Office of the 
State Superintendent of Education provides the MGP results for all students in the state and 
validates the scores before releasing the charter school results to PCSB for inclusion in the PMF. 
A student’s growth percentile is first calculated to measure how much a student’s performance 
has improved from one year to the next, relative to students statewide with similar DC CAS 
scores in prior years.  The model determines whether a student grew at a faster, slower, or 
similar rate than the students’ peers.  The school-level MGP is calculated by taking the median 
of all student growth rates within the school.  For school year 2010-2011, student progress 
accounts for 40 points in elementary and middle schools and 15 points in high schools, where 
the emphasis is on achievement and college success measures. This measure is also on the 
DCPS School Score Card. 
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Student Achievement: Student achievement is a measure of the percent of students scoring 
proficient or advanced in Reading and Math on the DC CAS (3rd through 8th grade for 
elementary and middle schools, and 10th grade for high schools).  The Office of the State 
Superintendent of Education provides the validated DC CAS performance data to PCSB for 
inclusion in its framework. For high schools, achievement on AP and IB exams are also included 
in this measure, so as to provide a fuller picture of academic achievement. In school year 2010-
2011, student achievement is worth 25 points for elementary and middle schools and 30 points 
for high schools. This measure is also on the DCPS School Score Card. 

Gateway Measure: Gateway measures reflect outcomes in key subjects that, for elementary 
and middle schools, predict future educational success.  For high schools, gateway measures 
reflect outcomes aligned to a student’s predicted success in college and/or a career.   For 
elementary and middle schools, the measure captures students’ success in mastering reading, 
writing, and math as measured by the DC CAS in 3rd grade reading and 8th grade math; for high 
schools it is a measure of the PSAT performance in 11th grade, SAT performance in 12th grade, 
graduation rate, and the college acceptance rate.  The Office of the State Superintendent of 
Education provides the valid DC CAS data and the College Board provides the PSAT and SAT 
data. In 2010-2011, the Gateway indicator is worth 15 points for elementary and middle 
schools, and 30 points for high schools. This measure aligns with the Common Core State 
Standards for Career and College Readiness. 

Leading Indicators: Leading indicators are a measure of a school’s overall climate as measured 
by their attendance and re-enrollment rates.  High schools are also measured by the percent of 
9th graders with credits on track to graduate. These factors are seen as predictors of future 
student progress and achievement and are directly related to a school’s overall performance.  
In 2010-2011, leading indicators are worth 20 points for elementary and middle schools, and 
worth 25 points for high schools. This measure is also on the DCPS Score Card as part of School 
Climate. 

Accountability Index: As part of the request application, OSSE is developing and implementing a 
new Accountability Index that takes into account student achievement and growth and weights 
the performance by subgroup.  This measure will also be on the DCPS School Score Card. 

PMF Performance Tiers: Using a 100-point scale and based on the scores for the academic 
scoring screen, standard schools will be identified as Tier I (high-performers), Tier II (mid-
performers), Tier III (low-performers) or Tier IV (lowest-performers).  In School year 2010-2011, 
Tier I schools earn at least 65% of the possible points. Tier II schools earn between 35% and 
64% of the possible points. Tier III schools earn less than 35% of the possible points. Tier IV will 
be added in SY2012-2013 and be reserved for the lowest performing public charter schools.  A 
school must meet the thresholds for points for each tier. The threshold points for identifying 
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each tier will be revised every year through a transparent process, with the aim to continue to 
raise the bar while adjusting to a new state assessment, PARCC in SY 2014-2015, new national 
science standards, and changes to the state-defined Annual Measurable Objectives.  

Under current PCSB policy, Tier IV schools are subject to immediate closure, and Tier III schools 
are subject to closure within one year if their PMF scores decline significantly or within two 
years if they do not improve to at least Tier II. These actions will take place independent of 
whether a school is designated priority or focus. 

 

LEA and School Level Incentives and Supports 

As part of their Title I grant application, rising and developing schools will be required to 
identify and respond to the needs of their students and do so with more flexibility and less-
directed SEA support.   

District of Columbia Public Schools Incentives and Supports 

For schools identified as developing schools under the SEA Level Accountability Index, DCPS will 
implement one of the following interventions for each of these schools: 

• Develop and Implement an Improvement Plan: School must develop a two-year 
improvement plan. School must identify reasons for failing to meet AMOs and research 
based improvement practices.  

• Professional Development and Collaboration: School will be required to create more 
time for teacher collaboration and professional development. 

• School Leadership Requirements: School leadership is required to attend mandatory 
professional development around data interpretation analysis, root cause analysis, and 
implications for instruction. 

The Office of School Turnaround would monitor the progress of plans.   For schools in 
developing status, the specialist assigned to the school from the Office of School Turnaround 
would work with the Instructional Superintendent and the principal to support the 
development of a plan, determine the appropriate mid-year and end-of-year targets.  Schools 
would be able to use the data on the School Performance Dashboard Initiative (SPDI) online 
dashboard to track their on-going progress. 

Public Charter Schools Incentives and Supports 

Based on the SEA Level Accountability Index, schools not identified as priority or focus schools 
and who do not earn reward school status will be designated as schools in good standing.  This 
group represents charter schools that are successfully implementing their educational program 
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and will most likely fall in Tier I and II of the Performance Management Framework.  Their 
success comes from their ability to leverage their autonomy and individually pursue 
improvement strategies.  These LEAs have access to charter support organizations and OSSE-
sponsored trainings, as well as PCSB support, if needed. If schools fail to improve on the PMF, 
they will eventually fall into Tier III, when PCSB will start enforcing stricter monitoring practices, 
as described in the Performance Management Guidelines. 
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LEA and School-Level Recognition and Rewards 

The District operates in an education landscape that includes one large LEA, the DCPS, and 
multiple public charter school LEAs responsible for the oversight of teachers and school 
administrators. For purposes of this section as it relates to ESEA Title I Accountability, the PCSB 
as the authorizer of charter schools will be viewed to act in the capacity of an LEA for charter 
schools identified as reward schools.  

District of Columbia Public Schools Recognition and Rewards 

Schools designated as reward schools will be granted the most autonomy. The DCPS plans to 
ensure that the DCPS Scorecards and Quality School Review process that grants schools 
autonomy is aligned to the schools identified as reward schools.  

Schools identified as Reward schools will have the following flexibility:  

• Funding: Schools will have maximum flexibility in spending grant funds. 
• Professional Development: Schools may develop their own professional development 

calendar. 
• Model: Schools will serve as a model for best practices across the district. 

Public Charter School Recognition and Rewards 

Schools designated as reward schools will most likely earn Tier I status on the PMF. Based on 
weighted data previously described, schools earn the majority of points toward their score by 
showing growth and proficiency on state-mandated assessments. Accordingly, schools with 
high growth and/or high proficiency rates that actualize the original intent of the School Reform 
Act, which is for the DCPS (inclusive of charter schools) to “become a world-class education 
system that prepares students for lifetime learning in the 21st century,” will be acknowledged 
by the PCSB.  

The PCSB, as the sole authorizer of charter schools, will recognize and reward high-performing 
and high-progress schools in multiple ways: 

• Efficient pathways to replication: The PCSB will support and encourage the highest-
performing schools to replicate by developing an alternative, more efficient pathway.  

• Access to facilities: Based on a 2011 survey by New Schools Venture Fund of charter 
sector needs, Tier I-rated schools cited “facility support” within their top ten needs.  

• Public recognition: The PCSB will acknowledge the success of its r through multiple 
mechanisms, including charter school awards galas, press releases, and postings of 
status to the DC Public Charter School website/ Facebook page and Twitter feeds. 

• High Profile Opportunities to include invitation to special events (White House Egg Roll) 
and selection for site visits for distinguished international and national guests. 

• Financial awards: At the 2011 Josephine Baker Awards for Charter Schools Excellence 
and through financial donations, the PCSB was able to grant financial rewards to schools 
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that demonstrated the highest overall performance and highest overall growth on the 
Performance Management Framework. 
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Priority and Focus Schools - LEA and School-Level Accountability 

PRIORITY SCHOOLS 

The success of this ESEA Flexibility Request and its upcoming implementation is founded 
on the belief that OSSE plays a supportive role to LEAs and schools. For this reason, we 
believe in LEA autonomy and with that flexibility, within the boundaries set by statute 
and regulations therein, in how they implement Title I programs and use Title I funds. 
For this to be successful, a strong belief in accountability is necessary to improve 
academic achievement and move students towards college and career readiness. Using 
the OSSE designated Accountability Index, priority schools will require support to 
implement their program with fidelity, evidenced by low growth, low achievement, 
and/or low graduation for all students or for specific subgroups of their population.   

The District operates in an education landscape that includes one large Local Education 
Agency (LEA), District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS), and multiple public charter 
school LEAs that are responsible for the oversight of teachers and school administrators. 
For purposes of this section as it relates to ESEA Title I Accountability, the Public Charter 
School Board as the authorizer of Charter Schools will be viewed to act in the capacity of 
an LEA for charter schools identified as priority schools.   

To build upon the work already begun by DCPS with their school level scorecard and 
PCSB with their performance management framework, we have included in this 
appendix how each party, acting in the role of LEA for purposes of ESEA Title I 
accountability and school improvement will support schools identified as priority 
schools. 

District of Columbia Public Schools Accountability 

For schools identified as Priority under the state-level Accountability Index, DCPS will 
implement one of the following interventions for each of these schools: 

Revise and Continue to Implement Cohort II Plans: For schools previously in Focus 
status, the first phase of the intervention is to review and evaluate the intervention plan 
established in the previous phase.  The plan should be updated to learn from the 
strategies that were not successful in the prior plan in order to create a more strategic 
approach to improving the schools performance. School must identify reasons for failing 
to meet AMOs and research based improvement.   

OR 
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School Develops and Implements Turnaround-specific Action Plan: School is required to 
develop a turnaround specific action plan (may be one of the schools selected for Race 
to the Top Turnaround Leadership Model). 

AND 

Office of School Turnaround determines alternative governance structure: DCPS would 
consider one of the following governance structures: charter school partnership, limited 
contract with an outside provider, hybrid structure of teacher, administrator, 
community and central office staff (MOU), replace all or most school staff relevant to 
AMO failure, state takeover or other major restructuring. 

OR 

Consider school closure: District of Columbia Public Schools would consider school 
closure for a school that remains in priority status for an extended period of time 
without showing any growth. 

AND 

Professional Development: Mandatory professional development around best practices 
in school turnaround will be required for all staff. 

Note: Any intervention required for Focus, Developing, or Rising Schools may also be 
applied to Priority Schools. 

The Office of School Turnaround would monitor the progress of Priority schools.   For 
schools in priority status, the specialist assigned to the school from the Office of School 
Turnaround would work with the Instructional Superintendent and the principal to 
support the development of a plan and determine the appropriate mid-year and end of 
year targets.  Schools would be able to use the data on the School Performance 
Dashboard Initiative (SPDI) – online web tool to track their on-going progress.  Schools in 
priority status will have the least amount of flexibility in spending of any federal funds 
that the school is eligible to receive. 

 

Public Charter School Accountability 

PCSB knows that priority schools will fall into one of two categories: unsuccessful 
schools that are candidates for revocation or minimally successful schools that, with 
mandated supports and more frequent monitoring, have the capacity to remedy their 
performance gaps.  Because of the unique differences among charter schools and the 
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autonomy given to them under the School Reform Act (SRA), support for minimally 
successful schools requires intensive focus on the particular needs of an individual 
school and their right to choose the best path forward, given their educational 
philosophy and mission.  As such, the PCSB intends this support to include a four-stop 
process:  

Step One – Assess: The DC Public Charter School Board, using historical and current data 
embedded in its performance management frameworks for finance, compliance and 
academics, coupled with qualitative data gathered through school visits, will make an 
initial determination on whether the school is a candidate for A. Charter Revocation or 
B. Intensive Support.  

Step Two – Implementation: 

a. Charter Revocation: For schools with the most severe underperformance, the DC 
Public Charter School Board will pursue charter revocation, under its authority in 
section 38.1802-12 of the School Reform Act.  The charter revocation process 
begins with a mid-year vote on proposed revocation.  Should this vote pass, 
families are notified of the school’s status and the school is given the 
opportunity for a public hearing on the matter.  The public hearing provides the 
school with the chance to state its case and allows all stakeholders to speak on 
the proposed revocation.  Within 30 days of the public hearing, the DC Public 
Charter School Board votes on the proposed revocation.  Should this vote pass, 
the DC Public Charter School Board staff prepares for an end of school year 
closure along multiple fronts, including enrollment and finance.   
 

b. Intensive Support: Schools that are assessed as  having the internal capacity to 
improve based on multiple indicators will be required to craft an action plan.  
Charter schools will have the autonomy to develop their own actionable 
strategies that are aligned with their mission and educational philosophy and fall 
within the current constructs of their charter agreement.  Action plans will be 
reviewed by PCSB staff prior to implementation and will be approved by the 
PCSB Board. Charter schools will be responsible for implementing their action 
plan designed to address the needs of specific subgroups or their entire school 
population. PCSB will require the school to solicit services from a PCSB endorsed 
third party to help it address its weaknesses.   
 

Step Three - Progress Monitoring: The DC Public Charter School Board will monitor the 
progress of schools toward their goals outlined in their implementation plan.  Because 
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public charter schools are governed by independent boards of trustees, the PCSB will 
work directly with the school’s board when monitoring interventions.  Working with the 
school board, the PCSB will develop strategies for monthly monitoring, which may 
include an onsite visit, review of interim assessment data, and an examination of other 
relevant data to measure the effectiveness of the intervention strategies.  The DC Public 
Charter School Board will, whenever possible, align its monitoring with the third party 
consultant so as to disrupt the school as little as possible.  Staff may join meetings, 
attend walk-throughs or coaching sessions, board meetings, and otherwise monitor the 
implementation of the intervention.  Priority schools will be required to engage with the 
DC Public Charter School Board in regular discussions of progress.   

Step Four - Re-Assess: At the end of this cycle, the DC Public Charter School Board, in 
collaboration with the priority school, will assess the progress made in the whole school 
and/or subgroup performances and decreases in achievement gaps.  As an authorizer, 
the DC Public Charter School Board respects the autonomy of charter schools and is 
committed to measuring the success of outputs not the value of inputs.  In this way, the 
DC Public Charter School Board will review the school’s new Accountability Index score 
and its performance on the PMF and make a recommendation for charter revocation, 
continued intensive support, or reduced monitoring.  Schools can become candidates 
for charter revocation if they are once again designated as a priority school, show a 
decrease in academic performance as measured by a summative PMF score, or remain 
in Tier III for three of five years. 

FOCUS SCHOOLS 

To build upon the work already begun by DCPS with their school level scorecard and 
PCSB with their performance management framework, we have included in this section 
how each party, acting in the role of LEA for purposes of ESEA Title I accountability and 
school improvement will support schools identified as focus schools. 

District of Columbia Public Schools Accountability 

For schools in Focus status, District of Columbia Public Schools believes that it is 
important to tier these schools into two different categories: Cohort I and Cohort II.  The 
schools in Cohort II will be the schools that are in danger of entering priority status 
whereas the schools in Cohort I will have more flexibility. The following interventions 
will be applied Schools identified as Focus: 

Cohort I:  
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• Maintain and Enhance Continuous Improvement School Activities Develop and 
implement a plan to improve school’s success in their Comprehensive School 
Plan.  School must identify reasons for failing to meet AMOs and research based 
improvement.  

• Maximize Instructional Time. Examine and reorganize school schedule to 
provide options for increased learning time during the school day. 

• Professional Development. Mandatory professional development around best 
practices in school turnaround for all staff. 
 

Cohort II: 

• Cohort I Plan. Revise and re-evaluate Cohort I plan (Comprehensive School Plan) 
to learn from successes and failures of prior implementation. Develop and 
implement a more strategic and aggressive implementation plan. School must 
identify reasons for failing to meet AMOs and research based improvement.  

• Funding. Allocate local school funding for the implementation of extended day 
learning opportunities. 

• Staffing. Consider replacing relevant school staff. 
• Autonomy. Decrease school autonomy and increase district oversight, DCPS 

selects a turnaround model. 
• Professional Development. Mandatory professional development around best 

practices in school turnaround for all staff. 
Note: Any intervention being required for Continuous Improvement Schools may also be 
applied to Focus schools. 

The Office of School Turnaround would monitor the progress of Focus schools.   For 
schools in focus status, the specialist assigned to the school from the Office of School 
Turnaround would work with the Instructional Superintendent and the principal to 
support the development of the plan, determine the appropriate mid-year and end of 
year targets.  Schools would be able to use the data on the School Performance 
Dashboard Initiative (SPDI) to track their on-going progress.  

Public Charter Schools Accountability 

Using the Accountability Index, which accounts for performance across subgroups, the 
Office of the State Superintendent of Education will identify focus schools.  Those 
charter schools designated as focus schools will most likely fall in Tier III on the 
Performance Management Framework.   Therefore, they are subject to closure under 
current PCSB policies as described above.  Scoring within this range indicates that these 
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schools may be struggling to implement their program, evidenced potentially by low 
growth, low achievement, and/or low graduation/attendance for all students or for 
specific subgroups of their population.   
Public charter schools are schools of choice that have exclusive control over their 
curriculum, instruction, personnel and finance; therefore, these schools will be given 
choices to improve their performance. The wide variety of supports available to schools 
gives schools plenty of options.  The DC Public Charter School Board views focus schools 
as those that, with additional support, have the capacity to remedy their performance 
gaps.  Because of the unique differences among charter schools, this support requires 
intensive focus on the needs of an individual school.  Furthermore, as outlined in the 
School Reform Act, as amended, charters schools have the autonomy to implement an 
academic program aligned with its mission and operate the school as it sees fit.  As such, 
the DC Public Charter School Board intends this support to include a four-step process: 

Step One: Assess: The DC Public Charter School Board, using historical and current 
outcome data embedded in its performance management frameworks for finance, 
compliance, and academics, coupled with qualitative data gathered through school 
visits, will make an initial determination on what type of support the school requires to 
improve its performance.  

Step Two: Implementation: Charter schools will be responsible for implementing an 
action plan designed to address the needs of specific subgroups or their entire school 
population based on an analysis of data.  As dictated by law, charter schools are granted 
autonomy; this autonomy extends to the rights of charter LEAs to seek partnerships 
with any of the charter support organizations in the District to aid in the implementation 
of their plan.  As cited in a survey conducted by the New Schools Venture Fund in 2011, 
many organizations, such as The Achievement Network and the DC Special Education 
Cooperative, were rated high by Tier I schools.  The DC Public Charter School Board will 
facilitate partnerships between these organizations and focus schools, based on needs 
identified in the action plan.  Support garnered from these organizations offers charters 
designated as focus schools with an additional layer of assistance that exists beyond the 
influence of the authorizer.  Regardless of potential partnerships, it falls within the 
auspices of charter LEAs to implement action items and assess progress in whole school 
and/or subgroup performance. 

Step Three: Progress Monitoring: The DC Public Charter School Board will monitor the 
progress of schools toward their goals.  Strategies for quarterly monitoring include 
onsite visits, review of interim assessment data, and an examination of data on the 
effectiveness of strategies chosen by the school. Ratings on the success of the 
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implementation will be followed with a review of the action plan, and possible 
adjustments.  Focus schools will be required to track interim assessment data by 
subgroup performance and engage with the DC Public Charter School Board in 
discussions of progress made throughout the year.  Additionally, focus schools will be 
required to develop metrics for assessing the efficacy of strategies outlined in the action 
plan and tracking their success. 

In partnership with the OSSE, the DC Public Charter School Board can also monitor the 
expenditures of school funds.  Focus schools will be required to submit detailed 
quarterly accounting reports of funds spent toward action items.  Based on the action 
plan and data provided by the school on the effectiveness of implemented strategies, 
the DC Public Charter School Board will offer guidance and/or correction to schools.  
PCSB will share this information with OSSE to assist in the review of the school’s 
implementation of the school improvement plan and targeted interventions.  

Step Four: Re-Assess: At the end of this cycle, the DC Public Charter School Board, in 
collaboration with the focus school, will assess the progress made towards 
improvements in whole school and/or subgroup performance and decreases in 
achievement gaps. As an authorizer, the DC Public Charter School Board respects the 
autonomy of charter schools and is committed to measuring the success of outputs not 
the value of inputs.  In this way, the DC Public Charter School Board will the school’s 
new Accountability Index score and its performance on the PMF and make a 
recommendation for charter revocation, continued support, or reduced monitoring.  
Schools can become candidates for charter revocation if they are, once again, 
designated as a focus school, designated as a priority school, shows a decrease in 
academic performance, as measured by a summative PMF score, or remain in Tier III for 
three of five years. 
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Special Education – Trainings and Toolkits 

In an effort to address the needs of special education students who are placed in general 
education settings, we have provided professional development trainings and toolkits in several 
areas: 

• The IEP Process and Standards Base Effective Goal Writing 
• Universal Design for Learning 
• Least Restrictive Environment and Inclusionary Practices 
• Effective Teaching and Learning in Inclusive Classrooms 
• The Administrator’s Roles and Responsibilities in Inclusive Schools 
• Proactive and Positive Approaches to Classroom Management 
• Authentic Performance Tasks 
• Common Formative Assessments 
• Common Core State Standards and a Balanced Approach to Mathematics Instruction 
• Response to Intervention: Using a Tiered Reading Model to Support Struggling Readers 
• Behavioral Response to Intervention 
• Interventions: Evidence Based Behavioral Strategies for Individual Students 
• Reading Instruction for students with disabilities 
• Instructional Coaching to Support Teaching and Learning 
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