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INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department ot Education (Department) 1s ottering each State educational agency (SEA)
the opportunity to request tlexibility on behalt of itself, 1ts local educational agencies (LEAs), and 1ts
schools, 1n order to better tocus on improving student learning and increasing the quality ot
instruction. This voluntary opportunity will provide educators and State and local leaders with
tlexibility regarding specitic requirements ot the No Child Lett Behind Act ot 2001 (NCLB) 1n
exchange for rigorous and comprehenstve State-developed plans designed to improve educational
outcomes for all students, close achievement gaps, increase equity, and improve the quality of
instruction. This tlexibility 1s intended to build on and support the signiticant State and local retorm
ettorts already underway 1n critical areas such as transitioning to college- and career-ready standards
and assessments; developing systems ot diftferentiated recognition, accountability, and support; and
evaluating and supporting teacher and principal ettectiveness.

The Department invites interested SEAs to request this tlexibility pursuant to the authority in
section 9401 of the Flementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), which allows the
Secretary to watve, with certain exceptions, any statutory or regulatory requirement ot the ESEA tor
an SEA that recetves funds under a program authorized by the ESE.A and requests a watver. Under

this tlexibility, the Department would grant waivers through the 20132014 school year, atter which
time an SEA may request an extension ot this tlexibility.

REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF REQUESTS

The Department will use a review process that will include both external peer reviewers and statt
reviewers to evaluate SEA requests for this tlexibility. This review process will help ensure that each
request for this tlexibility approved by the Department 1s consistent with the principles described in
the document titled ESEA Flexibility, which are designed to support State ettorts to improve student
academic achievement and increase the quality ot instruction, and 1s both educationally and
technically sound. Reviewers will evaluate whether and how each request tor this tlexibility will
support a comprehensive and coherent set of improvements in the areas ot standards and
assessments, accountability, and teacher and principal ettectiveness that will lead to improved
student outcomes. Fach SEA will have an opportunity, it necessary, to clarity its plans for peer and
statt reviewers and to answer any questions reviewers may have. The peer reviewers will then
provide comments to the Department. Taking those comments into constderation, the Secretary
will make a decision regarding each SEA’s request tor this tlexibility. It an SEA’s request tor this
tflexibility 1s not granted, reviewers and the Department will provide teedback to the SEA about the
components of the SEA’s request that need additional development in order for the request to be

approved.
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

An SEA secking approval to implement this tlexibility must submit a high-quality request that
addresses all aspects ot the principles and warvers and, in each place where a plan 1s required,
includes a high-quality plan. Consistent with ESEA section 9401(d)(1), the Secretary intends to
orant watvers that are included in this tlexibility through the end ot the 2013-2014 school year. An

SEA will be permitted to request an extension of the initial period ot this tlexib

ity prior to the start

of the 20142015 school year unless this tlexibility 1s superseded by reauthorization ot the ESE.A.

The Department 1s asking SEAs to submit requests that include plans through -

he 2014—2015 school

year in order to provide a complete picture ot the SEA’s retorm ettorts. The Department will not

accept a request that meets only some ot the principles ot this tlexibility.

High-Quality Request: A high-quality request tor this tlexibility 1s one that 1s comprehensive and
coherent 1n its approach, and that clearly indicates how this tlexibility will help an SEA and 1ts LEAs

improve student achievement and the quality of instruction tor students.

A high-quality request will (1) 1t an SEA has already met a principle, provide a description of how 1t

example, an SEA that has not adopted mintimum guidelines tor local teacher an

and support systems consistent with principle 3 by the time 1t submits 1ts request tor the tlexibility

has done so, including evidence as required; and (2) if an SEA has not yet met a principle, describe
how 1t will meet the principle on the required timelines, including any progress to date. For

d principal evaluation

will need to provide a plan demonstrating that it will do so by the end of the 2011-2012 school year.

In each such case, an SEA’s plan must include, at a minimum, the following ele
principle that the SEA has not yet met:

ments for each

1. Key milestones and activities: Stgnificant milestones to be achteved in order to meet a given
principle, and essential activities to be accomplished 1n order to reach the key milestones. The
SEA should also include any essential activities that have already been completed or key
milestones that have already been reached so that reviewers can understand the context tor and

fully evaluate the SEA’s plan to meet a given principle.

2. Detailed timeline: A specttfic schedule setting torth the dates on which key

activities will begin

and be completed and milestones will be achieved so that the SEA can meet the principle by the

required date.

3. Party or parties responsible: Identitication ot the SEA statt (e.g., posttion, title, or ottice) and, as
appropriate, others who will be responsible tor ensuring that each key activity 1s accomplished.

4. Ewidence: Where required, documentation to support the plan and demonstrate the SEA’s

progress in implementing the plan. This ESEA Flexibility Reguest indicates -

he specttic evidence

that the SEA must etther include 1n 1ts request or provide at a future reporting date.

5. Resources: Resources necessary to complete the key activities, including statt ttme and

additional funding.
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6. Signiticant obstacles: Any major obstacles that may hinder completion of key milestones and

activities (e.g., State laws that need to be changed) and a plan to overcome them.

Included on page 19 of this document 1s an example ot a format tor a table that an SEA may use to
submit a plan that 1s required tor any principle of this tlexibility that the SEA has not already met.
An SEA that elects to use this tormat may also supplement the table with text that provides an
overview ot the plan.

An SEA should keep 1n mind the required timelines tor meeting each principle and develop credible
plans that allow tor completion ot the activities necessary to meet each principle. Although the plan
tfor each principle will retlect that particular principle, as discussed above, an SEA should look across
all plans to make sure that 1t puts torward a comprehenstve and coherent request tor this tlexibility.

Preparing the Request: To prepare a high-quality request, it 1s extremely important that an SEA
reter to all ot the provided resources, including the document titled ESEA Flexibiiity, which includes
the principles, definitions, and timelines; the document titled ESEA Flexibility Review Guidance, which
includes the criterta that will be used by the peer reviewers to determine it the request meets the
principles ot this tlexibility; and the document titled ESEA Flexibility Frequently Asked Questions,
which provides additional gutdance tor SEAs in preparing their requests.

As used 1n this request torm, the tollowing terms have the detinitions set forth in the document
titled ESEA Flexibiity: (1) college- and career-ready standards, (2) tocus school, (3) high-quality
assessment, (4) priority school, (5) reward school, (6) standards that are common to a significant
number of States, (7) State network of institutions ot higher education, (8) student growth, and (9)
turnaround principles.

Fach request must include:
e A table ot contents and a list ot attachments, using the torms on pages 1 and 2.
¢ The cover sheet (p. 3), watvers requested (p. 4-5), and assurances (p. 5-6).
e A description of how the SEA has met the consultation requirements (p. 8).

e An overview of the SEA’s request for the ESEA tlexibility (p. 8). This overview 1s a
synopsis of the SEA’s vision ot a comprehenstve and coherent system to improve student
achievement and the quality of instruction and will ortent the peer reviewers to the SEA’s
request. The overview should be about 500 words.

e Fvidence and plans to meet the principles (p. 9-18). An SEA will enter narrative text in the
text boxes provided, complete the required tables, and provide other required evidence. An
SEA may supplement the narrative text in a text box with attachments, which will be
included 1n an appendix. Any supplemental attachments that are included 1n an appendix
must be reterenced in the related narrative text.

Requests should not include personally identitiable information.

Process tor Submitting the Request: An SEA must submit a request to the Department to recetve
the tlexibility. This request torm and other pertinent documents are available on the Department’s
Web site at: http://www.ed.gcov/esea/flexibility.
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Electronie Subprssion: "The Department strongly preters to recetve an SEA’s request tor the
flexibility electronically. The SEA should submut it to the tollowing address:
ESEAflexibility@ed.gov.

aper Subpission: In the alternative, an SEA may submit the original and two copies of its
request tor the tlexibility to the tollowing address:

Patricta McKee, Acting Director

Student Achtevement and School Accountability Programs
U.S. Department ot Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Room 3W32(

Washington, DC 20202-6132

Due to potential delays in processing mail sent through the U.S. Postal Service, SEAs are

encouraged to use alternate carriers tor paper submissions.

REQUEST SUBMISSION DEADLINE

SEAs will be provided multiple opportunities to submit requests tor the tlexibility. The submission
dates are November 14, 2011, a date to be announced 1n mid-February 2012, and an additional

opportunity tollowing the conclusion ot the 2011-2012 school year.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MEETING FOR SEAS

To assist SEHAs 1n preparing a request and to respond to questions, the Department will host a sertes

.

&
&

ot Technical Assistance Meetings via webinars in September and October 2011.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

[t you have any questions, please contact the Department by e-mail at ESE Atlexibili
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For each attachment included in the ESEA Flexzbility Reguest, label the attachment with the
corresponding number from the list of attachments below and indicate the page number where the
attachment 1s located. It an attachment 1s not applicable to the SEA’s request, indicate “N/A”
instead ot a page number. Reterence relevant attachments in the narratitve portions ot the request.

Notice to LLEAs
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|-

Fvidence that the State has tormally adopted college- and career-ready
content standards consistent with the State’s standards adoption process

Memorandum of understanding or letter from a State network ot institutions
of higher education (IHESs) certitying that meeting the State’s standards
corresponds to being college- and career-ready without the need tor remedial
coursework at the postsecondary level (if applicable)

N/A

State’s Race to the Top Assessment Memorandum ot Understanding (MO U)
(1f applicable)

Fvidence that the SEA has submitted high-quality assessments and academic
achtevement standards to the Department tor peer review, or a timeline of
when the SEA will submit the assessments and academic achievement
standards to the Department for peer review (if applicable)

N/A

A copy of the average statewtde proticiency based on assessments

administered in the 20102011 school year in reading/language arts and
mathematics for the “all students” group and all subgroups (if applicable).

Table 2: Reward, Priority, and Focus Schools

A copy ot any gutdelines that the SEA has already developed and adopted tor

local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems (if applicable).
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Fvidence that the SEA has adopted one or more guidelines of local teacher
and principal evaluation and support systems

12

Level 4/Priority School Redesign Plan Template

13

[List additional attachments here]




Legal Name ot Requester: Requester’s Mailing Address:
Massachusetts Department of Elementary 75 Pleasant Street
and Secondary Education Malden, MA 02148

State Contact tor the ESEA Flexibility Request

Name: Matthew Pakos

Position and Oftice: Director, School Improvement Grant Programs

Contact’s Mailing Address:
Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education

75 Pleasant Street
Malden. MA 02148

2

Telephone: 781-338-3507

Fax: 781-338-3318

Email address: mpakos(@doe.mass.edu

Chtet State School Otticer (Printed Name):
Mitchell D. Chester, Ed.D.

Telephone:

781-338-3100

Signature ot the Chiet State School Otticer: Date:

é}é W November 14, 2011

The State, through its authorized representative, agrees to meet all principles ot the ESEA
Flexibility.




By submitting this tlexibility request, the SEA requests tlexibility through waivers ot the ten ESEA
requirements listed below and thetr assoctated regulatory, administrative, and reporting requirements
by checking each ot the boxes below. The provisions below represent the general areas ot tlexibility
requested; a chart appended to the document titled ESEA Flexibility Frequently Asked Questions
enumerates each specttic provision ot which the SEA requests a watver, which the SEA incorporates
into its request by reference.

establish annual measurable objectives (AMOs) for determining adequate yearly progress (AYP)
to ensure that all students meet or exceed the State’s protictent level ot academic achievement
on the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics no later than the end of the
2013-2014 school year. The SEA requests this watver to develop new ambitious but achievable
AMOs 1n reading/language arts and mathematics in order to provide meaningtul goals that are
used to guide support and improvement ettorts tor the State, LEAs, schools, and student
subgroups.

D4 2. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(b) for an LEA to identify for improvement,
corrective action, or restructuring, as appropriate, a litle I school that tails, tor two consecutive
years or more, to make AYDP, and for a school so identitied and 1ts LEA to take certain
improvement actions. The SEA requests this waiver so that an LEA and 1ts Title I schools need
not comply with these requirements.

X] 3. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(c) for an SEA to identify for improvement or
corrective action, as appropriate, an LEA that, for two consecutive years or more, tails to make
AYP, and for an LEA so tdentitied and 1ts SEA to take certain improvement actions. The SEA
requests this watver so that it need not comply with these requirements with respect to 1ts LLEAs.

D4 4. The requirements in ESEA sections 6213(b) and 6224(e) that limit participation in, and use of
funds under the Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) and Rural and Low-Income School
(RLIS) programs based on whether an LEA has made AYP and s complying with the
requirements 1n ESEA section 1116. The SEA requests this watver so that an LEA that recetves
SRSA or RLIS tunds may use those tunds for any authorized purpose regardless ot whether the

LLEA makes AYP.

5. The requirement in ESEA section 1114(a)(1) that a school have a poverty percentage of 40
percent or more tn order to operate a schoolwide program. The SEA requests this watver so
that an LEA may implement interventions consistent with the turnaround principles or
interventions that are based on the needs ot the students in the school and designed to enhance
the entire educational program 1n a school 1n any ot its priority and focus schools, as
appropriate, even it those schools do not have a poverty percentage ot 40 percent or more.

X} 6. The requirement in ESEA section 1003(a) for an SEA to distribute funds reserved under that

section only to LEAs with schools identitied tor improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring. The SEA requests this watver so that 1t may allocate section 1003(a) tunds to 1ts
L.E.As 1n order to serve any of the State’s priority and focus schools.




A tunds to reward a Title I school that (1) signiticantly closed the achievement gap between
subgroups in the school; or (2) has exceeded AYP for two or more consecutive years. The SEA
requests this waiver so that it may use funds reserved under ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) tor any
of the State’s reward schools.

8. The requirements tn ESEA section 2141(a), (b), and (¢) for an LLEA and SEA to comply with
certain requirements tor improvement plans regarding highly qualitied teachers. The SEA
requests this watver to allow the SEA and 1its LEAs to focus on developing and implementing
more meaningtul evaluation and support systems.

9. The limitations 1n ESEA section 6123 that limit the amount ot tunds an SEA or LEA may
transter trom certain ESEA programs to other ESEA programs. The SEA requests this watver
so that it and 1ts LEAs may transter up to 100 percent of the tunds it recetves under the
authorized programs among those programs and into Title I, Part A.

<] 10. The requirements in ESEA section 1003(g)(4) and the definition of a Tier I school in Section

[.A.3 ot the School Improvement Grants (SIG) tinal requirements. The SEA requests this
watver so that it may award SIG tunds to an LEA to implement one ot the tour SIG models in
any of the State’s priority schools.

Optional Flexebility:

An SEA should check the box below only 1t 1t chooses to request a watver of the tollowing
requirements:

provided by a community learning center under the Twenty-First Century Community Learning
Centers (21st CCLC) program to activities provided only during non-school hours or periods
when school 1s not 1n sesston (z.e., betore and atter school or during summer recess). The SEA
requests this watver so that 21st CCLC tunds may be used to support expanded learning time
during the school day in addition to activities during non-school hours or pertods when school 1s
not 1n sesston.




A assures that:

By submitting this application, the

Principles 1 through 4 ot the tlexibility, as described throughout the remainder ot this request.

] 2. It will adopt English language proficiency (ELP) standards that correspond to the State’s

college- and career-ready standards, consistent with the requirement in ESEA section 3113(b)(2),
and that retlect the academic language skills necessary to access and meet the new college- and
career-ready standards, no later than the 2013-2014 school year. (Principle 1)

D4 3. It will develop and administer no later than the 2014—2015 school year alternate assessments

based on grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate assessments based on
alternate academic achievement standards for students with the most significant cognitive
disabilities that are consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(a)(2) and are aligned with the State’s
college- and career-ready standards. (Principle 1)

D4 4. It will develop and administer ELP assessments aligned with the State’s ELP standards,
consistent with the requirements in ESEA sections 1111(b)(7), 3113(b)(2), and 3122(a)(3)(A)(11).

(Principle 1)

0 the public on college-going and college credit-accumulation rates tor
all students and subgroups ot students 1n each LEA and each public high school in the State.

(Principle 1)

DX] 6. If the SEA includes student achievement on assessments in addition to reading/language arts

and mathematics in 1ts ditterentiated recognition, accountabulity, and support system and uses
achievement on those assessments to tdentity priority and focus schools, 1t has technical
documentation, which can be made available to the Department upon request, demonstrating
that the assessments are administered statewide; include all students, including by providing
appropriate accommodations for English Learners and students with disabulities, as well as
alternate assessments based on grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate
assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards tor students with the most
significant cognitive disabilities, conststent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(a)(2); and are valid and reliable
for use 1n the SEA’s ditterentiated recognition, accountabulity, and support system. (Principle 2)

| 7. It will report to the public its lists of reward schools, priority schools, and focus schools at the
time the SEA 1s approved to implement the tlexibility, and annually thereatter, 1t will publicly
recognize 1ts reward schools. (Principle 2)

8. Prior to submitting this request, 1t provided student growth data on their current students and
the students they taught in the previous year to, at a minimum, teachers of reading/language arts
and mathematics 1n grades in which the State administers assessments in those subjects 1n a
manner that 1s timely and intorms instructional programs, or 1t will do so no later the deadline
required under the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund. (Principle 3)

] 9. It will evaluate and, based on that evaluation, revise its own administrative requirements to




reduce duplication and unnecessary burden on LLEAs and schools. (Principle 4

10. It has consulted with its Committee of Practitioners regarding the information set forth in its
request.

<] 11. Prior to submitting this request, it provided all LE.As with notice and a reasonable
opportunity to comment on the request and has attached a copy ot that notice (Attachment 1

well as coptes of any comments 1t recetved trom LLEAs (Attachment 2).

Prior to submitting this request, it provided notice and information regarding the request to

he public in the manner in which the State customarily provides such notice and intormation to

he public (e.g., by publishing a notice 1n the newspaper; by posting intormation on 1ts webstte
and has attached a copy of, or link to, that notice (Attachment 3).

X] 13. It will provide to the Department, in a timely manner, all required reports, data, and

evidence regarding its progress in implementing the plans contained throughout this request.

If the SEA selects Option A or B in section 3.A of its request, indicating that it has not yet
developed and adopted all guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support

systems, 1t must also assure that:

14. It will submut to the Department for peer review and approval a copy of the guidelines that

1t will adopt Dy the end of the 2011-2012 school year. (Princ1ple




An SEA must meaningtully engage and solicit input trom diverse stakeholders and communities 1n

the development of its reques

. To demonstrate that an SEA has done so, the SEA must provide an

assurance that it has consulted

with the State’s Committee ot Practitioners regarding the information

set forth 1n the request and provide the tollowing:

1. A description ot how the SEA meaningtully engaged and solicited input on 1ts request from
teachers and thetr representatives.

Rttt
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Massachusetts frequently reaches out to the state’s 80,000 educators on critical policy issues
to gauge their perspective and viewpoint, and the development of the state’s Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) flexibility request was no different. In this case we received
and incorporated feedback from teachers in several ways:

"  We conducted a statewide survey of all our stakeholders, including teachers, to better
understand which aspects of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) were their highest
priorities for us to pursue in our waiver. Our two state teacher associations notified
their memberships about the survey opportunity, and we received a strong response
from teachers. Out of the 5,038 survey respondents, 2,913 (58%) were teachers.

"  We worked closely with the two state teacher associations to review drafts of our

proposals and gathe

r their feedback.

Nearly 96% of teacher respondents to the survey who offered an opinion recommended that
we seek a waiver to provisions of the NCLB. Strong consensus emerged that the state should
seek flexibility on the federal goal of 100 percent proficiency by 2014, the requirement to
identify schools as in need of improvement, corrective action, or restructuring, and the
interventions required under NCLB for schools that have an accountability status. Three-
quarters of teacher respondents identified each of these issues as areas that were important
or very important reasons to seek a waiver. Educators also voiced strong support for flexibility
from public school choice and supplemental education services (SES) requirements.

This feedback was important confirmation that a waiver of NCLB provisions would be strongly
supported by our state’s teachers and helped to reinforce that our initial thinking on this
waiver request would be well aligned with the viewpoint of our educators. Once we had
drafted an outline of our proposal, we posted it on the Massachusetts Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE) website to allow members of the public to provide

additional comment on the

details of our plans. We received 45 separate comments, including

ohe from an individual teacher.

In addition to these opportunities for teachers to provide input, we worked closely with state
teacher union representatives to develop and modify our proposal based on feedback they
had received. The Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education met with union
representatives and other key stakeholders on three separate occasions to inform them about
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the waiver opportunity and gather their“suggestions and ideas. One of the two statewide
teachers unions also provided written comment on the draft proposal, which helped to inform

the final iteration of the state’s proposal.

As a result of these conversations, we feel confident that the state’s teachers agree with our
belief that the consequences for low performance need to be closely tied to resolving the root
causes of the problem and should intensify as the problems worsen. They also clearly agree
with our proposal to align the types of interventions required for schools and districts identified
through the accountability system with those described in our existing Conditions for School
Effectiveness (see Principle 2 for details).

Educator feedback also helped us to clarify areas of our proposal that were too complex. Many
responded that our original proposal for calculating annual measurable objectives (AMOs) and
identifying priority, focus, and reward schools was not sufficiently transparent and potentially
could be confusing to the field. As a result of this feedback we modified the calculation of
AMOs and the way schools are assighed to accountability and assistance levels. Further
changes to the proposal based on feedback from both teachers and members of the general
public are described in the next section.

2. A description ot how the SEA meaningtully engaged and solicited input on its request trom
other diverse communtties, such as students, parents, community-based organizations, civil
rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilittes and English
earners, business organizations, and Indian tribes.

In addition to educators, we solicited input on our proposal from a diverse range of
stakeholders and education advocacy organizations. To reach them we collaborated with
partner organizations to invite their members to participate in our statewide survey, resulting
in the largest response we have ever received for a survey of this type. The detailed responses
and ongoing feedback informed our thinking throughout the development of our waiver
proposal.

In addition to the 2,913 responses from teachers, we received survey responses from 162
superintendents, 553 principals, 810 other education stakeholders (e.g., district Title | and Title
II-A directors), 27 business leaders, 175 parents, 70 students, 132 people representing
nonprofit, advocacy, and philanthropic organizations (including civil rights and community-
based organizations), and 196 others. Beyond responding to multiple-choice questions,
respondents generated 114 pages of written comments on the survey’s three open-ended
questions.

rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr

' These included: state associations of school superintendents, school committees, elementary principals, secondary
principals, charter schools, vocational schools, and teachers unions; statewide advocacy groups for English language
learners, students with disabilities, students, parents, and the business community; and the philanthropic and
nonprofit sector.




proposal that we posted on our website. We received a total of 45 written comments, with the

largest response from district staff members who manage federal grant programs such as Title |
and 21% Century Community Learning Centers, and from nonprofit and advocacy groups. ’

Throughout the feedback process, we met with leaders of the statewide associations of
superintendents, school committees, elementary and secondary principals, parents, vocational
schools, charter schools and with the state’s urban superintendent network to gather their
feedback firsthand, answer their questions, and provide them with updated information. We
also offered our state Title | Committee of Practitioners three opportunities to discuss and
comment on various iterations of our proposal, and we engaged with our Board-appointed
Accountability and Assistance Advisory Council (AAAC).

Similar to what we learned from teachers, other stakeholders strongly encouraged the state to
pursue a waiver of NCLB requirements. In all, 94 percent of those who offered an opinion said
we should seek a waiver, and three-quarters or more felt that it was important or very
important to seek a waivers from the current 100 percent proficiency goal, the identification of
schools and districts for accountability status, and the consequences for identified schools and
districts.

Stakeholder groups were remarkably consistent in their opinions; we saw very little variation
across groups in their degree of support for a waiver or the types of provisions they felt we
should include in our application. This served as important confirmation that we were on the
mark with the broad outlines of our waiver proposal.

In both the survey and in various meetings with stakeholder groups, we asked for ambitious
but attainable alternatives to the NCLB goal of 100 percent proficiency by 2014. Stakeholders
strongly urged us to set targets that recognize that students need varying levels of support as
they progress toward proficiency. Many asked that we include a measure of student growth,
and that we focus primarily on indications that gaps are closing rather than on overall
performance. Stakeholders also urged us to develop a system that no longer penalizes high
performing schools for slight drops in performance, a frequent complaint about Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP). We have incorporated these ideas into our proposal.

As a result of this and other valuable feedback we focused our goals on closing proficiency gaps
and reducing the proportion of students who are not college and career ready, and developed
differentiated performance improvement targets for each subgroup. This input also reinforced
our belief that including growth and performance in our new index of school progress and
performance will be an effective way to measure progress and will create an incentive for
schools to work toward college and career readiness for all students.

 Stakeholders voiced broad support for our proposed intervention strategies, such as scaling

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
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responses than those currently allowed under NCLB. I\/Iany also noted that parent and
community engagement and supports aimed at meeting the social, emotional, and health
needs of students have been long neglected in state and federal policy discussions and urged
us to make them a key part of the menu of interventions available to priority and focus schools.
We agree that these have great potential to improve student learning outcomes and have
included them in our proposal. Further, district superintendents offered support for our
proposal that districts may be offered greater flexibility in the use of federal funds in return for
leveraging state and local revenue to implement high impact strategies such as extending the
school day or year and establishing on-the-job, embedded teacher development and planning.

aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa

The Department encourages an SEA that recetves approval to implement the tlexibility to
collaborate with the Department to evaluate at least one program, practice, or strategy the SEA or
its LEAs implement under principle 1, 2, or 3. Upon receipt ot ap‘;)roval ot the tlexibility, an
interested SEA will need to nominate tor evaluation a program, practice, or strategy the SEA or its
LEAs will implement under principles 1, 2, or 3. The Department will work with the SEA to
determine the teasibility and design of the evaluation and, it 1t 1s determined to be teasible and
appropriate, will tund and conduct the evaluation in partnership with the SEA, ensuring that the
implementation ot the chosen program, practice, or strategy 1s conststent with the evaluation design.

X| Check here if you are interested in collaborating with the Department in this evaluation, if your
request for the tlexibility 1s approved.

Provide an overview (about 500 words) ot the SEA’s request tor the tlexibility that:

1. explains the SEA’s comprehenstve approach to implement the watvers and principles and
describes the SEA’s strategy to ensure this approach 1s coherent within and across the
principles; and

2. describes how the implementation ot the watvers and principles will enhance the SEA’s and
tts LEAs” ability to increase the quality ot instruction for students and improve student
achievement.

aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa

Massachusetts has a long history of setting and maintaining high standards and expectations
for all students and has worked hard to earn its current standing as the highest performing
state in the nation. Our request for an Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) waiver
is driven by the belief that our continued progress will be enhanced be the adoption of a
unitary state/federal accountability system that: sets standards for student learning that
ensure readiness for college and careers; calls out and remediates performance gaps; expects
continuous improvement of schools and districts; rewards strong performance; and
aggressively addresses low performing schools and districts.

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
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The Commonwealth’s schools and districts are currently assessed based on both the state’s
five-level Framework for District and School Accountability and the requirements of the No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). At one time both provided useful feedback, but NCLB’s rising
targets have made the metric no longer helpful in identifying schools and districts most in
need of intervention. In 2011, the same year that Massachusetts led the nation in NAEP
performance for the fourth time in a row, approximately 81 percent of our public schools and
90 percent of our districts were identified as not making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).

In contrast, Massachusetts’ existing state system places schools and districts on a five-level
scale, ranking the highest performing in Level 1 and lowest performing in Level 5. The strength
of this accountability system is undergirded by the state’s 2010 Act Relative to the
Achievement Gap, which provides tools, rules, and supports for the state to aggressively
engage with schools and districts in Levels 4 and 5.

 The collective message of the Commonwealth and federal accountability systems increasingly
generates greater noise than signal - as more and more schools and districts are being judged
inadequate under AYP but not under the Massachusetts’s tiered system.

Our proposal seeks to enhance the state system by establishing a new goal: to cut our state’s
proficiency gaps” in half by 2017, thus reducing by half the proportion of students who are not
college and career ready. To measure progress toward our goal, we will set new annual g
targets for the state and each district, school, and subgroup to reduce proficiency and
achievement gaps. We will also establish a new marker to identify schools and districts with

the largest gaps in proficiency and achievement and will further differentiate interventions by
accountability status. Taken together, these changes will allow us to support every school
where students continue to struggle. In so doing we will create a system focused on college

and career readiness that incentivizes continuous improvement in every corner of the
Commonwealth.

The four principles for improving student academic achievement and increasing the quality of
instruction detailed in this waiver opportunity are well-alighed with the statewide reform
efforts we currently have underway. Already we have established a new statewide educator
evaluation system, adopted new statewide curriculum frameworks incorporating the college-
and career-ready Common Core State Standards, and implemented aggressive strategies for
turning around our lowest performing schools and districts.

- Reform has defined public education in Massachusetts for nearly two decades. While we have
outpaced the nation and other countries in achievement, our work remains unfinished. This

* Thanks to Massachusetts Board of Elementary and Secondary Education member and chair of the Board-appointed
Task Force on Proficiency Gaps Jetfrey Howard for establishing this use of the term “proficiency gap.” See 4
Roadmap to Closing the Proficiency Gap (April, 2010): http://www.doe.mass.edu/boe/news/04 10PGRoadmap.pdf.
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create the clear and coherent system of accounta b|||ty necessary to aggressively address low
performance, call out and remedy proficiency gaps, enable continuous improvement, and

' reward strong performance. The road forward is long but clear; the work will
s critically important. The Commonwealth’s students deserve nothing less.

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
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not be easy, but

Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide evidence corresponding to the option

selected.

Option A Option B

DX The State has adopted college- and career- The State has adopted college- and career-
ready standards in at least reading/language ready standards in at least reading/language
arts and mathematics that are common to a arts and mathematics that have been
stontficant number of States, consistent with approved and certitied by a State network ot
part (1) ot the detinttion ot college- and institutions ot higher education (IHES),
career-ready standards. conststent with part (2) ot the detinition of

college- and career-ready
1. Attach evidence that the State has

standards.

adopted the standards, consistent with the t. Attach evidence that the State has

State’s standards adoption process. adopted the standards, consistent with

(Attachment 4) the State’s standards adoption process.
(Attachment 4)

1. Attach a copy ot the memorandum of
understanding or letter from a State
network of IHEs certitying that students
who meet these standards will not need
remedial coursework at the
postsecondary level. (Attachment 5)

Provide the SE.A’s plan to transition to and implement no later than the 20132014 school year

college- and career-ready standards statewide in at least reading/language arts and

all students and schools and include an explanation ot how this transition plan 1s

mathematics tor

likely to lead to all

students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students, gaining
access to and learning content aligned with such standards. The Department encourages an SEA to
include 1n 1ts plan activities related to each of the italicized questions in the corresponding section ot
the document titled ESEA Flexibility Review Guidance, or to explain why one or more ot those

activities 1S not necessary to its plan.
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Overview

Success in today’s economy requires a higher level of education than ever before, leaving
students who graduate from high school unprepared for the rigor of college or careers
unable to compete with their peers. Massachusetts has long made college and career
readiness a top priority, and since 2007 has recommended that all high schools require
students to complete MassCore, a minimum program of academic studies, before graduation
to ensure their preparedness.

The Massachusetts Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE) enhanced this
recommended course of studies in 2010 when they adopted the Common Core State
Standards in Mathematics and the Common Core State Standards in English Language Arts
and Literacy. These evidence-based, internationally benchmarked standards are aligned with
college and work expectations and were designhed to provide the knowledge and skills that
students need to succeed in entry-level, credit-bearing academic college coursework and
workforce training programs. Following the adoption of the standards the state added some
unigue Massachusetts standards and features, including pre-kindergarten standards. In
December 2010 the BESE and Board of Early Education and Care adopted the new
Massachusetts Curriculum Framework for Mathematics and the Massachusetts Curriculum
Framework for English Language Arts and Literacy, both of which incorporate the Common
Core state standards and create a new alighment between early education and the K=12
syst-:a-m.3

Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE) staff played a lead
role on the writing teams that developed the Common Core State Standards to ensure that
the new standards would be as academically rigorous and challenging as our prior standards,
and worthy of adoption in Massachusetts. Now that the decision to adopt has been made,
the state has begun a multi-tiered effort to ensure that educators are fully prepared to bring
the new standards to life in the classroom. Plans are underway to revise the state’s other
curriculum frameworks (science and technology/engineering, history/social science, arts,
comprehensive health, foreign languages) to incorporate literacy and mathematics standards
where appropriate, transition to an assessment system alighed with the new standards,
conduct outreach and professional development, and work with the Massachusetts
Departments of Higher Education and Early Education and Care to create a system-wide, P—
20 focus on college and career readiness.

Alignment

Prior to adopting the Common Core State Standards, ESE conducted several analyses to
measure the degree of alignment between the old and new standards. We found that in both
mathematics and English language arts the standards were 90% aligned to our existing state |

> These documents are posted at www.doe.mass.edu/frameworks/currenthtml. Minutes of the Board meetings are at
www.doe.mass.edu/boe/minutes/10/0721reg.doc and www.doe.mass.edu/boe/minutes/10/1221reg.doc
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accounted for most of the difference. Massachusetts added some standards to the Common

Core in the process of adopting its final curriculum frameworks, most notably a set of pre—K
standards in both mathematics and English language arts. Massachusetts’ additions comprise
2.5% of the English language arts standards and less than 4% of the mathematics standards,
well below the allowable 15 percent. Because of the state’s deep involvement in the
standards development process and the strong alignment between the old and new
Massachusetts frameworks, the transition will not be as complex as in other states.

In December 2010, ESE Curriculum and Instruction staff published crosswalks to indicate
similarities and differences among the old and new standards.” Districts are able to use these
crosswalks to inform the alighment of their curriculum and instruction. ESE Student
Assessment staff and the state’s assessment contractor used the crosswalks as the basis for
analyzing the alignment of existing test items to the new standards.

Special Populations

The state’s college and career readiness aspirations extend to all students, including those
who are in need of additional support due to a disability or because English is not their first
language. To that end the state has prioritized the alighment of its English language

proficiency standards and standards for students with disabilities.

Massachusetts’ English language proficiency (ELP) standards were last updated in 2006 and
at that time were closely alighed to the state’s 2001 English language arts curriculum
framework. To realign the ELP standards with the state’s new standards, ESE is currently
finalizing a memorandum of understanding with the 27-state World-Class Instructional
Design and Assessment (WIDA) consortium to use their English language development
standards. The WIDA standards are alighed with the Common Core state standards, can be
used by both English as a second language (ESL) and sheltered English immersion (SEl)
content teachers, and address social and academic language development across the four
language domains (reading, writing, listening, and speaking) in the major content disciplines.
WIDA standards are assessed using the ACCESS (Assessing Comprehension and
Communication to English State-to-State for English Language Learners) test, an assessment
that measures student progress in acquiring the English language. The ACCESS assessment,
an appropriate and strong replacement for the current Massachusetts English Proficiency
Assessment, will be implemented in Massachusetts schools in the 2012-13 school year.”

We have also been working to analyze and implement the learning and accommodation
 factors necessary to ensure that students with disabilities will have the opportunity to meet

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

> Documentation on the state’s decision to administer the ACCESS assessment: www.doe.mass.edu/boe/docs/0911/item4.html
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" Curriculum Frameworks in ELA Mathematics, Science and Technology/Engineering, and
History/Social Science for Students with Disabilities®. These will be updated in 2012 to align
to the new Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks for ELA/Literacy and Mathematics. This
alignment project will be conducted with other states and university research centers
through the alternate assessment consortium, the National Center State and Collaborative
(NCSC), and will serve as a resource for other states throughout the cc:-untry.7

Further, the content of our statewide teaching and learning system, described below, will be
designed to promote tiered instructional strategies so that all students can access the
content. The system itself will also allow educators to generate data from formative
assessments so that they can monitor student learning more closely and identify problems
early. As for accommodations, Massachusetts is leading the Partnership for the Assessment
of Readiness for College and Career (PARCC) effort to develop a strategy for how students
with disabilities will be accommodated in the assessment, using analysis of our existing
accommodations to guide the work.

Outreach and Dissemination

ESE began dissemination of its new ELA/Literacy and Mathematics Curriculum Frameworks in
January 2011 through conferences, professional development, and collaborative regional
events held in the state colleges and universities and open to the P—20 education community.
The highlights of this effort were regional sessions to introduce the new frameworks to
teams of educators from early education, K=12 and higher education institutions. The
transition to the new curriculum frameworks was also the featured theme of the state’s
annual Curriculum and Instruction Summit, which was attended by more than 800 educators.
At the request of the state’s superintendents, ESE also shipped more than 170,000 print
copies of the new frameworks to districts so that individual teachers would have hard copies
of the frameworks to use for their independent classroom alignment work.

Through its family literacy activities, ESE has begun to disseminate information using the
Parents’ Guide materials developed on the Common Core standards for the National Parent
Teacher Organization.8

In the future ESE’s annual Curriculum and Instruction Summits will continue to feature
updated presentations on the new standards and assessments as well as new resources for
college and career readiness. ESE is also partnering with the state Department of Early
Education and Care to disseminate the standards to early childhood educators, with specific
attention to family engagement strategies related to the frameworks.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

Guides to the Curriculum Frameworks in ELA, Mathematics, Science and Technology/Engineering, and History/Social Science for
Students with Disabilities: www.doe.mass.edu/mcas/alt/resources.html

7 Details of the alignment project being conducted the alternate assessment consortium, the National Center State and Collaborative

(NCSC): www.cehd.umn.edu/nceo/projects/NCSC/NCSC.html
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We recognize that the successful implementation of the state’s new standards rests largely
on the ability of educators to translate them into strong local curricula and instructional
practices. To that end we have launched multiple ways of supporting Massachusetts” 80,000
educators as they get to know and understand the new standards and explore ways to teach
to them effectively. Among these methods of support:

In 2010—-11 ESE developed instructional modules on key aspects of the new standards
(e.g., math practices, algebra, writing, reading complex texts) and collaborated with

professional development providers to align their coursework with the state’s college-

and career-readiness standards in ELA and mathematics. These courses are a key
strategy of the state’s Race to the Top initiative through 2014, and are open to all
educators, including teachers of English language learners, low income students, and
students with disabilities.

In the spring of 2011, ESE launched a professional development initiative for
approximately 300 educators on the design of model curriculum units and
performance assessments based on the new standards. This project, which will
continue through 2014, engages pre—k to 12 teachers in desighing curriculum and
assessment materials based on the new standards, the principles of Universal Design
for Learning, and the structures of Understanding by Design. Participating teachers
will begin pilot-testing these materials in classrooms in 2012, and the materials will
eventually form a core component of the resources available in the Race to the Top-
funded statewide teaching and learning system.

Through the state’s six regional District and School Assistance Centers (DSACs), ESE is
offering targeted courses on aspects of the new standards and on using data to
inform instructional decisions to districts with low-performing schools.” The state has
also prequalified a cadre of vendors to provide a series of eight course modules for
districts on using data effectively to improve classroom instruction. Race to the Top is
funding the development of additional modules as well as the creation of online
versions of each course to increase educator access to this high quality professional
development opportunity.

In the spring of 2012, Massachusetts will begin newly desighed professional
development for teachers of English language learners on second language
acquisition, the new curriculum frameworks, and the WIDA standards. Professional
development on the Massachusetts Tiered System of Support™ will be designed to |
support teachers, including teachers of students with disabilities and English language
learners, to reach all students using the new standards. |

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
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Readiness for College and Career (PARCC) consortium, ESE staff members have been
active in the development of the PARCC Content Frameworks, guides for designing
ELA and math curricula based on the Common Core standards. Published as working
drafts in November 2011, these frameworks will be reviewed and revised as
necessary over the next year. The PARCC Content Frameworks will serve as the basis
of regional professional development available to all Massachusetts districts in the
2011-12 school year and beyond. This professional development will be focused both
on raising awareness and understanding of the frameworks and on developing
curricula that are based on the frameworks.

"  Massachusetts educators will also participate in the PARCC Educator Cadres meetings,
a series of regional meetings designed to allow educators to test the instructional
tools and participate in professional development opportunities focused on the
alignment of district curricula to the college- and career-ready standards.

"  For principals and other administrators, Massachusetts offers extended training by
the National Institute for School Leadership (NISL) using Race to the Top funding. This
training includes components focused on the new college- and career-ready
standards.™

= ESE also uses its annual Curriculum Summits and superintendent and principal

networks as a key strategy for supporting school leaders in the transition to the new
standards.

Preparing New Educators

In addition to preparing veteran educators, it is critically important that newly licensed
teachers be prepared for the heightened expectations that the new standards contain. ESE’s
Office of Educator Policy, Preparation and Leadership is working closely with the state’s
educator preparation program sponsoring organizations and the state’s institutions of higher
education to develop new program approval regulations to ensure that all programs produce
highly effective educators who have a deep understanding of the content contained in the
state’s new curriculum frameworks. These new regulations will be brought to the Board of
Elementary and Secondary Education for discussion and vote in winter 2012.

Following the adoption of the new regulations, in fall 2012 ESE will review and align its
professional standards for teacher licensure with the new standards and indicators for
teacher evaluation, which are linked to the state’s curriculum frameworks. Taken together,
these two regulatory changes will ensure that incoming teachers and administrative leaders
are prepared to implement the new college- and career-ready standards in classroomes.

rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr

" www.doe.mass.edu/ edleadership/nisl/
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described above, will continue through 2014 and will engage pre-K to grade 12 teachers. The
- model units will be explicitly designed to support teaching and learning for all students,
including English language learners, students with disabilities, low achieving students and
students achieving at advanced levels.

By 2014, a minimum of 100 units for pre-K to grade 12 in mathematics, ELA, history/social
science, and science and technology/engineering will be made available through the state’s
teaching and learning system, an online resource being built as part of the state’s Race to the
Top strategy. Massachusetts is also collaborating with Rhode Island and New York to expand
the pool of high quality curriculum and assessment materials by including products from all
three states; this expanded collection will also include units related to the arts.

Accelerated Learning Opportunities
- Massachusetts is developing several new pathways to expand access to college-level courses
~and their prerequisites.

Through Race to the Top, we have established six STEM Early College High Schools,
and several other districts are pursuing this strategy through their own funding. The
STEM Early College High School program creates partnerships between middle/high
schools and local colleges and universities so that students complete a sequence of
STEM-focused courses leading to the acquisition of between 12 and 30 college credits
before high school graduation. This program prioritizes access for low income and
first generation college students.

Race to the Top is also funding a professional development program to prepare
vertical teams of teachers to teach rigorous courses in middle and early high school
that will prepare students to take AP courses and other college-level coursework in
their later high school years. The program offers training in English language arts,
mathematics, and sciences. Currently nearly 500 teachers are participating, and our
state goal is to expand the program to 1,000 teachers.

Our Commonwealth Dual Enrollment Program, run by the Department of Higher
Education, enrolled over 1,600 high school students in 2009-10 in courses at local
public colleges and universities each year, at no cost to the student. All 28 of our
public institutions of higher education enroll students in the program, and 56% of
public school districts enrolled at least one student in the program in 2009-10.

Transition to Next Generation Assessments

Massachusetts is a governing state in the Partnership for the Assessment of Readiness for
College and Careers (PARCC) consortium, and Commissioner Mitchell Chester is the chair of
the consortium’s Board. PARCC is in the process of developing a common assessment aligned

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
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new assessment so long as it is determined to be as challenging as the Massachusetts
- Comprehensive Assessment system (MCAS), which is widely seen as one of the most rigorous
and reliable statewide assessment systems in the country.

In the meantime, ESE plans to continue to administer MCAS and gradually transition the
content between 2011-12 and 2013-14 to reflect the new English language arts and
mathematics college- and career-ready standards. In 2011-12, the test will include some
items based on the new standards; in 2012-13 the majority of assessment items will reflect
the new standards, and in 2013-14 the entire MCAS ELA and mathematics assessment will be
based on the new standards. This approach was carefully designed to ensure that students
and their teachers are not unfairly penalized as they adjust to the new standards. "’

In addition to transitioning items within the existing assessment format, ESE is currently
' developing curriculum-embedded performance assessments in ELA, mathematics, science,

and history/social science and will conduct large-scale pilots of these performance
assessments between 2012-13 and 2014-15.

Once PARCC is completed and the performance data demonstrate that the assessments are
at least as comprehensive and rigorous as MCAS, we will transition fully from MCAS to the
PARCC assessments. With the transition, we will establish a new set of performance targets
and annual measurable objectives for our schools and districts.

Increasing Rigor

Beyond adopting college- and career-ready standards and preparing for the transition to
next-generation assessments based on those standards, Massachusetts has taken several
steps in recent years to better ensure that all students are prepared for college and careers.

A significant first step in this direction was the Board of Elementary and Secondary

Education’s endorsement of MassCore in 2007. This recommended high school program of |
studies includes four years of English language arts, four years of mathematics, three years of
a lab-based science, three years of history, two years of the same foreign language, one year
of an arts program and five additional core courses such as business education, health,

and/or technology. MassCore also includes additional learning opportunities including AP |
classes, dual enrollment, a senior project, online courses for high school or college credit, and
service or work-based learning. MassCore is not required, but districts are strongly urged to
use the recommended coursework as a guide in setting their graduation requirements. In the
2010-11 school year approximately 72 percent of graduating seniors had completed the |
MassCore program of studies.

This recommended course of study was reinforced in spring 2011 when the state Board of

Higher Education voted to require four years of high school mathematics for admission to its

rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr

1

* Details on the state’s plan to transition its statewide assessment to reflect the new standards: www.doe.mass.edu/mcas/transition.
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higher education institutions beginning in fall 2016.

Beyond coursework, the state also established a graduation requirement to ensure that all
students attained a minimum level of competency in English language arts, mathematics and
science prior to receiving a high school diploma. From 2003 to 2008 all students were
required to score a minimum of Needs Improvement on the grade 10 Massachusetts
Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) English language arts and mathematics tests to
earn the Competency Determination needed to receive a public high school diploma; the
requirement was increased to Proficient in 2008. Students who score Needs Improvement are
required to complete an Educational Proficiency Plan (EPP) in the specific subject area(s) in
which they are not yet proficient in order to graduate. The EPP includes, for each subject
(ELA, mathematics, science/technology/engineering) for which the student has not scored
Proficient or higher on the high school MCAS:

e Documentation of the student's strengths and weaknesses based on MCAS and other
assessment results, coursework, grades, and teacher input;

e (Coursework the student will be required to take and successfully complete in grades
11 and 12 in the relevant content area(s); and

e Assessments the school will administer to the student annually to determine whether
the student is making progress toward proficiency.

Coordination Across State Agencies

To be most effective, college and career readiness efforts need to start long before high
school. Our state Executive Office of Education, established in 2008 to coordinate efforts |
across the three education agencies in Massachusetts, has made college and career readiness
a priority. As a result, the Massachusetts Departments of Elementary and Secondary |
Education, Early Education and Care, and Higher Education are collaborating to make the
transition to college- and career-readiness standards a birth-to-20 initiative for the

- Commonwealth.

Together, the three education agencies and the Executive Office are working on a range of
~efforts to create a seamless system of education that prepares even our youngest students
for success after high school. These initiatives include:

" Astreamlined P-20 data system that will allow educators to identify early the
students who are off track and to track student progress throughout their educational
careers;

rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr

= http:// www.yourplanforcollege.org/
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graduates:

* The development of stronger preschool/K—12 alighment in curriculum, instruction

and assessment;

= Anonline teaching and learning system that will provide access to high quality
instructional and assessment materials and timely student data to all K=12 educators

in public schools:

" Collaboration on birth to grade 3, parent education, and professional development

initiatives; and,

" |f funding for the Race to the Top Early Childhood grant is received, the development

of kindergarten readiness assessments alighed to the new standards.

Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide evidence corresponding to the option
selected.

Option A

X The SEA is participating in
one of the two State
consortia that recetved a
orant under the Race to the
Top Assessment
competition.

1. Attach the State’s
Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU)

under that competition.

(Attachment 6)

Option B

|| The SEA is not
participating in either one
ot the two State consortia
that recetved a grant under
the Race to the Top
Assessment competition,
and has not yet developed
or administered statewide
aligned, high-quality
assessments that measure
student growth 1n
reading /language arts and
in mathematics in at least
orades 3-8 and at least once

in high school 1n all LEAs.

t. Provide the SEA’s plan
to develop and
administer annually,
beginning no later than

the 2014-2015 school
year, statewide aligned,
high-quality assessments
that measure student

Option C

|| The SEA has developed
and begun annually

administering statewide
aligned, high-quality
assessments that measure
student growth 1n

reading /language arts and
in mathematics 1n at least

orades 3-8 and at least once
in high school 1n all LEAs.

. Attach evidence that the
SEA has submitted these
assessments and
academic achievement
standards to the
Department tor peer
review ot attach a

timeline of when the
SEA will submit the

assessments and

academic achievement

standards to -

he

Department :

FOr peer
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ogrowth 1n review. (Attachment 7

reading/language arts

and 1n mathematics 1n at

least grades 3-8 and at

least once 1n high school
in all LEAs, as well as

set academic
achievement standards
for those assessments.

b
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For Option B, mnsert plan here.
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- Overview

2.A1  Provide a description ot the SEA’s ditterentiated recognition, accountabulity, and support
system that includes all the components listed 1n Principle 2, the SEA’s plan tor
implementation of the ditferentiated recognition, accountability, and support system no later
than the 2012-2013 school year, and an explanation ot how the SEA’s ditferentiated
recognition, accountability, and support system 1s designed to improve student achtevement
and school pertormance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality ot instruction tor

students.
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The Commonwealth’s schools and districts are currently assessed based on both the state’s
five-level Framework for District and School Accountability and the requirements of the No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). Operating these dual systems at one time provided a wealth of
valuable feedback, but the requirements under NCLB have declined into an administrative and
fiscal burden that is no longer useful. The rising targets have resulted in far too many schools
and districts being identified as in need of improvement to allow the state to best identify those
most needing assistance or intervention.

In contrast, Massachusetts’ existing state system has proven extremely valuable. Our system
places schools and districts on a five-level scale, ranking the highest performing in Level 1 and
lowest performing in Level 5. The strength of this accountability system is undergirded by the
state’s 2010 Act Relative to the Achievement Gap, which provides the tools, rules, and supports
necessary for the state to aggressively engage with schools and districts in Levels 4 and 5.

Our proposal seeks to enhance the state system by establishing a new goal: to cut our state’s
proficiency gaps in half by 2017. We will also establish a new marker to identify schools and
districts with the largest achievement gaps and will further differentiate interventions by
accountability status. Taken together, these changes will allow us to support every school
where students continue to struggle and create a system focused on college and career
readiness that supports continuous improvement in every corner of the Commonwealth.

Goal and Annual Measurable Objectives

On October 25, 2011, the Massachusetts Board of Elementary and Secondary Education voted
to adopt a revised goal for all districts, schools, and subgroups in the state: to reduce the
proficiency gap by half by 2017, thus reducing by half the proportion of students who are not
college and career ready. Meeting this goal will require all schools and districts to accelerate
progress for all students, particularly those who are furthest behind. Through the hard work

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
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vet achievable.

To measure progress toward that goal and classify schools in an accountability and assistance
level, we are proposing to create a Progress and Performance Index (PPI) that combines a set of
measures that include our current best indicators of progress towards college-and career-
readiness: progress on gap-closing as measured by our state assessments in English language
arts, mathematics, and science; performance at the Advanced and Warning/Failing levels;
growth/improvement; and graduation and dropout rates for high schools. Targets will be
differentiated for each district, school, and subgroup depending on its starting point in the
baseline year, 2010-11, with the goal in each case to cut in half the proportion of students who
are not on track to college and career readiness (performing at least at the Proficient level). As a
result, districts, schools, and subgroups that are furthest behind are expected to make the
strongest gains and thus close achievement gaps.

Massachusetts will continue to issue and report Annual Measurable Objective (AMO)
determinations using PPl indicators for students in the aggregate, low income students,
“students with disabilities, English language learners, and the state’s major racial and ethnic
subgroups. We will also make determinations for a new “high needs” subgroup composed of
students who are low income, have a disability, or are English language learners or former
English language learners.

The high needs subgroup includes students falling into one or more of the following subgroups:
student with disabilities, English language learners, former English language learners, and low E
income students. Many of our schools and subgroups do not meet our minimum N threshold of
40 students for issuing accountability determinations. By measuring progress and performance
for the high needs student subgroup rather than considering each student demographic group
individually, we are able to hold nearly 200 more schools accountable for subgroup proficiency
gaps along with overall performance. At the same time, this still allows us to retain a focus on

all students, including racial and ethnic minorities. In 2010-11, the high needs group included
82% of African-American students and 88% of Hispanic students statewide. In addition, using

the high needs group for accountability determinations addresses a frequent stakeholder
criticism of the AYP system in that it eliminates double-, triple-, or quadruple-counting

individual students who may be classified in multiple subgroups.

Beyond the indicators described above, the PPl will also consider participation in the state
English language arts, mathematics, science, and English language proficiency tests. It will
include data for the four most recent years, with the most recent years weighted most heavily.
Over time, as additional indicators of college and career readiness become available, we will
expand and improve the index to include them. This index will allow us to better identify and
describe schools and districts needing support across a spectrum of very strong to very weak
performance. Additional details on our proposed AMO and PPl methodology appear in section
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Classification
We propose to classify schools as follows.

Level Description

Level 1 On track to college and career readiness

Level 2 Off track from college and career readiness

Level 3 Focus: Lowest performing 20% of schools (including schools
with the largest gaps)

Level 4 Priority: Lowest performing schools

Level 5 Priority: Chronically underperforming schools

We will also use four years of data to identify and recognize high achieving and/or greatly
improving schools. These will be considered our state’s Commendation, or Reward, schools.
Commendation schools may be classified in Levels 1 or 2.

As described in more detail in sections 2.D.i and 2.E.i, the PPl for all students is the primary
consideration in placing schools in Levels 4 and 5, while the PPIs for both all students and the
high needs subgroup are factors in the placement in Levels 1, 2, and 3. Whether a school is on-
or off-track for college and career readiness will determine if it is classified in Level 1 or 2.

We propose to classify districts at the level of their lowest performing school, in keeping with
Massachusetts’ current framework for district and school accountability and assistance. For
example, a district with one or more Level 4 schools would be a Level 4 district, while a district
whose lowest performing school is Level 2 would be a Level 2 district.

Support
The development of the state’s framework for accountability and assistance was grounded in
our belief in three core principles:

1. The district should be the entry point for the state’s accountability and assistance work,
not the school. The state’s role should be focused on building district capacity to
support and guide improvement efforts in individual schools.

2. A strong accountability system is not enough to ensure continued improvement. A
parallel system of assistance and intervention is necessary to secure continued, strong
Improvement.

3. Every district does not need the same amount of support from the state. The depth of
ESE’s engagement with each district should be based on the severity of the problem.

These three principles informed our thinking in the development of this waiver proposal. We
are committed to moving away from the “one size fits all” method required under NCLB and to
tailor our assistance and support to meet the actual needs of our districts. Our system of
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immediately after classification on the framework, the range of activities that are permissible,
and the scope and level of support that districts can anticipate from ESE.

Under our proposal districts will be required to reserve up to 25 percent of their Title |, Part A
funds on a sliding scale to address identified needs. Districts will have the flexibility to scale
their responses based on their unique needs, but ESE will improve its own fiscal accountability
processes to monitor the quality and efficiency of district improvement efforts. Details are
contained in Sections 2.D to 2.G.

Supports and interventions available to districts and schools will be available through a range of |
vehicles (professional development, online modules, professional learning communities, etc.)
and will vary in scope to target particular areas that need strengthening. Massachusetts will no
longer mandate NCLB school choice and supplemental educational services (SES) as currently
required under NCLB. Supports and interventions will instead include: expanded learning
opportunities for struggling students, which may include tutoring and other supports offered
through strategic partnerships; professional development that is embedded, sustained, and
connected to educators’ needs; and other supports aligned to ESE’s 11 Conditions for School
Effectiveness, including those that address students’ social-emotional needs and family-school
engagement. Specific focus will be placed on the particular needs of students with disabilities
and English language learners. Additional details about possible supports and interventions are
in Sections 2.F. and 2.G.

- Timeline

The results of the spring 2011 Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment (MCAS) will serve as
the baseline for establishing AMO targets for 2011-12 through 2016—-17 for all districts, schools,
and subgroups. We will publicly announce our initial AMO determinations under this flexibility
in August 2012, comparing the 2012 results to the 2011 baseline. At that same time, we will use
the Progress and Performance Index (PPI) to classify all schools and districts in the |
Commonwealth into Levels 1 through 5. Going forward, we will announce progress on AMOs
and designations into accountability levels in the late summer each year based on the previous
spring’s test results.

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

2.A11  Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide the corresponding information, 1t

any.
Option A Option B
| The SEA only includes student achievement X] 1f the SEA includes student achievement on
on reading/language arts and mathematics assessments in addition to reading/language
assessments in 1ts ditterentiated recognition, arts and mathematics 1n its ditterentiated
accountability, and support system and to recognition, accountabulity, and support
tdentify reward, priority, and focus schools. system and to identity reward, priority, and
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tocus schools, 1t must:

a. provide the percentage ot students in the
“all students” group that performed at the
profictent level on the State’s most recent
administration of each assessment tor all
orades assessed; and

b. tnclude an explanation of how the
included assessments will be weighted 1n a
manner that will result in holding schools
accountable tor ensuring all students
achieve college- and career-ready

standards.

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

Beyond Engllsh Ianguage arts and mathematics, ESE proposes to incorporate results from the
state science assessment into the accountability framework. Students in Massachusetts public
schools take science assessments in grades 5, 8, and high school and must pass the high school
science assessment to receive a diploma; to date, however, these results have not been used in
school or district accountability determinations. We intend to begin using science results in our
accountability system to reinforce our commitment to college and career readiness and
emphasize the growing importance of competency in science, technology, engineering and
mathematics (STEM) in today’s economy. This heightened focus on science performance will
intensify the need for our public schools to continue to make science education a priority, in
addition to English language arts and mathematics.

Schools and districts will be held accountable in the Progress and Performance Index (PPI) for
their progress on closing proficiency gaps in science. We do not have student growth data for
this assessment so will not include it in the growth/improvement portion of the PPI. Additional
details on the role of science in the accountability system are in section 2.B. See Attachment 8
for state-level assessment data for science.

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

Select the method the SEA will use to set new ambitious but achievable annual measurable

objectives (AMOs) 1n at least reading/language arts and mathematics for the State and all LEAs,

schools, and subgroups that provide meaningtul goals and are used to guide support and

improvement
tor LEAS, sc
progress.

-ettorts. It the SEA sets AMOs that ditter by LEA, school, or subgroup, the AMOs

hools, or subgroups that are turther behind must require greater rates ot annual

Option A

Option B

_ | Set AMOs in annual equal | | Set AMOs that increase in

Option C
X] Use another method that is
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increments toward a goal ot
reducing by half the
percentage ot students in
the “all students™ group
and 1n each subgroup who
are not protictent within six
years. T'he SEEA must use
current profictency rates
based on assessments

annual equal increments and
result in 100 percent of
students achieving
profictency no later than the
end ot the 2019-2020
school year. The SEA must
use the average statewide
protictency based on
assessments administered 1n

educationally sound and

results 1n ambitious but
achievable AMQOs for all

[LEAs, schools, and
subgroups.

1. Provide the new AMOQOs

and an explanation ot
the method used to set

administered 1n the 2010—
2011 school year as the

starting point tor setting 1ts
AMOs.

the 2010-2011 school year these AMOs.

as the starting point tor it. Provide an educationally
setting 1ts AMOs. sound rationale tor the
pattern ot academic

t. Provide the new AMOs progress retlected in the
and an explanation ot the new AMOs in the text
method used to set these box below.

AMOs. ut.  Provide a link to the
State’s report card or
attach a copy ot the
average statewide
proticiency based on
assessments

administered 1n the

2010-2011 school year

in reading/language arts
and mathematics tor the
“all students” group and

all subgroups.
(Attachment 8)

1. Provide the new AMQOs

and an explanation ot
the method used to set
these AMOs.

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

proficiency gap by half by 2017. This goal applies to the state and to all districts, schools, and
subgroups. To measure progress toward the goal and classify schools in an accountability and
assistance level, the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
(ESE) proposes to create a Progress and Performance Index (PPl) that combines four years of
data on state testing participation, student achievement, student growth/improvement, and
graduation and dropout rates to provide a more comprehensive and nuanced measurement
of district and school progress toward college and career readiness. ESE will establish annual
measurable objectives (AMOs) for each district, school, and subgroup using PPI indicators.
The primary purpose of AMOs will be to provide transparent reporting of district and school
progress toward college and career readiness for all students, and, in turn, to incentivize
continuous improvement. The primary purpose of the PPl is to identify schools and districts
most in need of assistance, and, accordingly, place schools and districts in our framework for
accountability and assistance.

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

29



equally as ambitious, and will help ensure all of our students are on a path towards college
and career readiness. Evidence has shown that this goal also is achievable: Over the last six
years, 16 percent of Massachusetts schools have halved their proficiency gaps in ELA, 19
percent in mathematics.

Our proposal assumes that scoring Proficient or higher on the Massachusetts Comprehensive
Assessment System is a robust proxy for college readiness. Previous research™ on
Massachusetts high school graduates demonstrates that students scoring Proficient or higher
on our grade 10 tests are substantially less likely to require remedial coursework in college.
Specifically, the research shows that only 4 percent of students who score Advanced require
remedial courses in public colleges and universities, and 25 percent of students who score
Proficient but not Advanced need to enroll in a remedial course.

Throughout this section, we refer to measures based on MCAS, our existing state testing
system. However, once the PARCC assessments are available we will reset our annual
measurable objectives accordingly. In addition, beginning with the school year just
completed (2010-11) our student-level data collection includes course completion and
grades. We are also in the process of linking our PK-12 and higher education databases. As
these data sets mature, we will be incorporating indicators of course-taking into our measure
of college and career readiness. These will include successful course completion in the first
vear of high school (ninth grade success), completion of MassCore (the Commonwealth’s
college-ready course of study), and success in entry-level, credit-bearing courses in college.

The Progress and Performance Index: Measures

The Progress and Performance Index is a four-year, comprehensive indicator of districtand
school progress towards college and career readiness that incorporates the best measures of
readiness available in Massachusetts today. As additional measures become available, and as |
our state moves to next generation assessments in 2014-15, we anticipate updating or
expanding this index. For now, it includes four types of indicators: testing participation,
student achievement, student growth/improvement, and high school graduation and

dropout rates.

ESE will use the PPl to classify schools and districts in levels under the framework for
accountability and assistance, while AMOs will serve as transparent reporting measures that
inform the public and other stakeholders of the progress schools and districts are making
toward college and career readiness for all students. Details are below.

1. Testing participation
Participation on state assessments will remain a primary anchor of the accountability system.

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

" http://www.doe.mass.edu/research/reports/0208bhe. pdf
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- System (MCAS) and/or the state English Language Learner (ELL) assessment.™>

Any school with less than a 95 participation rate in ELA, mathematics, or science will
automatically fail to make its AMO in the aggregate or the subgroup(s) for which the rate falls .
below 95 percent, and as a result can only be classified in Levels 2 and higher. A schoolthat
does not meet its participation AMO may not be classified in Level 1: On Track. To meet the
participation standard, English language learners in their first year of U.S. schooling must
participate in the state ELL assessment and the MCAS for mathematics. ELLs in their second
year of U.S. schooling and beyond must participate in both the English language arts (ELA)
and mathematics MCAS and the state ELL assessment. Exceptions to the ELL assessment
requirement will be made only where accommodations for ELLs with disabilities are not
available for a particular test.

2. Student achievement
 ESE will measure student achievement for districts, schools and subgroups with three
indicators:

1. Closing proficiency gaps in ELA, mathematics, and science, as measured by the
Composite Performance Index

2. Reducing the percentage of students scoring in the Warning/Failing category in ELA
and mathematics

3. Increasing the percentage of students scoring in the Advanced category in ELA and
mathematics

Progress on reaching the statewide goal of reducing the proficiency gap by half by 2017 will
be measured with the Composite Performance Index (CPl), a metric used in Massachusetts
since 2004 that rewards continuous improvement toward proficiency. The CPl awards points
to each student based on their achievement on the ELA, mathematics, or science
assessments; a CPl of 100 indicates that all students are proficient or advanced. The points
for all students in the district, school or subgroup are summed together and then divided by
the number of students in the group being measured. The result is the CPI for that group and
subject. For accountability purposes, ESE combines all tested grades when generating a
district, school, or subgroup CPI. The following table provides an example CPI calculation for
a group of 20 students.

MCAS Performance Level Points Per # of Total
(Scaled Score Range) Student Students Points

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

"> Massachusetts currently assesses English language learners with the Massachusetts English Proficiency Assessment (MEPA) but plans to adopt
the ACCESS assessment associated with the World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) consortium mn 2012—-13.
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Proficient or Advanced
(240—-280)
Needs Improvement High
(230-238)

Needs Improvement Low
(220-228)
Warning/Failing High
(210-218)
Warning/Failing Low
(200-208)

Totals

1500 = 20 =75.0 CPI

1500

The proficiency gap, in turn, is defined as the difference between a subgroup’s CPl and a CP|
of 100. For instance, if a school has a 2010-11 CPI of 79.9 for the “all students” category in
mathematics, its mathematics proficiency gap would be 20.1 CP| points, or 100 minus 79.9.

ESE will set differentiated targets for all districts, schools, and subgroups to close proficiency
gaps in ELA, mathematics, and science. The goal for all will be same: to reduce the proficiency
gap by half by 2016-17. Targets will be differentiated based on the group’s baseline in the
2010-11 school year, an acknowledgment that every district, school, and subgroup will be
starting from a different place and that those furthest behind will have the most progress to

makae.

For example, the school referenced above with the proficiency gap of 20.1 CPIl points for all
students will need to reduce that gap to 10 points by 2016-17, so its 2016-17 target will be a
CPl of 90. The 10 CPI points the school is required to gain will be divided into six equal
increments to establish targets for each of the six school years until 2016-17. Other
subgroups within this school would have different CP| baselines and targets to reflect the
need for different rates of improvement to reach the 2017 goal. For instance, if low income
students in the same school have a CP| of 67.3 in 2011, their target will be 83.7 by 2017, a
faster rate of increase than that of all students. The graph below illustrates this example.
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Example of Annual Measurable Objectives for
closing mathematics proficiency gaps (CPI)
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Low Income

ESE will assign credit in the Progress and Proficiency Index based on how close the district,
school, or subgroup comes to meeting the annual targets for ELA, mathematics, and science.
Full credit will be given to those that meet the target, as well as to schools whose CP| meets
the 80" percentile or higher for the group when comparing statewide results (currently the
30" percentile equates to a CPIl of approximately 95 for ELA and 91 for mathematics). This
allows us to implement a key feature that was requested by our stakeholders: to enable high
performing groups to meet the target even with minor drops in performance. Substantial
partial credit is awarded for those that perform close enough to the target to fall within the
error band: a range around the target that accounts for potential measurement error. Error
bands currently range from 1.0 to 4.5 CPI points, depending on the size of the student group
and range of assessment scores, and are generally equivalent to a 95 percent confidence
interval.

% Awarded Achievement Qutcome

100% Met AMO target or met CPI| of 8o percentile for the group
5% Met target as a result of error band
0% Improved below target and outside of error band
5% No change
0% Decline in CPI

The second achievement indicator will be progress in decreasing the percentage of students
scoring in the Warning/Failing category of the ELA and mathematics MCAS assessments.
This indicator holds districts and schools accountable for their lowest performing students
and rewards continuous improvement in reducing the percentage of low achievers, ensuring
that the focus remain on all students, not just those closest to being proficient. Similar to our
statewide goal of reducing the proficiency gap in half by 2017, ESE will set AMO targets for
districts and schools to reduce their percentage of students in the Warning/Failing
achievement categories.
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For example, if 14 percent of all students in a school scored Warning/Failing in 2010-11, the
school’s goal would be to reduce that percentage for the “all students” category to 7 percent
by the end of the 2016—-17 school year. The 7 percentage points would be divided into six
equal increments to establish annual targets. Similar to the proficiency gap measure, groups
would have differentiated targets. For instance, if Hispanic students in that same school had
a starting Warning/Failing percentage of 22%, the goal would be 11% Warning/Failing for |
that subgroup by 2017.
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ESE will assign full credit for this indicator to those that meet the target or reach the
Warning/Failing percentage of the 80" percentile for the group (that is, the percentage at
which only 20 percent of the group had lower Warning/Failing rates). Others will be awarded
partial credit for making progress toward that goal.
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% Awarded Achievement Qutcome

100% Met target or met percentage of go™ percentile of the group
75% Met target as a result of error band
50% Improved below target and outside of error band
25% No change
0% Decline in Warning/Failing percentage

The third achievement indicator is improvement in the percentage of students scoring
Advanced on the ELA and mathematics MCAS assessments, intended to hold districts and
schools accountable for continuous improvement beyond proficiency. Fewer than 5% of
students who score Advanced on the grade 10 MCAS tests require remedial courses in
college, so creating an incentive to reach Advanced will also foster college and career
readiness.

ESE will assign credit for this indicator based on changes in a group’s percentage of students
scoring Advanced relative to the prior year.

% Awarded Achievement Qutcome

100% Greater than a 4 percentage point improvement in Advanced
75% 3-4 percentage point improvement in Advanced
50% 1-2 percentage point improvement in Advanced
25% No change
0% Decline in Advanced percentage

3. Growth/Improvement

Massachusetts views the ability to include student growth and improvement along with
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achievement in our account‘ébii‘i‘ty system as a major benefit to this waiver opportunity.

Since 2008 Massachusetts has annually reported a measure of student growth on the MCAS.
Each student with at least two consecutive years of MCAS scores receives a student growth
percentile (SGP), which measures how much the student changed relative to other students
statewide with similar scores in previous years. Student growth percentiles range from1to
99, where higher numbers represent higher growth and lower numbers represent lower |
growth. SGPs are calculated for both ELA and mathematics in grades 4 through 8 and grade
10, and we aggregate them for groups of students with the group median.
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Our impact data clearly demonstrate that high levels of growth place students on track to
proficiency and, in turn, college and career readiness. Specifically, our data show that growth
at the 60" percentile results in all students being on track to proficiency in ELA and the vast
majority of students being on track to proficiency in math. Accordingly, in PPl calculations,
ESE will assign credit to districts, schools, and subgroups for substantial
growth/improvement. Our targets for growth/improvement and proposed assighment of
credit are described below.
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e Attaining an SGP of at least 10 points over the median SGP for the relevant group. For
example, the statewide median SGP for special education students is 42, so the

special education subgroup within a school or district would meet this standard with
an SGP of at least 52.

e Increasing the group’s median SGP by 15 points over the previous school year; or

e Reducing the percentage of non-proficient students by at least 10 percent (assuming
at least 40 students in the group are tested).

% Awarded Meet SGP Target Increase SGP Decrease %
Not Proficient
100% 10 points or more or +15 points or >10%
above group median )
) .
75% 0to 3 points | or +10-14 points
above group median
. .
50% 1 to 9 points | or  +5-9 points
below group median
25% 10 to 19 points

+1—4 point
below group median o POTLS

0% 20 or more points

_ or <0 points or <10%
below group median
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4. High School Graduation and Drop Out Rates.
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For high schools, we will include both graduation and dropout rates in the Progress and
Performance Index as indicators of success in preparing students to be ready for college and
careers. Massachusetts is currently exploring additional measures of college and career
readiness for use in the PPl and will propose to include other measures as they become
available.

High schools will be held accountable for their cohort graduation rate and will be required to
meet the state target to receive full credit in the PPl. However, the PPl will also award partial
credit for continuous improvement in the four- and five-year graduation rates. The chart
below describes points assighed for 2011-12. In 2012-13 and beyond, Massachusetts will
increase its four- and five-year graduation rate targets.

% Awarded Four-Year Rate Five-Year Rate
100% Greater than or equal to 75% or Greater than or equal to 80%
50% >2 pct. point improvement or >2 pct. point improvement
0% Less than 75% and less than  or Less than 80% and less than
2 pct. point improvement 2 pct. point improvement

High schools will also be held accountable for their annual dropout rate. The cohort
graduation rate is a cumulative four-year statistic and is difficult to improve in one year.
Including the dropout rate provides an opportunity to reward schools that are reducing
dropouts, even if the impact has not yet registered in the cohort graduation rate. Districts,
schools and subgroups will all be expected to halve their annual dropout rates by 2017, with
differentiated targets similar to those described above.

For example, a school with a 2010-11 annual dropout rate of 3.0% in the “all students”
category will have a goal of reducing that percentage to 1.5% by the end of the 2016-17
school year. The 1.5 percentage points will be divided into six equal increments to establish
targets for each of the six school years until 2016-17. Similar to the CPI targets, groups would
have differentiated targets with the same goal. For example, English language learner
students in that same school with a starting dropout rate of 5.0% would have a goal of 2.5%
by the 2017 school year.

Credit for the annual dropout rate in the PPl will be awarded as follows:

% Awarded Dropout Rate Outcome

100% Met target
75% Met target as a result of error band
50% Improved below target and outside of error band
25% No change
0% Decline in annual dropout rate
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alculating the Progress and Performance Index
The PPl combines all of the indicators described above into a weighted index that uses four
vears of data. After accounting for the participation requirement, the PPl consists of nine
indicators for elementary and middle schools and 11 indicators for high schools in each year,
as follows:

Category Indicators
Participation ELA, mathematics, science
Achievement
e Reduce proficiency gaps ELA, mathematics, science
e Increase % Advanced ELA, mathematics
e Decrease % Warning/Failing ELA, mathematics
Growth
e Meet growth objective ELA, mathematics

Additional indicators for high schools Cohort graduation rate, annual dropout rate

Each year, each district, school, and subgroup will be given full or partial credit, as described
above, on each of these indicators. These scores will be combined together for an overall
rating for each year. Next, we will combine four years of ratings into a weighted index, with
the most recent year’s data carrying the greatest weight, as follows:

Most recent year: 40%
One year prior: 30%
Two years prior: 20%
Three years prior: 10%

PPl results will be reported for each district, school, and subgroup, as well as the state as a
whole.

Classifying schools and districts

A primary goal of this proposal is to unify our federal and state accountability systems. Too
often today our districts and schools are confused by how the two systems interact and are
left unsure of how their accountability designations were determined. We believe that the
PPl will solve this problem. The same data indicators across the same number of years will be
used both to report federal determinations for districts and schools and to classify them
within our state accountability system. A unified system of accountability will help schools
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