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ESEA FLEXIBILITY PART A PILOT

MONITORING REPORT FOR 
THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
Overview Of ESEA Flexibility Monitoring 
The U.S. Department of Education (ED) is committed to supporting State educational agencies (SEAs) as they implement ambitious reform agendas through their approved ESEA flexibility requests.  Consistent with this commitment, ED has developed a monitoring process that is designed to both ensure that each SEA implements its plan fully, effectively, and in a manner that is consistent with its approved request and the requirements of ESEA flexibility, as well as support each SEA with technical assistance to help ensure its implementation increases the quality of instruction and improves student achievement for all students in the State and its local educational agencies (LEAs).  Through this process, ED aims to productively interact with SEAs and shift from a focus primarily on compliance to one focused on outcomes.

For the 2012–2013 school year, ED has divided its ESEA flexibility monitoring process into three components, which are designed to align with the real-time implementation occurring at the SEA, LEA, and school levels and be differentiated based on an SEA’s progress and depth of work:  

· Part A provided ED with a deeper understanding of each SEA’s goals and approaches to implementing ESEA flexibility and ensured that each SEA had the critical elements of ESEA flexibility in place to begin implementation of its plan in the 2012–2013 school year.  Part A was conducted through desk monitoring.

· Parts B and C, which are under development, will include a broader look at an SEA’s implementation of ESEA flexibility across all three principles, including its transition to college- and career-ready standards, its process for developing and implementing teacher and principal evaluation and support systems, and follow-up monitoring on the implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools.  Parts B and C reviews also will include a closer examination of the use of annual measureable objectives (AMOs), graduation rate targets, and other measures to drive supports and incentives in other Title I schools.  In addition, Parts B and C monitoring will address select unwaived Title I requirements and any “next steps” identified in the ESEA Flexibility Part A Monitoring Report.  These reviews will be conducted through a combination of onsite monitoring, desk monitoring, and progress checks that will be differentiated based on an individual SEA’s circumstances and request.  The format of future reports may vary from Part A.

ED will support each SEA in its implementation of ESEA flexibility across all three monitoring components and will work with each SEA to identify areas for additional technical assistance. 

This ESEA Flexibility Part A Monitoring Report provides feedback to the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) on its progress implementing the components of ESEA flexibility based on a pilot of ED’s ESEA Flexibility Part A Monitoring Protocol.  The pilot was designed to ensure the protocol generated information sufficient to enable ED to ensure the SEA is implementing ESEA flexibility fully, effectively, and in a manner that is consistent with the SEA’s approved request and the requirements of ESEA flexibility.  This report is, therefore, based on information provided 
through a pilot monitoring phone call conducted with CDE staff on June 28, 2012.  The report also includes evidence from the documentation submitted by CDE after that call on July 19, 2012, since SEAs participating in the pilot had the option to provide evidence either prior to or following the pilot monitoring phone call.  The report reflects information on the progress CDE had made implementing ESEA flexibility as of the date of the pilot monitoring phone call and receipt of documentation, which was several months in advance of the monitoring conducted for other States.  Generally, this report does not reflect further progress the SEA has made in implementing since those dates.  

The report consists of the following sections: 
· Highlights of CDE’s Implementation of ESEA Flexibility.  This section identifies key accomplishments in the SEA’s implementation of ESEA flexibility as of the SEA’s monitoring call on June 28, 2012.  

· Summary of CDE’s Implementation of ESEA Flexibility.  This section provides a snapshot of the SEA’s progress implementing each component of ESEA flexibility or unwaived Title I requirement based on the evidence CDOE described during its pilot monitoring phone call on June 28, 2012 and through written documentation provided to ED on July 19, 2012.  Given that this pilot occurred early in the monitoring protocol development process, the pilot was conducted several months in advance of the start of the school year and the monitoring of other States, and the monitoring report does not generally reflect progress made by CDE since the monitoring call and documentation submission, the monitoring report for pilot States will not include “next steps”. 
· Additional Comments.  This section provides additional comments, suggestions, or recommendations that CDE may want to consider. 
Highlights Of CDE’s Implementation Of Esea Flexibility
· Based on information provided on the conference call and through written documentation, CDE’s work implementing ESEA flexibility as of July 2012 includes the following key highlight:
· Supporting LEAs in the development of Unified Improvement Plans (UIPs) by providing training on conducting a data and root cause analysis, setting targets and interim measures, and identifying interventions to address needs.
Summary Of CDE’S Progress Implementing ESEA Flexibility And Next Steps 
Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and Support

	Component

2.A 
	Develop and implement beginning in the 2012–2013 school year a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support for all LEAs in the State and for all Title I schools in these LEAs.  


	Summary of Progress
	· CDE described the preliminary steps the SEA is taking to ensure it was prepared to run its system once the data was available.  For example, the SEA indicated that it had hired a programmer to focus on the technical aspects of running the School and District Performance Framework.  The SEA was also running simulations based on 2010–2011 data to work out any technical issues in advance, and would provide LEAs preliminary reports based on the previous year’s data to build awareness.
· Consistent with its approved request, CDE reiterated that in December 2012 it would provide School and District Performance Framework reports that would include its overall rating of schools and LEAs based on 2011–2012 data.  School ratings include assignment to one of four plan types: Performance Plan, Improvement Plan, Priority Improvement Plan, or Turnaround Plan.  LEA ratings include assignment of one of the following accreditation designations: Accredited with Distinction, Accredited, Accredited with Improvement Plan, Accredited with Priority Improvement Plan, or Accredited with Turnaround Plan.
· ED has confirmed that CDE preliminarily released these ratings to LEAs and schools in August 2012, and publicly released the final ratings on December 5, 2012.


	Assurance
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	Report to the public its lists of reward schools, priority schools, and focus schools at the time the SEA is approved to implement flexibility, and annually thereafter, it will publicly recognize its reward schools as well as make public its lists of priority and focus schools if it chooses to update those lists.

	Summary of Progress
	· At the time of the monitoring pilot, CDE had not publically reported its lists of reward, priority, and focus schools because CDE was waiting for 2011–2012 assessment data from which to derive those lists.  However, the SEA anticipated releasing its lists of reward, priority, and focus schools in early September 2012.
· On March 20, 2013, CDE publically posted its lists of 86 focus schools and 30 priority schools at: http://www.cde.state.co.us/FedPrograms/ti/sitig.asp, and two reward schools at:  http://www.cde.state.co.us/FedPrograms/ti/a.asp.  CDE intends to update its list of priority schools after awarding fiscal year 2012 SIG funds. 


	Component 

2.D
	Effect dramatic, systemic change in the lowest-performing schools by publicly identifying priority schools and ensuring that each LEA with one or more of these schools implements, for three years, meaningful interventions aligned with the turnaround principles in each of these schools beginning no later than the 2014–2015 school year.

	Summary of Progress
	· During the monitoring pilot phone call, CDE indicated that it expected when it finalized its list of priority schools that list would be completely comprised of schools receiving School Improvement Grant (SIG) funds to implement one of four SIG models.  The majority of these schools would be schools in SIG Cohort I or Cohort II who were continuing implementing of a SIG model, while others would be schools newly awarded SIG funds to begin implementation of a model in the 2012–2013 school year.  Therefore, some of its priority schools would be SIG schools continuing to implement one of the four SIG models.
· CDE explained on the pilot monitoring phone call that all priority schools are required to submit a UIP as part of the CDE’s broader accountability system by January 15, 2013.  UIPs for all schools include a root cause and data analysis, setting of academic performance targets, and identification of strategies for addressing the identified root causes.  Additionally, schools receiving SIG funds are also required to submit an addendum that details how the LEA and school are meeting the requirements of the SIG program.
· CDE explained that it would continue its monitoring of SIG schools using the protocol provided in the SEA’s approved request.  CDE indicated it would be monitoring LEAs receiving SIG funds for the 2012–2013 school year beginning in October 2012.  



	Component 

2.E
	Work to close achievement gaps by publicly identifying Title I schools with the greatest achievement gaps, or in which subgroups are furthest behind, as focus schools and ensuring that each LEA implements interventions, which may include tutoring or public school choice, in each of these schools based on reviews of the specific academic needs of the school and its students beginning in the 2012–2013 school year.

	Summary of Progress
	· The SEA indicated that it had not yet identified its focus schools based on 2011–2012 data because the data was not available.  However, CDE indicated that all focus schools it would identify had been identified as “Turnaround Plan” or “Priority Improvement Plan” schools under CDE’s School and District Performance Framework based on 2010–2011 data.
· CDE explained that all Turnaround Plan or Priority Improvement Plan schools submitted UIPs, as described in the previous section, in January 2012 and these plans were reviewed and approved by the SEA in March 2012.  These plans include root cause analysis based on performance data in four areas —academic achievement, academic growth, academic growth gaps, and post-secondary readiness.  The identification of improvement strategies to target the root causes and identified priority challenges, such as subgroup performance, grade level performance, subject areas.  According to the SEA, these schools would then implement the interventions required by these plans by the beginning of the 2012–2013 school year. 
· To ensure that focus schools implement interventions aligned with the reason for the school’s identification as a focus school, CDE indicated that focus schools will make adjustments to their UIPs based on that designation for submission to the SEA in January 2013, with the SEA’s review occurring in March 2013.  
· In May 2012, CDE provided trainings to LEA level leaders on the UIP, including conducting a data and root-cause analysis, setting targets and interim measures, and identifying interventions in focus schools.  These trainings also included an explanation of how UIPs are used to meet the requirements of focus schools.
· In anticipation of the identification of focus schools, CDE indicated that it had begun meeting with LEAs that it expected, based on 2010–2011 data, it would have identified focus schools to discuss use of funds.  


	Component 

2.F
	Provide incentives and supports to ensure continuous improvement in other Title I schools that, based on the SEA’s new AMOs and other measures, are not making progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps beginning in the 2012-2013 school year.

	Summary of Progress
	· Note: This component was not specifically discussed with SEAs that participated in the ESEA Flexibility Part A Monitoring Pilot.  However, much of the SEA’s work relating to this area is included under Component 2.G.  As a result of the pilot, questions related to this component were added to the final ESEA Flexibility Part A Monitoring Protocol.


	Component 

2.G
	Build SEA, LEA, and school capacity to improve student learning in all schools and, in particular, in low-performing schools and schools with the largest achievement gaps, including through:
· providing timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools,
· holding LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance, particularly for turning around their priority schools , and
· ensure sufficient support for implementation of interventions in priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools identified under the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system (including through leveraging funds the LEA was previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), SIG funds, and other Federal funds, as permitted along with State and local resources).

	Summary of Progress
	· CDE explained that all schools and LEAs, regardless of their designation under the School and District Performance Framework, are required to develop UIPs.  Priority Improvement Plan and Turnaround Plan schools and LEAs designated “Accredited with Priority Improvement Plan” and “Accredited with Turnaround Plan” are required to submit UIPs annually each January to the SEA for review and approval, with final, revised UIPs due in March.   

· During the monitoring call, CDE explained that at the beginning of the 2012–2013 school year, schools and LEAs would be implementing the UIPs that were submitted to the SEA in April 2012.  LEAs and schools would then submit updated UIPs beginning in January 2013 based on 2011–2012 assessment data.  All LEAs and schools would be required to submit final UIPs to the SEA for public posting by April 15, 2012.
· CDE indicated it was in the process of rethinking its monitoring to go beyond compliance and look at program quality and how LEAs and schools are using funds.


Fiscal

	Use of Funds 
	The SEA ensures that its LEAs use Title I funds consistent with the SEA’s approved ESEA flexibility request through Waivers 2, 3, 5, and 9 in the document titled ESEA Flexibility, along and any unwaived Title I requirements.

	Summary of Progress
	· Through webinars, regional workshops, one-on-one meetings with LEAs, and FAQs, CDE provided guidance to its LEAs on CDE’s required 10 percent professional development set-aside for Priority Improvement and Turnaround LEAs, CDE’s required 15 percent to be set aside to offer school choice and supplemental education services in Title I schools identified for Priority Improvement Plans and Turnaround Plans based on 2010–2011 data, and the transferability waiver. 


	Rank Order
	The SEA ensures that its LEAs with Title I-eligible high schools with graduation rates below 60 percent that are identified as priority schools correctly implement the waiver that allows them to serve these schools out-of- rank order.

	Summary of Progress
	· At the time of the call, CDE had not yet identified its priority schools but did not expect that it would identify any Title I-eligible high schools with graduation rates below 60 percent as priority schools and, therefore, would not have any LEAs taking advantage of the waiver to serve these schools out-of- rank order based on poverty rate.


Additional Comments
· Given that the monitoring pilot with CDE was conducted very early in the SEA’s implementation and in advance of the timeline by which the SEA needed to implement, ED will follow up on the SEA’s progress in implementing these components during Part B monitoring.

7

