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ESEA FLEXIBILITY PART A MONITORING REPORT FOR 
THE OFFICE OF THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
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 Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) of the District of Columbia on its progress in implementing the components of ESEA flexibility identified in the document titled ESEA Flexibility Part A Monitoring Protocol to ensure the SEA implements 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 based on information provided through SEA-submitted documentation, a monitoring call conducted with OSSE staff on October 24, 2012, and a follow-up exit conference phone call held on October 25, 2012.  Generally, this report does not reflect steps taken by the SEA after the exit conference.

The report consists of the following sections: 
· Highlights of OSSE’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 October 2, 2012.
· Summary of OSSE’s Implementation of ESEA Flexibility and Next Steps.  This section provides a snapshot of the SEA’s progress in implementing each component of ESEA flexibility or unwaived Title I requirement based on the evidence OSSE described during its monitoring phone call on October 2, 2012, through written documentation provided to ED, and any further clarifications provided by the SEA during its exit conference phone call on October 25, 2012.  Where appropriate, this section also includes a set of “next steps” that were discussed with the SEA during its exit conference phone call, to ensure that the SEA implements the components of ESEA flexibility consistent with the principles and timelines in ESEA Flexibility and OSSE’s approved request.  
Highlights Of OSSE’S Implementation Of Esea Flexibility
· Based on information provided during the monitoring conference phone call and through written documentation, OSSE’s work implementing ESEA flexibility includes the following key accomplishments:
· Conducting a Parent & Family Engagement Summit, attended by more than 200 parents/guardians.  This full day of activities included an overview of the new OSSE accountability structure along with multiple sessions focused on strategies parents could use to support their students.  Parent comments were very positive, requesting this seminar as an annual event. 
·  Adopting the slogan “75 in 5” (meaning 75 percent of all students proficient in reading and math within five years).  OSSE believes this will provide a common goal and focus among internal and external groups and encourage coordination of effort.
Summary Of OSSE’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
	· OSSE indicated that it ran its system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support based on 2011–2012 data on August 10, 2012 and provided the resulting schools classification list (reward, focus, and priority schools).  According to OSSE, no issues arose when the SEA ran its system.



	Next Steps 
	None.


	Assurance

7 
	Report to the public its lists of reward schools, priority schools, and focus schools at the time the SEA is approved to implement flexibility.  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
	· OSSE provided ED with a list of 25 reward schools, 27 priority schools, and 16 focus schools.  During the exit call, OSSE stated that it had posted school classifications on its website on August 23, 2012 but the Internet address provided does not link to a page with a list of identified schools as priority or focus.  OSSE also reported that it is working on a new online report card prototype to be presented to the State Board of Education in November 2012, with approval anticipated at the December Board meeting.  To ensure that parents have information about school performance, OSSE explained that it is also producing reports to explain the system to parents, and working through external groups that work with parents to make sure they have the information.
 

	Next Steps 
	To ensure that the SEA publicly reports its lists of reward, priority, and focus schools consistent with the principles and timelines of ESEA Flexibility: 
· OSSE will publish its lists of reward, priority, and focus schools and provide ED with evidence that the information has been made publicly available.


	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
	· For the 2012–2013 school year, OSSE indicated that all 27 of its priority schools will implement interventions.  OSSE explained that 14 of the 27 priority schools are receiving School Improvement Grant (SIG) funds to implement one of four SIG models.  

· OSSE documents confirm the requirement for priority schools to implement interventions aligned with the turnaround principles.  As a result of ambiguity in the documents it is not clear that this would occur for the non-SIG priority schools at the start of the 2012–2013 school year.
· The document titled Interventions & Differentiated Support (September 17, 2012) states: “Priority schools will be required to implement all seven turnaround principles…and all principles will be implemented concurrently in priority schools.”  The same document indicates that improvement plans for priority schools are due January 2013 for SEA review with an LEA mid-year progress report due at the same time.  
· A memo to LEAs and priority schools dated September 11, 2012 identifies priority schools and requires each school to submit a 3-year improvement plan after 6-12 months of planning, but also states that “interventions must be implemented immediately.”   
· All of the priority schools, including non-SIG, are Race to the Top schools.  In response to RTT requirements these schools had to develop leadership and teacher evaluation systems.  Most are District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) schools and are using the existing IMPACT system.  Principal and teacher evaluations in the Public Charter School Board (PCSB) schools may vary from school to school.  Principals in DCPS are under a one year contract, so they can be removed if they do not meet performance criteria.  OSSE told ED that evaluations have been completed for all 27 priority schools and two principals were removed from SIG schools after the 2011–2012 school year.  
· OSSE provided documents that will be used to monitor implementation of interventions, e.g., the Priority and Focus Monitoring Classroom Observation Form, lists of strategies and indicators related to the seven turnaround principles formatted for priority and focus schools, and the Priority and Focus LEA monitoring rubric.  The online planning tool used by all priority schools is available to OSSE on a read-only basis and OSSE intends to use this to monitor how indicators are moving forward.  


	Summary of Progress (continued)
	· An OSSE internal memo (submitted as OSSE Superintendent Notification to LEAs email.pdf) dated August 24, 2012 says: “Additionally, the Department (ED) has agreed to make 2012–2013 count as Year 1 for the implementation of interventions and supports for Focus and Priority schools -- excluding SIG schools.  These schools must continue to implement the existing timeline approved as part of their grant award.”  However this is not consistent ED requirements, so OSSE will need to clarify the intervention timeline as indicated in the Next Steps.

· While OSSE identified the required number of priority schools, limitations in OSSE data resulted in the identification of only one priority school on the basis of graduation rate.  In 2012–2013, OSSE will have two consecutive years of adjusted cohort data available, and will use that data to identify additional priority schools that will implement interventions in 2013–2014.

	Next Steps
	· In order to ensure that implementation of meaningful interventions aligned with all of the turnaround principles takes place in all priority schools for at least three years, ED will revisit, during Part B monitoring, the status of implementation in non-SIG priority schools and will review evidence and timelines related to this implementation.



	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
	· OSSE provided two documents confirming that it is requiring implementation in focus schools within the first semester of the 2012–2013 school year.  
· OSSE explained that LEAs will conduct monitoring using “the OSSE protocol” to ensure that focus schools’ plans include key strategies, but conflicting expectations for appropriate focus schools interventions are evident in the materials provided.  Instructions to focus schools regarding interventions as listed in Interventions & Differentiated Support (Sept 17, 2012) are generic (longer school days, Saturday academy, and activities associated with the Diplomas Now project) and do not specifically address the instructional needs of students whose performance led to the school’s identification as a focus school.  However, the Focus Schools Implementation Progress Report lists specific instructional strategies that are appropriate for students with disabilities and English language learners, but how/when LEAs will use this document or whether/how it will be used to provide feedback to focus schools.  


	Next Steps 
	In order to ensure that implementation of interventions in focus schools is based on the specific academic needs of the school and its students and is consistent with the timelines in ESEA flexibility, ED will revisit, during Part B monitoring, the status of implementation in focus schools and will review evidence and timelines related to this implementation.


	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
	· Schools that are not identified as priority or focus schools and fail to meet the same AMO for two consecutive years will be identified as schools requiring additional support.  The first identification of schools impacted by this requirement will happen at the end of the 2012–2013 school year after administration and scoring of the District of Columbia Comprehensive Assessment System.  In response to ED’s concern that no action will occur this year in response to AMOs missed, OSSE explained that low subgroup performance would not be directly addressed by the State system this year.  OSSE is relying on the existing local accountability systems (DCPS and the PCSB Performance Management System for charters) to identify problem areas this school year.  
· When asked about the use of missed graduation rate targets as a factor in ensuring continuous improvement in other Title I schools, OSSE said it is considering a combination of factors, including graduation rates and academic achievement to determine additional supports .  


	Next Steps 
	None.


	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 

· ensuring 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
	· OSSE plans to monitor LEAs using a monitoring process and protocol that is very similar to ED’s ESEA Flexibility Monitoring Part A Protocol.  The process relies on desk monitoring in October and December with the possibility of a future onsite visit.  Although OSSE described multiple monitoring components including classroom questions and interviews from parents, students, teachers, principals, it is not clear how that information will be combined with the monitoring protocol document submitted.
· OSSE has not yet identified LEAs as indicated in its request because it plans to identify LEAs on the same two-year AMO schedule as schools, and the second year of data will not be available until the end of the 2012–2013 school year.  OSSE stated that LEAs know if they are at risk for identification on the basis of missing last year’s AMOs.
· To build capacity of schools and LEAs, OSSE described the initial step in creation of a group to provide technical assistance.  The Cross-Functional Team (CFT), which includes OSSE personnel experts from several divisions and external partners including representatives from DCPS and PCSB, conducted a training session for SEA staff to build understanding of the new accountability system in early September.  From that meeting, a training cadre of approximately 25 was identified.  Each cadre member is expected to contact five to seven schools biweekly and work with the CFT to determine appropriate technical assistance resources.  At the time of the monitoring call, a few schools had already requested information regarding ESEA flexibility or data analysis.
· The OSSE document New Accountability FAQs (dated August 24, 2012) provides the following guidance regarding set-aside funds: If an LEA misses the same AMO for two consecutive years or has schools identified as focus or priority, OSSE requires the LEA to reserve 20 percent of its Title I funds and directs that those funds must be reserved for interventions designed to raise student achievement and detailed in the intervention plan submitted to OSSE. 

	Next Steps 
	None.


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, and any unwaived Title I requirements.

	Summary of Progress
	· OSSE described the following strategies to ensure appropriate LEA use of Title I funds: two webinars regarding completion of the consolidated application held August 12 and 15, an in-person session for LEAs to ask individualized questions as well as an in-person session required for LEAs with particular history of issues, office hours on request if LEAs had questions specific to their application, and specific one-on-one questions as the SEA reviews draft LEA applications for unallowable costs prior to the application deadline of October 15. 
· OSSE has provided a revised consolidated application for LEAs that addresses use of funds under ESEA flexibility.  OSSE described this as a structured consolidated application, designed to be a teaching tool that highlights strategies and narratives for LEAs to work through.  Regarding appropriate use of funds, OSSE explained that all LEAs are on reimbursement status; consequently, OSSE reviews expenditures at least quarterly for alignment with the LEA’s approved plan.  Priority and focus schools will be monitored in December others on regular Title I monitoring schedule every two years.


	Next Steps 
	None.


	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
	· The SEA has not identified any Title I-eligible high schools with graduation rates below 60 percent as priority schools and, therefore, does not have any LEAs that are taking advantage of the waiver to serve these schools out of rank order based on poverty rate.  Since OSSE has not needed to serve any schools out of order, it has not written this issue into guidance.



	Next Steps 
	None.
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