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ESEA FLEXIBILITY PART A MONITORING REPORT FOR THE MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 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 on-site 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 Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE) on its progress 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 ESE staff on September 28, 2012, and a follow-up exit conference phone call held on October 18, 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 ESE’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 September 18, 2012.  

· Summary of ESE’s Implementation of ESEA Flexibility and Next Steps.  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 ESE described during its monitoring phone call on September 28, 2012; through written documentation provided to ED; and any further clarifications provided by the SEA during its exit conference phone call on October 18, 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 the ESE’s approved request.  

Highlights Of ESE’S Implementation Of Esea Flexibility

Based on the information provided during the monitoring conference phone call and through written documentation, ESE’s work implementing ESEA flexibility includes the following key accomplishments:
· Conducting a “road show” across the State to provide information on the SEA’s approved flexibility request and the details of the State’s new accountability system.
· Creating a report entitled “Emerging Practices in Rapid Achievement Gain Schools” which is being used to help support schools in implementing interventions aligned to each of ESE’s Conditions for School Effectiveness, which identify research-based interventions. 
· Developing a tool kit to assist schools receiving School Improvement Grant (SIG) funds in sustaining interventions after SIG funding ends.

Summary Of ESE’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
	· ESE indicated that it released to schools and LEAs the preliminary results of its Progress and Performance Index (PPI), which categorizes schools and LEAs into five levels, on September 5, 2012, with the final level ratings released to the public on September 19, 2012.  According to ESE, the PPI was run consistent with the weighting and indicators in the SEA’s approved flexibility request and no substantive issues arose.
· ESE provided level ratings to 1587 of the State’s 1829 schools, but did not provide level ratings to 242 schools that did not have sufficient data to receive ratings because they serve non-tested grades (e.g., pre-K-2), had fewer than 20 students, or were new schools and did not have three or four years of data from which to derive a rating.  However, ESE explained that schools that do not receive a rating are still held accountable for their performance and required under State law to complete a school improvement plan that looks at student performance data and identifies interventions to address school performance. 

· ESE explained that,  based on 2011–2012 assessment data, 189 additional schools reported the performance of students in its high needs subgroup, which includes students with disabilities, English learners, former English learners, and low-income students, that would not have reported the performance of the constituent subgroups because of small n-sizes.  

	Next Steps
	To ensure that the SEA is implementing a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support for all LEAs in the State and for all Title I schools in these LEAs: 
· ED will review in more detail how ESE holds accountable small schools, schools that serve non-tested grades and schools that do not have a sufficient number of years of data to derive a rating as part of the SEA’s Accountability Addendum.  



	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
	· On September 19, 2012, ESE publicly reported its lists of 51 reward or commendation schools and 107 focus schools.  On the same date, ESE also publicly identified 40 of the 46 schools it is required to identify as priority schools.  


	Next Steps
	To ensure that the SEA publicly identifies five percent of Title I schools as priority schools: 
· Within 30 business days of receipt of this report, ESE will provide to ED a written assurance that it will publicly identify an additional six Title I schools as priority schools consistent with the definition outlined in the document titled ESEA Flexibility no later than September 19, 2013.  


	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, ESE indicated that 37 of its priority schools will implement interventions.  Thirty-five of these priority schools are schools receiving SIG funds to implement one of four SIG intervention models.  According to ESE, two additional non-SIG priority schools intend to implement interventions aligned with all of the turnaround principles.  These two schools are an unsuccessful applicant from the Cohort 3 SIG competition and a former SIG school that did not have its SIG award renewed after its second year due to issues with SIG implementation.
· SEA staff indicated that all SIG-funded schools are currently implementing all components of their selected model and that the SEA is in the process of determining what assistance they can provide to schools to assist in reaching their SIG program goals.  
· According to SEA staff, both non-SIG priority schools are implementing interventions aligned with the turnaround principles and have new principals this school year who are part of a district support network.  One of the schools did not receive a SIG grant due to capacity issues which are being addressed in an accelerated improvement plan that includes the assistance of external providers and comprehensive monitoring.  Teacher effectiveness is being ensured through classroom observation and walk-throughs, job-embedded support, professional learning communities, and the implementation of the State’s teacher evaluation system.  The school that was not renewed for SIG funding is still implementing increased learning time and other SIG requirements using smaller amounts of non-SIG funds.


	Next Steps
	None.


	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 provided provisional identification for all schools in June (based on historical data), with preliminary identification of 107 focus schools made on September 5, 2012 and the final ratings for schools and districts provided on September 19, 2012.  The published rating for each school includes the reason for the school’s identification.  

· According to ESE, District and School Assistance Centers (DSACs) across the State are serving as the primary source for supporting LEAs with focus schools in their implementation.  DSAC staff work with district and school leaders to support the implementation of research-based practices designed to address targeted strategies in improvement plans.  The SEA indicated that the DSACs have literacy and math specialists who are working with the LEAs and providing training focused on providing the supports necessary to meet the needs of students with disabilities and English learners. 
· The SEA indicated that all focus schools are expected to implement interventions based on their identified needs within the first semester.  

· The SEA provides District Analysis and Review Tools (DARTs), and DARTs for English Learners, which are a set of online data analytic tools providing district and school-level longitudinal data for use in needs analysis and improvement planning.

	Next Steps
	None.


	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
	· The SEA indicated that districts with schools in Levels 2-5 are required to  reserve a portion of their Title I funds (Level 2, 5-20 percent; Level 3, 20 percent; Levels 4 and 5, 25 percent) for interventions and supports to address the needs of the district's lowest-achieving students in its lowest-performing schools.

· The SEA indicated that, in addition to focus schools, all schools identified as Level 2 or Level 3 schools are required to implement interventions aligned with their reasons for identification. 

· The SEA indicated that DARTs and DARTs for English Learners are available to other Title I schools that are not making progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.  

· The SEA indicated that it has conducted a rigorous review of service providers and has created an online database of school improvement partners which schools may use to identify partners with specific strengths aligned to the school’s identified improvement needs.  
· The SEA’s flexibility request stated that the SEA would identify schools on the cusp of becoming a Level 2, 3, or 4 school.  The SEA indicated that this has been accomplished by publishing the percentile ranking of all schools in their accountability reporting system, allowing parents, teachers, and school administrators to easily see how their school is performing compared to other schools and if they are close to the next school identification level.


	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
· 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
	· The SEA indicated that the DSACs are working with the LEAs and their schools to strategically access and use professional development and targeted assistance to improve instruction and raise achievement for all students.

· The SEA indicated it is working through the DSACs as well as through its standard monitoring process to ensure implementation of interventions in all priority and focus schools.  

· The SEA indicated that DARTs is available to all schools for use in their needs assessment and improvement planning. 
· The SEA is holding LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance by assigning each LEA a rating equal to that of the lowest rated school in the district.  LEA ratings were determined at the same time as school ratings.  


	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
	· Through ESE’s FY2013 Title IIA and Title I Application and School Leader’s Guide to the 2012 Accountability Determinations the SEA provided information on the set-asides that LEAs may take and those that they are required to take contingent on the accountability rating level an LEA receives (e.g., Level 2-5).  ESE also provided similar information related to use of funds during presentations conducted regionally across the State.


	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 

	Next Steps
	None.
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